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Part I
Resilience: Building a Model



Chapter 1 ®)
A Need for Resilience Geday

Richard Millican and Tristan Middleton

Abstract This chapter begins by setting the context for the need for resilience. It
explores some of the changes to societies that have occurred in recent years arguing
that the accelerating pace of change leads to increased stresses on individuals and on
society itself. This is placed in the context of a neoliberal political arena and a digital
and globalised world. The argument that these issues have the danger of being toxic
both to communities and to individuals and can lead to increased feelings of pressure
and isolation will be considered. Mental health statistics and crime rates will be used
to highlight the need for individuals (and societies) to develop resilience to help
cope with the change and flux. The chapter will then proceed to discuss the impact of
change on education and argue that parallel pressures exist. It will illustrate the view
that neoliberalism has resulted in an instrumental approach to education and discuss
how the increasing focus on targets, achievement, competition and marketisation
has led to increased strain for teachers and learners alike. An argument will be
made that educational contexts are a microcosm of wider society and suffer the
same consequences by using statistics of rising mental health issues in learners and
teachers and an increasing attrition rate. It is suggested that while educational reform
is needed, there is a pressing and additional need for resilience.

This chapter makes the case for a reconsideration of the idea of resilience. It suggests
that contemporary life has increased both stresses upon, and threats towards, indi-
viduals as well as organisations and society. It presents the view that, as a result,
there is a need for the resilience to be able to deal with these stresses and threats, but
also to resist them where desired. It makes the case for thinking about resilience as
something that is dynamic and interactive whereby the relationship between actors
and the structures around them are mutually interdependent so that whilst actions
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of individuals can strengthen or weaken the structures, so too can the actions of
structures nurture or threaten the individuals within.

The chapter argues that the pace of change is ever increasing and that some of these
changes have resulted in tensions and conflicts that put pressure on the individuals
within society and also potentially between them and could even lead to threats
to society itself. It goes on to suggest that some changes seem to imply a lack of
congruence between stated aims of and rationale behind the change, and the reality
of practice.

Using mental health and wellbeing metrics as indicators, this chapter proposes
that current rates of change and the mismatch between rhetoric and reality have led
to a growing number of stressors on both individuals and society and highlights
the need for both to develop the resilience to be able to cope with, and respond to,
contemporary life. It argues however, that this response need not be passive, but
could be proactive and anticipatory ie agentic.

Using education as an example of a system within society, the chapter will suggest
that, as with the broader context, the rate of change in recent years has increased with
a plethora of structural, policy, pedagogical and administrative changes. It draws
parallels with wider society, arguing that the result has been greater pressures on
the actors within and tensions between them that, ultimately, could impact on the
educational settings and even back on society itself. Again, it proposes that there
are similar dissonances between stated purpose or ‘mission’, and practice within the
system.

Considering indicators similar as those mentioned above in addition to attrition
rates of educators, truancy levels of learners and failure rates of establishments, the
need for resilience for all those involved is emphasised and, arguably, for the settings
themselves. Moreover, it proposes that resilience should not infer simply a passive
ability to cope and endure, but the potential to act and redirect change.

By considering the symbiotic relationship between society and individuals and
then, by reflecting on the education system and its impact on the individuals within
and how in turn they may react with the system and with wider society, the
interdependency of these systems is highlighted.

Consequently, the case will be made for a need for resilience at all levels and
a recognition that the actions and behaviours at any level have the potential to
strengthen or weaken the resilience of systems around and within. Whilst examples
used will predominantly draw on the UK context, issues presented and arguments
made are applicable to other contexts.

Historical evidence shows that humans have always been social animals creating
and living in social systems but, in common with systems in general, existing in
a state of flux. Developments and changes to societies have occurred as a result of
external factors like invasions from other groups, food and water supply fluctuations,
and natural disasters; or internal developments like technological discovery, shifts
in knowledge and understanding, and new ideological movements. While some of
these factors have caused shocks to society which take time to recover from eg
plague, war, drought and famine, others can be perceived as risks and as such cause
stress and anxiety which can be met with resistance eg introduction of new religions,
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industrial revolution and artificial intelligence. If the pace and management of the
change is appropriate, then usually the systems involved can adapt and evolve to
accommodate them and survive. However, an important point to emphasise here is
that usually this does involve adaptations. In other words, society and the individuals
within it have not tended to remain the same, but have undergone a process of change
towards something eg beliefs, values, structures, behaviours in order to survive—so
new ways of being emerge in response to the factor that occurred. Nothing stays
the same. Harari (2015, p. 78) states ‘People are usually afraid of change because
they fear the unknown. But the single greatest constant of history is that everything
changes’.

In recent years, with ever increasing technological advances leading to a digital
and globalised world, the pace of change is noticeably greater resulting in the need
to evolve and adapt more rapidly (see for example Marsh, 2014). Much of this
development is clearly positive as opportunities for people to travel and be more
geographically mobile have increased; there are more choices and consumer goods
at our disposal; new devices are constantly being invented; and novel and exciting
opportunities for entertainment are being developed. Benefits for individuals and
society are many as the ease of communication brings us closer and enables us to
be more connected with obvious advantages for those with mobility issues; as much
labour-intensive work is able to be undertaken by computers; as an increasing number
of illnesses and conditions are able to be cured enabling us to live longer and more
healthily and, theoretically at least, we have more leisure time at our disposal.

However, despite the obvious benefits brought by these developments, as society
and the individuals within adapt to the changes, unforeseen pressures and tensions
emerge not because of the technology itself, but due to the speed of introduction
and the way it is sometimes used, demonstrating the need for resilience just to remain
apace.

The rate of recent changes seems to be placing individuals under tension as they
struggle to keep abreast of developments and deal with expectations created. For
example, there is increased pressure to purchase and consume and to be financially
able to do so. In addition, many feel the need to live what others might judge to
be an exciting life that maximises the myriad opportunities available and to display
evidence of doing so through social media (see for example Gaskell et al., 2016). In
addition, recent research from America has suggested there are causal links between
social media use and depression (see Lin et al., 2016).

Looking at statistics of social and individual wellbeing (Wilkinson & Pickett,
2010, 2018; Health at a Glance: Europe 2018) there is evidence that, for example,
despite the increases in GDP and technology that were meant to make life easier and
less labour intensive, rates of depression, suicide, murder, drug and alcohol addiction
and isolation have all increased and that feelings of wellbeing are decreasing. Further,
research from Hargreaves et al. (2018) found that the proportion of 4-24 year olds
who have a longstanding mental health condition rose from 0.8% in 1995 to 4.8% in
2014.

Added to this, as technology shifts the way that things are done, working environ-
ments and practices change and, although governments might claim that employment
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rates are growing, much of that employment is in unstable, temporary, part time or
zero-hour contract jobs (Grimshaw, Johnson, Keizer, & Rubery, 2017). These often
lead to insecurities and poor rates of pay and a subsequent increase in the wealth
gap with more families and children living in poverty. The richest 10% in Britain
now hold 45% of wealth and the poorest 50% just 8.7% (see equalitytrust.org.uk).
Those that are in work are frequently working long hours and in stressful conditions.
They are left feeling inadequate or unvalued as they are subjected to challenging
performance indicators and demanding targets without the security of tenured posi-
tions and with reducing trade union protection (see for example The Taylor Review,
2017 and DfBEIS, 2018). It would thus appear that these pressures and stresses on
individuals are threatening the ability of many to cope.

Such technological developments are not only impacting on individual behaviours,
but as we become more integrated and exposed through physical and virtual contact
to different social groupings and practices, individual, local and national customs
and cultures change. Indeed, Weinstein (2010, p. xvii) argues that, over the past few
decades there has been ‘rapid and accelerating rates of change in human relations,
from the interpersonal to the international level’ leading De La Sablonniere, in her
typology of social change, to define ‘dramatic social change’ (2017) as that which,
because of its pace, has the potential to rupture social and normative structures and
threaten cultural identity. As the digital generation rewrites and redefines itself and
society, some of the value systems and accepted institutions that have been regarded
as constants in recent generations have been, and continue to be, challenged. This
has led to, for example, reconceptualised understandings and definitions of family,
gender, marriage, sexuality, disability, education and nationhood.

A dominant theme of many of these reconceptualisations has been to dismantle
inequities and barriers within our systems and to work towards social justice.
Suffragette movements to civil rights, anti-apartheid to equal rights, disability rights
to gay pride are examples of civil protest movements that have helped tackle the hege-
mony of white, heterosexual male advantage and have assisted the shift of national
discourses to those that recognise the rights of all to fair treatment and equal voice
and representation. Whilst there have been some disruptions to this trajectory, grad-
ually attitudes, language, culture and values are changing towards an acceptance of
the need for a fairer world and this is, generally, reflected in legislation for example
the Human Rights Act 1998, Employment Act of 2008 and Equality Act of 2010.

However, paradoxically, while we see these progressive shifts in mindset, legisla-
tion and discourse towards what should be a socially just, inclusive world, the reality
is often of a different kind (Fukuyama, 2018). The move towards a digital society
and recent political agendas have added to what appears to be the fragmentation of
society with a rise in tribalism and individualism and we see increasing numbers of
hate crimes towards members of minority groups (Home Office, 2019), continued
stigmatism of LGBT members (Gordon, 2016) and underrepresentation of people
with disabilities (Powell, 2019) and other minority groups in positions of power (see
Home Office, 2018).

Furthermore, the pace of change whereby itis possible to see religious, cultural and
family traditions that have been present for generations rejected and eschewed within
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a lifespan, can also lead to societal and intergenerational strife as older generations
struggle to hold onto what is familiar and dear to them while younger generations
adopt new and sometimes alien behaviours (Heath, 2014). Alongside this, societal
change has meant that some of the support structures that used to exist have weak-
ened or disappeared with fewer people engaged in community organisations such
as faith groups, community centres, unions, clubs and societies (Seddon, 2011) and
an increasing number of people existing in smaller, more fragmented and dissipated
family units with, arguably, less support and protection (Knipe, 2017). These changes
are causing further stress, but are also removing some of the supportive structures
that help protect individuals and bind them together and help them to deal with the
pressures involved.

Such tensions and inconsistencies will inevitably have an impact. There thus
appears to be a disconnect, or a lack of congruence, between perhaps what was
expected and what seems to be emerging, with the narrative of creating a more
prosperous and socially just society and one which continues to show indicators of
inequality, marginalisation and social and individual malaise (Wilkinson & Pickett,
2010). This tension seems to exist and to be placing stress at different levels; at
the level of the individual as they struggle to cope, at that of the family and local
community as they are potentially dissipated and fragmented and at that of wider
society where reactions to differences in distribution of wealth and opportunity appear
to be resulting in increased resentment and social division (Greitemeyer & Sagioglou,
2017).

Furthermore, recent changes through industrialisation to globalisation and digiti-
sation have led to unexpected consequences beyond those that have occurred directly
to individuals and societies and have extended to the environment itself. Many of the
recent changes have been predicated on continued economic and material growth
which is built on the extraction and use of the Earth’s natural resources and on
humankind’s ability to control nature. However, recent research (eg IPCC 2018)
reveals that this threatens the very structures that sustain life as the climate shows
signs of change, sea levels rise, much biodiversity is lost and there is increasing
evidence that we have entered the sixth mass extinction (the Anthropocene). Recent
research from Radchuk et al. (2019) reveals that animals are failing to adapt their
behaviours quickly enough to cope with the pace of climate change and that this
threatens their existence. This will be discussed further in Chap. 3, but shows how
our actions are threatening the resilience of the biosphere that protects us and enables
us to survive which will in turn create increased risks and vulnerabilities to us as
individuals and societies and is further evidence of how systems are interdependent
(see also Bendell, 2018).

Viewing education as a microcosm of wider society, it is arguably possible to track
similar patterns. Within England, since a government funded education system began
in 1870, there has been a steady flow of policy changes affecting provision. However,
in recent years the volume and pace of change has increased with structural changes
as a result of, for example, academisation and free schools; content and practice
changes, for example national curriculum and exams system revisions; and shifts in
accountability through Ofsted, performance-related pay and league tables.
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As with societal change mentioned earlier, such changes have ostensibly been
made to improve standards, to provide more choice for parents and to break cycles
of disadvantage. Successive governments have made alterations to the education
system with the intention of creating a ‘meritocratic society’, to ‘not leave anyone
behind’ and to ‘widen participation’ thus providing ‘opportunity for all’. In other
words, as part of an endeavour to create a fairer and socially just society.

Much has been achieved with education acts enabling education to be free at
the point of delivery from the age of 4 to now 18, free pre-school education, equal
educational opportunities for girls and boys, inclusive practice for those with learning
difficulties and/or disabilities and for those of different national heritage or speakers
of other languages. There has been a standardisation of the curriculum (Graham &
Tytler, 2018) and moves towards more comprehensive and equitable provision and
more people are progressing onto university education than ever before (Bolton,
2019).

However, these achievements appear to have had some detrimental impact on both
the educators and the learners themselves. Teachers and head teachers find it increas-
ingly difficult to deal with this constant raft of changes and there have been many
reports of practitioners working evenings, weekends and throughout their holidays
in order to keep abreast of the workload. Perhaps unsurprisingly, as a consequence,
we find both an increasing attrition rate as teachers leave the profession and rising
incidences of those off work with stress. Perryman and Calvert (2019) found that
40-50% of respondents surveyed had left or were considering leaving the profession
within 10 years of starting citing workload (71%) and target driven culture (57%) as
reasons, along with wanting to improve work/life balance (75%). In addition, Patalay
and Gage (2019) showed that symptoms of depression rose from 9% to 14.8% and
self-harm from 11.8% to 14.4% from 2005 to 2015 among young people and recent
research from the National Education Union (2019) revealed that 83% of respondents
said that mental health of pupils had deteriorated over the past two years with rising
reports of anxiety, self-harm and even cases of suicide. It appears again, that people
are finding it difficult to cope.

An implication of recent changes is that they have been underpinned by a neo-
liberal ideology that is based on the premise that, in order to improve standards
and increase efficiency, it is beneficial to create a market that generates choice for
users and competition between the providers (Lynch, 2006; Molesworth, Scullion
& Nixon, 2010). As mentioned above this has, arguably, been advantageous for the
users. Educational standards have seemingly improved and parents and students have
more choice and say regarding educational provision. However, it has also meant
that the previous settlement and established structures and ways of working have
been altered and some of the protective factors such as local authority professional
development courses and advisory teachers that used to exist within the education
system are under pressure. The formation of academies, multi academy trusts and
free schools mean that collaboration between local authority schools and the support
structures provided by the council are disappearing; the pressures of the National
Curriculum and the English Baccalaureate mean that the opportunity for learners
to find space and pathways within the curriculum to follow their own interests and
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passions is reducing; and league tables based on exam performance and Ofsted
data mean that pressures for institutions to conform and follow standardised and
established procedures are increasing (Brill, Grayson, Kuhn, & O’Donnell, 2018).
This has the potential to increase stresses on individuals within the system, but also
on the institutions and structures contained as they struggle to adapt to, and survive
within, marketised environments.

It also appears that there is a parallel disconnect or tension between the stated
intention of the system eg inclusive, equal opportunity and social justice and the
reality on the ground of a system that shows indicators of inequality, increasing
stress and narrowing opportunities. Signs of shifting focus from existing as a public
service to one that is product and consumer focused are evident, with the over-riding
instrumentalist vision of preparing learners for employment, meeting the needs of
business and thus growing the economy (see, for example, DfE vision statement
2019). Gaps still exist, for example, between attainment 8 achievement rates and
subsequently life chances of learners from different social economic statuses (free
school meals 34.4%, others 48.3%), SEN (27.2%, not SEN 49.8%) (DfE Key Stage
4 statistics 2018) and between those learners who attend private schools and those
that do not (proportion of private school pupils achieving A*s and As at A level 48%,
national average 26%, achieving A of grade 7 at GCSE 63% compared to 23%—
Kynaston & Green, 2019). This disconnect between stated intention of achieving a
fair system and the reality of the system can again lead to tensions and frustrations
and threaten the wellbeing of stakeholders involved.

There is also growing tension between an arts-based, liberal education and one
that is employment focused where rewards are not to be found intrinsically, but are
increasingly monetised (see for example employability rankings for universities and
their courses).

This instrumentalist view of education whereby the focus and purpose are increas-
ingly narrowed and targeted towards employment and ultimately a contribution to
economic growth, can also have an impact beyond the immediate actors within the
system and on the environment itself. The predominant assumption within much of
education appears to be that the world will largely remain as it is and the status quo will
continue unchallenged. Consequently, the damage that our actions and behaviours
are causing the planet and each other remains generally unquestioned and unchecked
and there is a need for an education that encourages us to look critically at the world
and to develop what Freire (in Apple, 2018) terms conscientisation, or a rounder
sense of purpose (see Vare, Millican & de Vries, 2018 and Chap. 13).

Once again this shows interdependency within the system and how changes to
education to improve standards and, ostensibly, to improve opportunities for all,
appear to be continuing to harbour inequalities, be adding stress to individuals and
the structures within, but how they are also potentially contributing to global and
environmental stress, thus demonstrating a need for resilience at all levels.

A functionalist perspective might suggest that such is the natural order of things.
That inequalities are not only inevitable, but desirable and that they help society to
function and that part of education’s role is to help differentiate between the skills
and abilities of individuals and to assist each to find their role in society. It might
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also suggest that there is a need for an understanding and acceptance of difference in
strengths and interests that will result in differing levels of achievement and career
pathways and that, whilst all roles are vital to the smooth running of society, not all
will return similar rewards.

While individuals have the belief that should they wish to, through their own hard
work, determination and merit, they too could achieve and become more successful,
this acceptance and consensus might remain. However, as the world becomes more
digitised, interconnected and globalised and people become more aware of dispar-
ities in opportunities and wealth, there are signs of discomfort with this perspec-
tive (Bloodworth, 2016) as indicated through, for example, the Occupy Movement
(Addley, 2011).

Part of the problem is that, where there are winners, there are also losers. Despite
some positive initiatives recently encouraging corporations to adopt ethical and
sustainable practices, markets do not tend to have a social responsibility and, conse-
quently, organisations and individuals within them usually exist and work for their
own benefit rather than that of others (Amankwah-Amoah, Antwi-Agyei & Zhang,
2017). Hence the success of one company, will normally be at the expense of another,
the success of one individual will mean they have beaten others and the success of
one school or university will likewise mean the relative failure of other institutions
(Dorling, 2016).

Whilst support structures are in place to pick up and encourage the losers and
people feel that opportunities are fair, success has been deserved and based on merit
and when the difference between being a winner or a loser is not too great, then this
may be perceived as acceptable. However, as suggested earlier, many of these struc-
tures and networks have themselves been threatened, as families, social networks,
support groups, local authority provisions and even national allegiances become
fragmented, weakened, or are dismantled.

Moreover, it can be seen that the flow of capital is such that wealth and opportunity
appear to be concentrating in the hands of a few. This can be evidenced on a macro
level with the wealthy and powerful countries of the north becoming more so at the
expense of poorer countries of the south. Similarly, on a micro level where privileged
individuals benefit from economic, social and cultural capital providing significant
advantages which are used to further themselves rather than to support and develop
others.

Such circumstances show potential to lead towards increasing individualism and
protectionism. This can play out in political arenas as populistic, nationalistic and
intolerant of those of difference, or who do not obviously conform to the norm and
contribute to the economy. In the corporate and social worlds it can manifest as short-
termist and profit-driven. These disparities in distribution of wealth and opportunity
and shifts towards individualism are increasing the risks to individuals and societies
and are potentially making them more vulnerable, thus threatening their resilience.

It can be seen that such attitudes are potentially detrimental to the environment
too as, while short term political, personal and economic gain remain the dominant
driver, there is a danger that the profit motive will override any immediate social or
environmental concerns.
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From a conflict perspective then, one might be cynical about the way society
has been evolving and possibly question whether some of the structures that exist
deliberately advantage certain groups eg white, ‘Christian’, middle-class males
whilst consistently marginalising and disadvantaging others. One might reflect on
the concentrations of wealth and poverty and the gaps between them and wonder
whether structural injustices exist and whether society is as meritocratic as some
might suggest.

Such thoughts might lead to dissatisfaction and unease with the way that society
has evolved, is structured and is heading. It could clash with sensibilities and values
and could feel unfair and unsustainable. These feelings of injustice can themselves
be a source of stress and anxiety and can lead to either a feeling of impotence and
frustration, or an active desire to make change.

There is therefore, arguably, a need for a critical perspective whereby, if we are
sincere about a commitment to social justice and equal rights, we are collectively
and individually aware and critical of society and strive to work towards congruence
between what we say and what we do. In other words, we seek to remain true to
our values and to ease the tensions and conflicts within ourselves, education and
within broader society and in so doing, strengthen ourselves as individuals and the
institutions and societies in which we live and work.

However, this is not an easy position to take and necessitates strength to analyse
self, others and society at large, to reflect on values and the meaning of social justice
and sustainability and to actively work towards a fairer world, resisting developments
that are unfair, unjust and unsustainable and that as a result cause stress, anxiety and
add risk and vulnerability.

There is therefore a need for resilience. But a concept of resilience that does
not consider an individual, institution or society as a separate entity to be made
resilient and strong. Such a perspective might believe that resilience is found within
and that it is possible to provide a fix eg a strategy, a pill, a protective wall or an
aggressive marketing campaign that will give strength and protect. Rather, a concept
of resilience is needed that recognises that resilience is not within the system and
fixed, but something that changes with time and context and is the result of the
interactions within and between the system itself and other systems. A concept of
resilience that acknowledges the interplay between individuals and other individuals,
between individuals, groups and structures and between structures, wider society
and the environment. In other words, one that takes a systems perspective and takes
account of the interaction between systems and recognises that there are times when
there is a need to cope, to adapt and to be flexible, but other times when there is a
need to resist and even to be the instigator of change. Thus, a concept of resilience
that accepts that systems have agency and thus some control over direction of travel
and over response. An understanding of resilience that recognises that it is something
that is dynamic and contextual and that emerges from interactions between systems,
affecting simultaneously all systems involved in those interactions.

Such a concept of resilience could help shift mindsets. An acceptance that
resilience is not within a system eg individual, institution, society, but that it is
something that changes and is caused by interactions between systems can assist
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with this change. It can help with an analysis of individuals, institutions and soci-
eties to look at protective factors and causes of stress, risk and vulnerability such as
those mentioned above. In other words to look at things more holistically and, if we
are serious about striving for a fair world, rather than trying to fix individual systems,
strive to create conditions that are nurturing, supportive and protective of all systems
at all levels eg that of individual, institution and society and of the environment and
thereby create the conditions for resilience—for all to flourish.

This chapter has attempted to show that while change is constant, recent societal
and technological advances have meant that the pace of change has increased and
has led to a range of stresses and tensions at different system levels from individual,
to society and on to the environment as they adapt to these changes. It suggests
too, that these system changes have a symbiotic relationship with other systems
causing further impact. It acknowledges that many of the changes are positive, but
that some will result in unforeseen and unwanted consequences which then create
further stresses and tensions in what could become a feedback loop of stress. The
chapter indicates that a by-product of the change has been the dismantling of some
of the protective factors that were in place that helped enable systems to cope. It
makes the case for resilience:

(a) To be able to cope with, and adapt to, ongoing changes and deal with the
increasing pace of change

(b) To be able to deal with the tensions and conflicts that exist caused by differences
in rhetoric and reality and hegemonic and personal values

(c) Tobe able to, if so desired, resist pressures and direction of travel and to actively
work towards a different way of behaving and living, that on an individual, group,
or larger scale might be more congruent in claims of fairness, social justice and
sustainability and the way that this is acted out.

However, it stresses that resilience is not something found within, but that it is
something that emerges as aresult of interactions between systems and, consequently,
needs a holistic approach and a mindset that recognises interdependence. Such a
mindset would accept that it is in the interests of all to nurture and protect and
strive for a socially just and sustainable world and, in so doing, create conditions for
resilience for all.

To this end, this book offers a new consideration of resilience and presents a
model—The Dynamic, Interactive Model of Resilience (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) in
Chap. 2. This model conceptualises resilience as a quality that emerges as a result of
interactions between systems and acknowledges system agency. It also recognises
the role of protective and risk factors and system vulnerabilities and invulnerabilities.

Chapter 3 considers resilience above and beyond the individual and highlights the
connections between individuals, society and the environment. It stresses the need to
view the world and our activity within it more holistically and shows how the DIMoR
(ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) can assist with this and help move towards sustainable and
thereby resilient societies and individuals.

Chapters 4 and 5 turn attention towards education with Chap. 4 questioning the
current system and whether it is helping resilience or hindering it, and 5 critiquing
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approaches to the teaching of resilience suggesting that it needs to be through a
systemic approach rather than through targeted resilience building programmes.

Chapter 6 offers an example of this by looking at the Early Years Foundation Stage
and the opportunities provided therein for facilitating the building of resilience.

Chapter 7 uses the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) to make links between
mental health and wellbeing and resilience and thereafter to consider the role of
education in meeting needs.

Subsequent chapters focus on UK or European-based research projects within
education that have explored aspects of education linked to resilience and illustrate
the value of the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) through various applications.
Whilst the nature of these examples are based on the UK or European context, the
principles of DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) can be applied to different contexts.

Chapter 8 reports on research into the impact of assessment feedback on student
emotional state and uses the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) to analyse context to
identify other risks and protective factors.

Chapter 9 discusses research into practitioner resilience whilst working on nurture
groups in the field of SEND. Again findings are analysed using the lens of the DIMoR
(ahmed Shafi et al., 2020).

Chapter 10 uses the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) to analyse the results of
a European research project into the creation and implementation of an emotional
education programme for school pupils.

The next Chap. 11, is based on research conducted in a young offenders institution
that explored the complexities of re-engaging those incarcerated with education and
uses the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) to help structure the experiences and
contexts of the young people involved.

Chapter 12 draws links between emergent learning through the use of the internet
and Self-Organising Learning Environments (SOLE) and the emergence of resilience
and offers suggestions for a pedagogy that helps the emergence and development of
both.

Chapter 13 returns to a consideration of broader systems and reflects on the current
climate crisis, suggesting that there is a need for a different approach to education
that has sustainability at its heart. It presents findings from a European research
project that developed a set of competences for educators of education for sustainable
development and uses the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) to show how these
can help lead to sustainability and resilience at all levels, from individuals to the
environment.

Chapter 14 is a concluding chapter that provides an overview of each, attempting
to bring out salient themes towards an overall summary of lessons learnt.
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Chapter 2
Towards a Dynamic Interactive Model e
of Resilience

Adeela ahmed Shafi and Sian Templeton

Abstract This Chapter explores a range of theoretical models of resilience and
human development to understand the concept of resilience as it has developed over
time and how it is understood today. These include both classic and contemporary
ideas such as those of Bronfenbrenner, Masten, Rutter and more recently, Ungar and
Downes. In doing so, the chapter presents a new model of resilience built by taking
the key elements of established theories to offer a dynamic and interactive model of
resilience that recognises individual agency and its complex reciprocal interactions
both with other individuals but also with the wider system within which the individual
unit is situated. This chapter positions the DIMoR as an important contribution to
this book in understanding resilience for learning in a range of educational contexts.

Introduction

Resilience originates from the Latin word ‘resiliens’ and broadly encapsulates the
concepts of recoil and rebound. Originating within the field of structural engineering
focusing on how our physical infrastructures survive natural disasters such as hurri-
canes, floods etc., resilience has since burgeoned into a variety of domains including
community development, ecosystems and public services. In the 20th Century devel-
opmental psychologists started to utilise the term for individuals who had suffered
from trauma and ‘survived’ despite these adverse circumstances.

This chapter explores how resilience has been conceptualised during the 20th
Century in the psychological and human development literatures. It will consider how
the primary focus within the literature has previously been on individual resilience
and does not necessarily consider how the individual also impacts on others.
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A critique of this reductionist approach to resilience will be developed by ques-
tioning the validity of generalising these findings to more preventative and proactive
approaches. The discussion assesses the contribution that the models of Daniel,
Wassell, & Gilligan (1999), Bronfenbrenner (1979) and Ungar (2013) contribute
to the understanding of resilience. The chapter will end with the new and adapted
model of resilience; the DIMoR proposed by ahmed Shafi et al. (2020), which takes
the key ideas of existing models but draws on systems thinking and complexity
theory to present a model which recognises the socio-ecologically embedded nature
of the individual which acknowledges individual agency as they journey through life
encountering many other such systems.

Early Resilience Research

There are many definitions of resilience which have contributed to our understanding
of the concept over the last few decades. Within this chapter, we will highlight some of
the key definitions as they both demonstrate the development of our conceptualisation
of resilience later in this chapter and provide the evidence base for our proposal of
more dynamic interactive definition of resilience, which then helps to frame the
discussion held in the rest of this book.

Whilst there are many definitions of resilience across a variety of disciplines; there
is however, some commonality between them: adaptability in the face of adversity,
a focus on positive qualities and strengths, coping with trauma and the appreciation
that resilience is not fixed, but an unstable construct that fluctuates over time. There
is also more recently the recognition that resilience is a dynamic process, which
involves behavioural and cognitive components alongside emotional psychological
components that interact with the individual and their surrounding systems. Kaplan
(2014) suggests that we proceed with caution however when coming to a definition or
focus point for assessing and understanding resilience however in his argument that
“Although it is conceivable that the term might usefully be applied to interpersonal
as well as individual-level systems, the context for usage should be clarified in each
instance.” p. 40. Therefore, as a broad definition, this book will focus on the ideas
portrayed by Masten (2015), p. 9 where she states the focus on resilience as arising
as a result of adaptation and survival of systems after adverse circumstances which
at times involves ‘successful transformation to a stable new functional state’.

In her seminal book ‘Ordinary Magic’ (2015), Ann Masten has helped shape
our understanding of this evolving understanding of resilience which has developed
during the last couple of decades. She has described this as ‘4 waves’ of theoretical
and evidence-based perspectives about resilience providing a guiding framework for
a broader conceptualisation of resilience.

This chapter will go on to explore the multi-systemic possibilities that can open
up the debate and discussion around the concept of resilience even further. Within
Wave 1 behavioural psychologists tended to reconstruct the events that led to school
failure, delinquency and crime, and serious mental health problems by studying the
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history of individuals in whom such problems surfaced. Long (2000) argued that this
retrospective approach can create the impression that a poor developmental outcome
is inevitable if an individual is exposed to adversity since it examines only the lives
of ‘casualties’ not the lives of the survivors. Ideas from Positive Psychology and the
work of Martin Seligman et al. (2005) focuses on a strengths-based approach through
the exploration of factors which can contribute to the sustainability of individuals and
communities. The research on resilience has therefore explored factors that contribute
to the lives of survivors in order to establish ~ow they have survived despite adversity
and individual risk factors. Three main groups were initially identified by Masten
et al. (1990) as the focus from which to provide a lens to explore these survivors
who recovered and prospered despite significant factors which could interfere with
healthy development:

1. Individuals who thrive despite their high-risk status (such as birth defects);

2. Children who develop coping strategies in the face of adversity (such as children
of parents/carers who misuse alcohol and/or drugs);

3. Those who have suffered extreme trauma (such as sudden bereavement, abuse,
natural disasters or war).

Inrecognition of the variable contexts and qualities that might influence resilience,
Werner & Smith (1982) advocated the importance of developing a lifespan approach
to understanding resilience. In light of the above considerations, Wang, Haertal, &
Walberg (1997) suggested that resilience develops where individuals succeed despite
personal vulnerabilities that have arisen as a result of events and conditions within
their environmental context. The focus in these ideas is very much on the individual
and the skills and traits that they bring to the task of lifespan development.

This early research focus led to an initial conceptualisation of resilience as an ‘indi-
vidual invulnerability’ with a focus on the individual qualities of resilient children
(Cefai, 2007; Gilligan, 2004). This approach implied that resilience was absolute
and unchanging; more of a character ‘trait’ rather than contextualising resilience
within a broader sphere. The idea of resilience being a ‘character trait’ was further
perpetuated through ideas put forward by Daniel et al. (1999) in their model which
explored resilience as being on a spectrum of resilience and vulnerability. We will
explore their model in more detail later in this chapter, however, a key factor in this
model is proposed by Daniel (2003) in his highlighting of the resilience dimension
as referring to the intrinsic qualities of the individual. Although there was a growing
interest in understanding resilience, not all research at the time was focusing on
this ‘trait’ nature of resilience. Even before Daniel, Wassell & Gilligan’s model was
developed, Masten (1994) cautioned against using the term ‘resiliency’ because of
the association with personality traits. The potential danger of this association was
an acceptance that some individuals had the ‘ability’ to be resilient whilst others
did not which is contrary to the strengths-based understanding within the field of
resilience. Masten advocated to instead use the term ‘resilience’ more flexibly to
describe positive adjustment when experiencing disruption. Gilligan (2004) also
recognised the potential limitation of perpetuating the ‘fixed’ idea of a trait-based
understanding of resilience and suggested that instead we need to recognise the
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variable quality of resilience and the role of reciprocal relationships and interac-
tions between an individual and their personal context as being key rather than an
individual’s personality.

In recognition of the potential of personal context to contribute to the healthy
development of an individual’s resilience, Kaplan (1999) posited that resilience was
an integrative theory of adaptation of life stress. In this definition, Kaplan recognised
that adaptability is key in that there are individual differences in both the devel-
opment of resilience and response to stressful life events. For example, in the face
of bereavement, no two individuals will respond in the same way; their response
will depend upon (amongst others); culture, faith, prior experience, personal factors
etc. It is also important to note here that responding in a resilient manner does
not equate to (in the case of bereavement) supressing the emotional response and
behaving as if there has been no change in the individual’s life circumstances. Dent
& Cameron’s (2003) discussion of resilience as the ability to ‘bounce back’ from
adversity perpetuates the expectation that individuals should just ‘move on’ from
extremely challenging life events. There is a danger in this conceptualisation of
resilience as ‘bouncing back’ because this can minimise the impact of adversity on
individuals, thus promoting the expectation that we, as humans, should just be able
to ‘get over it’ despite circumstances which challenge that. Relating to this, it is also
important in terms of engendering a resilient approach to be able to manage diffi-
cult feelings and recognise that they are valid. This construct of moving on instead
of recognising impact could be potentially contributing to the increasing preva-
lence of mental health needs within our population and is discussed in more detail
in Chap. 7.

The development of resilience in children and young people could be viewed as
being compromised by the notion that resilience is founded upon risk factors and
promotors. This challenge is well illustrated through the consideration of Adverse
Childhood Experiences (ACESs), situations where children do not have access to the
typical human adaptive systems and are instead in situations of threat beyond the
bounds of their capacity (Masten, 2015, p. 286). The ACE Study (Felitti et al., 1998)
identified seven categories of adverse experiences, later increased to nine (Bellis
et al., 2013) and then ten categories (McEwen & Gregerson, 2019). Felitti et al.’s
(1998) research identified a correlation between the number of Adverse Childhood
Experiences (ACEs) and later challenges in life. Whilst there is considerable statis-
tical evidence to support the view that ACEs are risk factors which impact negatively
throughout a person’s later life, there is the risk of giving too great a focus upon
risk factors and considering that young people who have experienced a high number
of risk factors have a pre-determined negative outcome in later life. The reality is
illustrated recently by author Kerry Hudson (2019), who scored eight out of ten on
the ACE’s measure of childhood trauma, having attended nine primary schools and
five secondaries, lived in council flats and Bed & Breakfast accommodation with
her single mother, amongst other experiences, and is now a successful novelist. It is
interesting to note that many of the characteristics are of families and communities
rather than individual children thus re-affirming the potential impact of exploring
resilience at a wider systemic rather than individual level.
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The research now sought to identify protective forces which set those resilient
children apart from those who did not adjust so successfully. From the field of Social
Work and as a result of his work with children and young people in the looked after
system, Gilligan (2004) summarises this change in thinking about the construct of
resilience ““... while resilience may previously have been seen as residing in the
person as a fixed trait, it is now more usefully considered as a variable quality that
derives from a process of repeated interactions between a person and favourable
features of the surrounding context in a person’s life.” p. 94 As a result of this
recognition of the potential for external factors to the individual to influence their
development trajectory, the idea of ‘protective factors’ being able to ‘balance out’
the risk factors; the analogy of a ‘see-saw’ (Fig. 2.1) is often used to exemplify this.
Werner & Smith (1982) go on to argue that protective factors have a stronger impact
on a child’s developmental pathway than risk factors. This led to a focus on how
educators and others within an individual’s ecology could support the development
of resilience through a focus upon protective factors (Fig. 2.2).

A key theme within the protective factors literature is around the importance of
relationships either within the family or externally (Werner & Smith, 2001; Rutter,
2013). Werner’s research as far back as 1993 identified stable care and ‘appropriate
attention’ during the first year of life as particularly powerful protective factors

Wave 1: This wave was broadly ‘descriptive’ and focused on developing an
understanding of the concept in its own right.

Wave 2: Focused on an exploration of processes leading to resilience and introduced
the idea of ‘protective factors’ with an emphasis on exploring how protective factors
work and how do individuals survive when exposed to risk within their environment.
Research in this wave explored notions of proximal and distal factors influencing the
development of resilience.

Wave 3: Concentrated on the promotion of resilience through interventions and
continued to explore risk and protective factors in more depth. This wave
recognised the potential for individuals and settings to make a difference to
outcomes for individuals and focused on exploring what could be done to optimise
these outcomes. This led to a continued exploration of risk and protective factors in
more depth.

Wave 4: This wave, largely initiated by the work of Michael Ungar (2013) in his
recognition of the importance of analysing the interactions between individuals and
their contexts and individual differences. There is also currently a growing
discussion around the possibility of genetic influences on outcomes and how these
might interact with the individual and their environment (Rutter 2013).

Fig. 2.1 The waves of resilience research
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Protective Factors

Risk Factors

Fig. 2.2 Balance between risk and protective factors

or through a recognition of the opportunities for relationships with others within
the wider system of the individual, (such as school teachers). There is a danger
of an overly simplistic interpretation of these findings though, as Werner (1993)
acknowledged the nuance of the dynamic within the parent/child in her findings
within the famous Kauai Longitudinal study. This study was the first study to explore
the impact of biological, psychological and adverse life events from birth to mid-life
on a cohort which included individuals from a range of ethnic, social and economic
backgrounds. The study identified the importance of the dynamic nature of resilience
and highlighted the importance of families in contributing to this; considering them
to be a ‘protective factor’ in the development of resilience. However, within this
study Werner found that those babies who were socially active with helpful sleeping
and feeding habits tended to elicit more positive responses from carers and other
adults therefore highlighting the complexity of the dynamic.

In addition to the importance of families demonstrated by the Kauai study, a variety
of other protective factors have also been identified within the wider literature through
research with survivors of adversity. These are grouped into three broad categories:

e ‘Within person’ focused such as: personality traits; cognitive ability and
scholastic competence (Condly, 2006); social competence (including eliciting
positive response from others, Bernard, 1991); agency (Bohle, Etzold & Keck,
2009); problem solving skills (Bernard, 1991)

e Relationship focused such as: relationships with schools’ staff (Catalano et al.,
2004), Sense of community and social support (Luthar et al., 2000)

e Context focused such as: Participation in religious organisations (Ungar, Ghazi-
nour, & Richter, 2013), Staying in school (Ungar et al., 2013).

An understanding of protective factors can help us to conceptualise resilience as
a framework from which we can develop an understanding of what is going on (for
the individual, the setting, the family). A futures pathway can then be formulated
which mitigates these absences and thus optimises the developmental pathway of an
individual. For example, a child who lives within a disrupted family environment
might have a key person who supports them in the school setting which helps to
mitigate against less available care and support in the home setting. Alternatively, an
example might be a neighbourhood where there are high levels of youth violence and
disruption offers opportunities for youths to proactively engage in problem-solving
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the difficulties and suggesting and implementing potential solutions. The potential
in understanding the range of protective factors provides us with the opportunity to
target interventions with an evidence base; focusing on what works and what has gone
well previously thus optimising the potential for the optimisation of developmental
pathways.

As discussed earlier, interventions have focused on building an individual’s
resilience through a focus on the above areas. Examples of this in educational practice
include the Young Minds Interactive Resilience Framework (Young Minds, 2012)
which provides an explanation and evidence base of the protective factors identified
and ideas for how educators might develop these factors within a school environment.
However, although it is very useful for educators to be able to access resources such
as that of the Resilience Framework, we need to be cautious about drawing causal
links. This is because it is difficult to identify whether someone who appears to be
well-adapted and has lots of protective factors in place are not just coping because
they haven’t had the exposure to significant risk factors such as those described by
Werner yet.

In an attempt to recognise the interactive nature of risk and protective factors and
the links between resilience and vulnerability, Daniel et al. (1999) developed the
model shown in the Fig. 2.3.

The resilience dimension is used to refer to intrinsic qualities of an individual;
these are personal qualities of the individual or the ‘nature of the person’ such as their

Protective Factors: Factors that
buffer the effects of adversity.

Protective Factors

Vulnerability: Characteristics of
the child, their family circle and
wider community, which might
threaten healthy development.

Resilience: Normal
development under
difficult circumstances

aousl|Isay

Vulnerability

Risk/Adversity

Adversity: Life events or
circumstances that pose a threat to
healthy development.

Fig. 2.3 A spectrum of resilience and vulnerability Daniel et al. (1999), p. 61
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Fig. 2.4 Bronfenbrenner’s bio-psych-social-ecological model of human development. Source:
http://msnaeemsclass.weebly.com/developmental-theories.html

Fig. 2.5 Example of equifinality, differential impact and cultural moderation
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Fig. 2.6 The adapted Daniel et al. (1999) model of resilience

personal traits and behaviours; having a secure attachment; well-developed intrap-
ersonal and interpersonal skills; being socially included and problem-solving skills
amongst others. Goldstein & Brooks (2014) highlight the importance of individuals
being aware of these intrinsic qualities through: self-cognition (individuals cogni-
tive evaluative response to these traits, behaviour and experiences); self-evaluative
(linking to Carl Rogers ideas of congruence between our actual and ideal self
(see Rogers, 1959 for more on the ideas of congruence)); and finally self-feelings
(contiguity of individuals actual and ideal self which in turn reduces negative self-
feelings and maximizes the probably of more positive self-feelings). Through this
self-awareness and evaluation an individual is therefore more likely to be situated
towards the ‘resilience’ pole of this dimension.

The vulnerability dimension is defined by ‘susceptibility to negative develop-
mental outcomes after exposure to risk factors such as perinatal stress, poverty,
parental psychopathology, and disruptions of their family unit.” (Werner, 1993,
p. 503). It therefore refers to the more immediate systems around the child which
might threaten optimal development such as having an isolated parent, lack of
community support and poor housing. The final dimension identified for the under-
standing of individual differences is that of protective, (such as a positive school
experience), and adverse (i.e. parental depression, domestic violence) environments.
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Fig. 2.7 Our developing model of Daniel et al. (1999) and Bronfenbrenner

For example, the wider system could be a particular school, its organisational structure,
the physical structure of school buildings/layout, its policies, rules, location, the culture.
Within this wider system are all the individual systems such as other pupils, teachers or
support staff all of whom reciprocally interact with the wider system and its own
structure, reflecting Morin’s notion of complexity.

Fig. 2.8 Example of a wider system

This dimension covers extrinsic factors and is therefore located at the outer ecological
levels of family and wider community. When considered together Daniel, Wassell
& Gilligan argued that these dimensions provide a framework for the assessment of
adverse and positive factors at all ecological levels of a child’s socio-emotional envi-
ronment. The two dimensions will interact: an increase in protective factors will help
to boost a child’s individual resilience. They refer to their model as providing a frame-
work for assessment, however, individual differences which have been acknowledged
by a range of authors highlights issues such as; how do we measure what is risk for
one person as being a risk for another person? How do we measure comparable
impacts of different risky situations? An additional concern is around the use of
‘poles’ to differentiate between the concepts included on the model, for example—is
resilience the opposite of vulnerability; some individuals may appear invulnerable
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due to the perception that they have not yet experienced adversity. They therefore
may not have had the opportunity to demonstrate either vulnerability or resilience
as their internal resources have yet to be tested; should we instead be recognising
a subtler, less polarised notion of resilience? Considerations such as these will be
explored later in the chapter when we adapt the model to encompass a framework
extends our understanding of resilience.

Moving towards this is Luthar, Chichetti, & Beckers’ (2000) definition which
suggests that resilience is “a dynamic process encompassing positive adaptation
within the context of significant adversity” (p. 543). This leads us to a conceptual-
isation of resilience as that of competence and success despite adversity and disad-
vantage which is a less polarised view than the Daniel et al. model. This definition
is important in the development of our understanding of the concept of resilience in
that it highlighted at the time that resilience was not about just coping with every
day knock backs, but that the true test of resilience occurred in the face of significant
adversity which interfere with an individual’s life course development. This also
highlights again that not all challenging life experiences are experienced equally,
but that there is a recognition that when risk factors and stressful events outweigh
protective factors then even the most resilient of individuals can develop problems.

Resilience as Dynamic and Interactive

More recently, the interactive and dynamic nature of resilience has been the focus of
discussion in the wider literature. Rutter (2013) proposes that “resilience is an inter-
active phenomenon... indicating that some individuals have relatively good outcome
despite having experienced serious stresses or adversities” (p. 474). This definition
still appears to place the emphasis on resilience as an individual construct although it
differs from earlier definitions in its acknowledgement of the dynamic nature of this
construct and individual differences within it. Ungar (2013) adds to this, focusing
on resilience as more of a process, (rather than individual phenomenon), which can
optimise an individual’s ability to cope when facing significant adversity. This defi-
nition from Ungar recognises the potential for other factors outside of the individual
to influence the coping mechanisms of individuals, particularly in relation to his
emphasis on the quality of the multiple systems that an individual interacts with and
how the qguality of these systems accounts for most of the individuals developmental
success under negative stress. This recognition of the wider influences on individ-
uals as systems is reinforced through Masten (2016) in her suggestion that resilience
is “the capacity of a system for successful adaptation to disturbances that threaten
system function, viability or development” (p. 298). The idea of successful adapta-
tion recognises the range of, and variability in, influences on optimal development.
It also highlights the need for exposure to risk in order to develop resilience; we need
to be able to develop strategies to help us to ‘cope’ in stressful and challenging situ-
ations, but we can only develop those strategies after exposure to challenge and risk.
In his 2013 paper reviewing the literature on resilience, Michael Rutter illustrated
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this using the analogy of immunisations; we develop a resistance to the disease as a
result of being exposed to the disease in the first place, not from completely avoiding
contact. Rutter (2013) called this the ‘steeling effect’ because this has a strengthening
effect with regards to later adversity. In this paper, he also introduces the idea of ‘bidi-
rectional effects’, which recognises the reciprocal interactive nature of relationships.
This can be illustrated through the example of how a parent might respond to a child
refusing to go to school because of being bullied and how the child then responds
to that parent, compared to how a parent responds to child refusing to go to school
because they have not completed their homework. These ‘bidirectional effects’ are
key to a deeper understanding of resilience and will be explored in more detail later
in this chapter.

Until this point, the literature described has focused primarily upon within child
factors which may/may not contribute to the development of resilience. This construc-
tion as a consequence of this is also is in danger of blaming the individual when things
go wrong or they fail to adapt to adverse situations and events. This approach has the
potential to limit individuals and does not provide a platform from which to explore
the potential for further development. In line with Masten’s (2015) ideas described
above and presented as part of Wave 4, this chapter will now move on to presenting
the need for a more systems-based approach to exploring and analysing resilience,
recognising the range of systems an individual is situated within.

Resilience from a (Complex) Systems Approach

Systems thinking emerged from a critique of the reductionist approach of researching
phenomena by breaking it down into its constituent parts in order to understand it.
By contrast, systems thinking seeks to explore a phenomenon either as a system
or as part of a system. For example, exploring resilience as a characteristic of just
the individual would not be sufficient, rather it is better to explore resilience within
the individual in a way that recognises and acknowledges that the individual is a
system within other systems. This includes how the individual is situated within
a family, community and a society. Resilience research came to recognise this as
discussed earlier but referred to these other systems as proximal or distal factors that
interacted with and predicted risk or protection. Such models came to be known as
social-ecological approaches.

Ungar and colleagues (2013) made the connection between Bronfenbrenner’s
(1979) seminal ecological model of human development and the parallel advances
centred around a social-ecological interpretation of resilience. Bronfenbrenner later
updated this model to emphasise the importance of proximal processes of Person,
Place, Context and Time (PPCT) as being at the heart of human development which
resulted in a re-labelling of the model to a bio-ecological theory; a fuller explana-
tion of this updated model can be found in Bronfenbrenner & Morris (2007). The
basic principles of Bronfenbrenner’s bio-ecological model emphasised the impor-
tance of context on human development. Its major feature included the concept of a
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range of nested systems centring around any individual or organism. These are the
microsystem, mesosystem, macrosystem (and a later added chronosystem). In terms
of education, the microsystem is concerned with the immediate (social) environment
in which a child is situated. Those in the microsystem have the most direct impact
or influence on the child and would include the parents, siblings, friends, teachers,
extended family—all those with whom the child has immediate, direct and day-to-day
interactions. The mesosystem involves the interaction between those actors who are
in the microsystem but the interactions may not necessarily involve the child directly,
but still have an influence on them. The macrosystem is further away from the indi-
vidual child and includes the wider community, such as the school, church, commu-
nity, local authorities—some would also include socioeconomic status, ethnicity,
culture and other features of the wider environment that have an influence on the
meso and microsystems. The child is not likely to have direct interaction with the
macrosystem. The chronosystem refers to the time and historical era within which
a child is living and how that impacts on their life. For example, the impact of tech-
nology in current times very much shapes the child’s interactions at the micro, meso
and macro levels.

Underpinning this is the idea that the individuals own repertoire of character-
istics interact in idiosyncratic and dynamic ways shaping their world and in turn
shaping their own ongoing development. This is where the aspects of Person, Place,
Context and Time become essential elements within Bronfenbrenner’s ideas. Place
focuses more around the mesosystem and the importance of people and objects and
their influence on human development with Person encapsulating the individual’s
bio-psychological characteristics such as disposition, bioecological resources and
demand characteristics. Context encompasses the number of connections and nature
and quality of these connections; this might include closer influences such as those
systems within the mesosystem but also those more distal factors from within the
exosystem such as decisions made by social institutions (i.e. whether or not a school
might introduce an after-school club or a parents work place adopting flexi time
to allow parents to leave work in time for school pick ups) and also incorporating
the macrosystem such as government policy decisions etc. Finally, Time refers to
continuities and changes over time which can be internal (such as aging/disease) and
consider an individual’s lifecourse or through successive generations.

These ideas moved the debate and research on resilience from a focus on the indi-
vidual to the individual as a system within wider dynamic and interactive systems—
all of which influence an individual’s resilience following adversity. However, as
pointed out earlier, there has been less focus on exploring the multiple and simulta-
neous interactions between systems such as individuals, family, school, rather than
just dual interactions of, for example, individual-family, individual-school, family-
school. Instead, it is necessary to explore the multiple interactions between these
mesosystems and the other systems in order to explore resilience in a more nuanced
way (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020).

Bronfenbrenner himself acknowledged that his representation of the bio-psycho-
social-ecological system appeared to reduce interactions into a necessary order rather
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than the complexity as described above. Ungar made the links between Bronfen-
brenner’s ideas and resilience in a number of papers of which the Ungar et al. (2013)
was a significant contribution. In this review of the research they found that there were
additional features which contributed to our understanding of resilience: the more
that a child is exposed to adversity, the more a child’s resilience depends on the quality
of the environment, (rather than their personal qualities), and the resources available
to nurture and sustain well-being. They emphasised that access to these resources
that nurture well-being were shaped by negotiations between individuals or groups
(such as families and communities), and those such as schools and local governments
who act as the gatekeepers to the resources. How successful these negotiations were
and the extent to which they were ‘constrained’ or ‘facilitated’ either optimised,
or was detrimental to, the efficacy of the individual and the group. These factors
can operate between many of the different systems highlighted in Bronfenbrenner’s
original model with Ungar et al. (2013) re-emphasising Bronfenbrenner’s original
argument that no one system has supremacy over any other system; instead system
interactions across levels are understood to be complex and the boundaries between
these different levels flexible. Ungar’s (2013) social ecological model attempt to
respond to this and posited three principles of resilience: equifinality, differential
impact and cultural moderation. Equifinality referred to how in particular circum-
stances, one system or another can become more influential to the outcome, where
in certain circumstances, the environment is more important than individual charac-
teristics and sometimes, individual characteristics are more significant. The differ-
ential impact notion suggests that protective factors can have a differential impact in
different contexts and time. This differential impact results from both an individual’s
perception of resources available and the structures which are in place to make it
more or less possible to fully exploit the available and accessible resources; this
concept leads to a significant point of divergence between positive psychology and
the study of resilience. If, for example, there was an intervention focusing on the
development of self-efficacy such as assigning a mentor for an individual, this may
have a small positive effect on the individual and others involved in the mentoring
programme. The mentoring may have a small positive effect across the population
involved in the mentoring programme. However, there may be no effect, or a much
larger effect than expected when mentoring is provided for an individual facing high
levels of adversity; thus, helping to explain complexity rather than homogeneity in
the way that humans in different contexts respond to adversity. This leads on to
cultural moderation, which, although implicit in the principles of equifinality and
differential impact, brings to the fore the cultural impact on an individual’s appraisal
of a situation and the extent to which this influences resilience and suggests that
how individuals explore and negotiate for resources is influenced by culture (Chen
& Rubin, 2011).

In their discussion around equifinality, differential impact and cultural moderation,
Ungar et al. (2013) suggest that the environment is therefore often more important
that the individual, however, we would argue that this ignores that role of indi-
vidual agency. In 2017, Paul Downes also recognised this and proposed a further
model of resilience, which attempted to reconceptualise foundational assumptions of
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resilience, by proposing a cross-cultural, spatial systems domain that took account of
individual agency in resilience trajectories. Downes drew upon both Bronfenbrenner
and Ungar’s models of resilience and, builds on a re-interpretation of Lévi-Strauss &
Weightman (1973) ideas of cross-cultural observations of contrasts between concen-
tric and diametric spatial systems. A diametric spatial structure may be visualised as
a rectangle split in half, whereas concentric spatial structure is a circle with another
inside it, essentially sharing a common central point.

Both these structures exist together as part of a system of relations and are mutually
interactive. However, in diametric space, both oppositional realms can be detached
whereas in a concentric space, there is an assumed connection. Downes uses this
notion of space as an application of self to other in his phenomenological account
of resilience. Particularly, how individual agency interacts with various aspects of
their contextual and spatial systems to challenge the notion of ‘bouncing back’—
because bouncing back assumes a return to the same place. Downes’ approach recog-
nised that resilience and how an individual’s agency interacts in the concentric and
diametric spaces of relation means that a person does not ‘return’ to a previous place
before adversity, but actually moves along in time and space, depending on their
phenomenology. This offers an explanation that brings individual agency and inter-
pretation into sharper focus more so than previous models, which have objectified
the individual as having intrinsic qualities, such as intelligence, calm manner and
other such factors that impact resilience. Biesta (2016) develops this further with
his comments around the role of agency and his emphasis on the need for us as
humans to develop within an action orientated framework where we rely “on the
activities of others to take up our beginnings, yet others will always do so in their
own, unpredictable ways... we can only be free when we act.” (p. 92). However, only
Downes has really focused on this in relation to resilience, offering a phenomenolog-
ical focus within his suggestion that ‘individual experience is a system of concentric
and diametric spatial relations in interplay’. This thereby further exemplifies the
complexity of resilience and how not only does the individual reside within spatial
systems, but there is agency and lived experiences which can shape the trajectory of
resilience.

Thus, a range of systems models have emerged and several of these have been
useful in resilience research. However, Morin (2008) argued that whilst systems
thinking recognises the existence of an entity within a network of systems, it still
takes a ‘reductionist type’ approach by presenting the system as a whole. Systems
thinking does not fully appreciate the emergent qualities of an interaction between
the parts and the whole. Morin called for a paradigmatic shift in thinking which
acknowledges the complexity of systems thinking, suggesting that:

Life is a cluster of emergent qualities resulting from the process of interaction and organi-
zation between the parts and the whole, a cluster which itself retroactively affects the parts,
the interactions, and the partial and global processes that produced it. (p. 374)

This summarises what Morin referred to as complexity theory. Through the
continual and dynamic interaction between the parts and the whole, the processes and
products that bring the phenomenon back to its original state in a loop, demonstrate
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how neither can be separated. For example, individuals produce society, which then
produces individuals. Systems, however, have to operate in certain ways to ensure that
they maintain themselves as separate systems that are not subsumed into the wider
system of which they are a part. For example, in order to maintain one’s identity as
a distinct being (or system) there are times when a person needs to close themselves
off from threats or disruptions (in the form of adversity) from the wider system/s.
An open system organises to “close itself off from the outside world to maintain its
structures and its internal environment” (Morin, 2008, p. 374) in order to keep itself
integrated and steady. In the case of adversity, such as parental neglect, a child can
close themselves off from other adults in order to protect, and thus maintain itself as
a distinct system. This may be interpreted as becoming ‘hardened’ or ‘streetwise’ or
tough’. Thus, resilience is the process by which the system adapts in order to respond
to disruption in its environment but also to protect itself as a system.

Complexity theory enables us to bring forth both individual aspects of resilience
but locate them within the wider systems of which they are a part. It recognises
that systems interact in a way that is responsive, agentic and impacts on the overall
system, moving from the potentially reductionist view of systems to a recognition
that we are interacting with complex adaptive systems in which each component part
feeds back to change the system of which it is a part (Levin et al., 2015). That which
emerges is dynamic and interactive and calls for a more dynamic and interactive
model of resilience that accepts the proactivity and agency of the individual in a
system.

The Dynamic Interactive Model of Resilience

Given the contributions of these models, each of which have added to and built
our understanding of resilience in contexts, we present a new model, the Dynamic
Interactive Model of Resilience (DIMoR) (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) which draws on
complexity theory, to build on Daniel et al., Bronfenbrenner’s, Ungar’s and Downes’
existing models of resilience. This DIMoR is devised to be a more complete repre-
sentation of resilience that considers both individual agency as well as the range of
complex systems that the individual is a part of (see Fig. 2.9). The range of (reciprocal)
interacting systems is likely to reflect the particular context, domain and temporal
conditions of the individual system, as suggested by Ungar through his concepts of
equifinality, differential impact and cultural moderation. This is because the context
and conditions will interact with the individual and shape their resilience at that time
and in that space.

In building this model, ahmed Shafi et al. (2020) began by adapting Gilligan’s
model by replacing his notion of resilience on the x-axis of their spectra (see Fig. 2.3
of Gilligan’s model) with vulnerability at one end and invulnerability at the other.
This is because resilience was not believed to be at one end of a spectrum, rather that
resilience is the emergent property of the range of dynamic and reciprocal interac-
tions between the individual and contextual systems. ahmed Shafi et al. (2020) thus
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Fig. 2.9 The dynamic interactive model of resilience (DIMoR)

proposed the following adaptation of Gilligan’s model (see Fig. 2.6) which placed
vulnerability at the other end of the scale. Resilience at the opposite end of the scale
to vulnerability suggests that if you are invulnerable then you must be resilient.
However, this leaves no room for vulnerability and indicates that resilience is quite
simplistic. Evidence suggests that for learning to occur, there needs to be an optimum
space where there is some vulnerability which creates an ‘openness to learning’
rather than an invulnerable ‘rigidness’ which can prevent learning (Deakin-Crick
et al., 2017). Resilience is an emergent property of risk-protective, vulnerability-
invulnerability and for this reason, it is presented by ahmed Shafi et al. (2020) as
coming out of the cross-roads of these factors. Resilience is also context and domain
specific, based on Ungar’s principles of equifinality, differential impact and cultural
moderation as well as Downes’ notion of agency.

ahmed Shafi et al. (2020) then proposed an adapted ecological model which
retained the idea of the range of nested systems of Bronfenbrenner, but which recog-
nised the interaction of these systems and the interconnectivity of structures that shape
the system. These include, for example, the State, laws, policies and even physical
structures, such as location or communities that can structure experiences. This is
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presented as a web-like structure in the Fig. 2.7, but retains the concentric circles.
Having a web-like structure connects the concentric circles from Bronfenbrenner’s
model to indicate the structural nature of the micro, meso, exo and macro systems
which shape experience. These are dependent on the principles of equifinality, differ-
ential impact and cultural moderation as well as the individual’s agency within rela-
tional contexts. The adaptation of Gilligan’s model as described in the Fig. 2.6 is
then super-imposed on top of the web-like structure, thereby taking account of both
the (structural) systems around the individual as well as the individual’s own risk-
protective/vulnerability-invulnerability matrix. An interaction of all these is what
shapes the emergent property of resilience (represented by the dotted lines).

The next part of the model building took the individual system in the Fig. 2.7,
‘zooming out’ and placing it within a much wider context (system) that illustrated the
range of other such ‘individual systems’ that are also situated within a much wider
contextual system of society, itself embedded in the systems of the Earth’s biosphere
(Folke, 2016). This wider system features the same web-like structure and the same
risk-protective/vulnerability-invulnerability matrix that would be present within any
individual system or organisation.

The result is the Dynamic Interactive Model of Resilience (DIMoR), represented
below. The smaller ‘systems’ (orbs) added to the DIMoR Fig. 2.8 represent the indi-
vidual systems as they navigate any given wider system. For example, the individual
pupil navigating the school system whilst reciprocally interacting both with other
pupils and teachers as well as the school as a system. The school itself can be further
zoomed out as part of the education system, and further again to society, to global
society and so on.

The DIMOoR, as a theoretical model, shows how individual systems (A) are agentic
actors moving through life navigating containing other such individual systems
within the wider web-like system of society. Dynamic and reciprocal interactions
with all of these systems can influence the trajectory of those individual systems.
This illuminates our understanding of resilience being less about the individual alone.
Rather resilience is a domain and context specific emergent property of the inter-
actions between the individual and their contexts. Consequently, resilience cannot
simply be an individual trait, but rather is a responsive feature which changes shape
and structure within its own risk-protective, vulnerability-invulnerability framework
(Fig. 2.2) as well as that of the system within which the individual is situated. It
is important to note that the individual could be any unit, such as a school, an
organisation, a business, a community and so on.

This model thus builds on the existing models of Daniel et al., Ungar and Bron-
fenbrenner, draws on complexity theory and, like Downes, acknowledges individual
agency, but most importantly forefronts the reciprocal interactions which shape
resilience in the individual which can in turn shape the resilience of society (and
vice versa). This model represents the dynamic nature of resilience that is context,
domain and even relationships specific which, although alluded to in previous models
has not been fully expressed in one model.
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Conclusion

This Chapter has sought to explore the concept of resilience and assess the contri-
bution of a range of seminal models to our understanding of it. In so doing we have
highlighted how each model presents a different dimension of the picture, all of
which present a different aspect of resilience. In the DIMoR model we have tried
to build on all these models and present a complete picture of resilience without
reducing it to its parts, nor build a holistic model that then loses the role of the parts.
In so doing we retain the complexity of the nature of resilience in humans that is
both dynamic and interactive.
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Chapter 3 ®)
Resilience and Society e

Paul Vare

Abstract The focus of this chapter is wider than that of other chapters in this book
because its focus is the environmental ‘web’ of the Dynamic Interactive Model
of Resilience (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020). The environment is characterised as a
multi-dimensional, complex adaptive system. Guattari’s notion of different ecolog-
ical registers (environment, social relations and human subjectivity) is introduced
with the addition of technology as proposed by Pringle (The ecosystem is an appa-
ratus: From machinic ecology to the politics of resilience. In: Pringle T, Koch G,
Stiegler B (Eds) Machine. Meson Press, Liineburg, 2019). This leads to a socio-
material stance being taken in understanding how resilience is enhanced at society
level. Three examples of research into social resilience building illustrate, among
other things, the importance of boundary-crossing—a process of pro-actively linking
different actors or social sectors. Consideration is given to the question of measure-
ment and assessment of social resilience before concluding that learning is a central
feature of any resilient building process and that this in turn is enhanced by openness
and the sharing of power.

Introduction

It may seem unnecessary to dedicate a discrete chapter to resilience and society when
in the preceding chapter we have characterised our Dynamic Interactive Model of
Resilience (DIMoR) (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) as a process already embedded in
social-ecological systems. It is the nature of this embeddedness however that begs
further exploration as does its implications for the way in which we set about securing
societal level resilience.

Earlier in this volume we established that our notion of resilience extends well
beyond narrow definitions of ‘bouncing back’ after a disturbance. Definitions of
resilient societies are discussed below but at this stage it is enough to say that
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resilience should be understood more broadly than as a quality that one either has
or lacks entirely. Taking this a step further, Vandana Shiva (Arguello Sanjuan et al.,
2016) equates resilience with survivability, arguing that a resilient system:

.. should, like all living systems, have the capacity to self-organise and to self-heal—to
repair from within. (Ibid, p. 2)

That is to say, to be is to have some degree of resilience. Our concern therefore is
the extent to which this quality can be enhanced, expanded and even enjoyed.

Society as System

As discussed in Chap. 2, an individual human subject moving through life will
constantly encounter other entities, each one a system in their own right, that will act
upon the individual just as the individual acts reciprocally on them. This emergentist
view is similar to that proposed by Arendt (1958) who recognises how each indi-
vidual’s trajectory is frustrated by those of others in an apparently haphazard process
of becoming. This understanding of human subjectivity is described succinctly by
Osberg & Biesta (2008) who go on to show how learners’ horizons can be limited
by traditional educational approaches that aim to maximise homogeneity among
students rather than promoting diversity. In terms of resilience, it should not be
surprising that increasing diversity among individuals is seen as a promising strategy
given that high biological diversity is widely understood to enhance the resilience
of ecological systems. Away from the classroom, social capital, or our network of
‘relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition’ (Bourdieu, 1997, p. 51), is
likely to be one of many determinants of resilience levels among both individuals
and societies as are interactions with our multi-faceted environment.

Turning then to this complex environmental web, we include not only the biophys-
ical world, fundamental though that is, but also human society, its technology and
the cultural patterns of thought and action that guide each of us and to which we each
contribute. For example, in a prescient awareness of the seriousness of the threats to
our natural environment, Guattari (1989) recognises that technical solutions alone
will be inadequate. Drawing on what he terms ecosophy, Guattari calls instead for an
‘ethico-political” approach that pays equal attention to three ‘ecological registers’:
The environment, social relations and human subjectivity (Guattari, 1989, p. 28).

Thinking of the environment as systemic registers can help us to grasp the impor-
tance of each aspect while taking care not to lose sight of the complex whole. Diverse
authors accord a special role to each of these dimensions with many calling for a
re-grounding in nature in the first instance (Naees, 2005; Wilson, 1984; Louv, 2005).
Bonnett (2017) highlights the strength to be drawn from attentiveness towards our
environment and how, for example, a strong sense of place can sustain us. Nature has
a significant role to play here. If we are not attentive to our environment, particularly
to the myriad relationships in the natural world around us:
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... we enter ontological free fall: Our lives untouched and unsustained by a world that we
pass through but do not inhabit. (Bonnett, 2017, p. 83)

This speaks simultaneously to our individual resilience as well as our connect-
edness to the wider world. Bonnet contrasts a purely scientific, reductionist under-
standing of nature with a phenomenological appreciation of relationships in nature
that help to create unique places and the interplays between this and our own cultural
lives. In this way we not only value the otherness of nature but draw strength from
the way in which it becomes a part of us.

In our hunter-gatherer past, as in some indigenous societies today, this may be
a taken-for-granted assumption. For a variety of cultural and historical reasons' we
struggle today to recognise this oneness with our environment. This is not simply a
function of our experiences of nature being mediated by modern technology, although
that must also be a concern, rather it is a more deep-seated failure to recognise how
our own human subjectivity is created through all the dimensions that comprise our
environment. Pringle (2019) builds on Guattari’s Three Ecologies making a strong
case for including machines in our foundational understanding of ecology itself.
Without even considering the implications of artificial intelligence and technologi-
cally enhanced humans, we can already observe the way in which machines, from
national grids to microchips, are deeply embedded in our social, cultural and physical
environment.

Machines, by magnitude, complexity, availability, or mass production, are inherently social
devices. They never leave us alone. (Pringle, 2019, p. 51)

While making the case for the ubiquity of machines, Pringle shows how the
boundaries between the physical and social elements of our environment are blurred
to the extent of becoming indistinguishable.

While in humanist education research there is a long tradition of including the
role of the material as something used by people, a post-humanist stance, such as
that taken by Sgrensen (2009), places humans not above materials but among them:

These materials may be used by humans, but they may also use the humans and influence
and change the educational practice, which then is no longer particularly human; instead it
is socio-material.” (Sgrensen, 2009, p. 2)

The concept of sociomaterial research in education is adopted by Fenwick et al.
(2011) as an umbrella term for approaches that explore human development through
our integrated physical and social spheres. Appropriately these approaches include
complexity research as well as Actor Network Theory (Latour, 2005) and Cultural-
historical Activity Theory (Engestrom, 2001).

The latter is derived from work initiated in Soviet Russia where Lev Vygotsky
expanded psychological models of learning by highlighting the role of cultural
artefacts, chiefly language, in the learning process.

I'The ‘blame’ for this human-environment separation in Western culture has been placed variously
on Plato, Christianity, the Enlightenment (with a special mention for Cartesian dualism) and the
capitalist economy.
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The insertion of cultural artefacts into human actions was revolutionary in that the basic unit
of analysis now overcame the split between the Cartesian individual and the untouchable
societal structure. The individual could no longer be understood without his or her cultural
means; and the society could no longer be understood without the agency of individuals who
use and produce artefacts. (Engestrom, 2001, p. 134)

This understanding of learning as a social rather than an individual process, under-
pins Cultural-historical Activity Theory, which takes as its basic unit of analysis an
activity system comprising a subject acting on an object using mediating artefacts and
having its own rules and division of labour (Engestrom, 1987). While Vygotsky’s
original iteration of Activity Theory focused on the individual, his follower, Leont’ev,
extended this to include collective activity with the understanding that systems can
learn as well as the people within them (Engestrom, 2001).

If systems of activity can learn, then why not whole societies? While Vygotsky
identified language as critical in passing on cultural knowledge between generations,
more recently we have come to understand that our cultural learning predates even our
first words. This is achieved through what Lent (2017) describes as a pruning process
whereby a child’s neural pathways are strengthened (or left to wither) depending
on their pattern of use as they learn to follow behaviours, speech acts and other
cultural norms in the society into which they are born. In this way Lent sees culture
‘sculpting’ our human subjectivity through a network of meanings accumulated over
generations. This cultural understanding of self in relation to society is implicated
by Butler (1993) as the process by which we are all gendered far sooner in life than
was realised hitherto; for Butler there is no ‘self’ preceding or outside a gendered
self:

... gendering is, among other things, the differentiating relations by which speaking subjects
come into being... the ‘I’ neither precedes nor follows the process of this gendering, but
emerges only within the matrix of gender relations themselves.” (Butler, 1993, p. 7)

Whom we become therefore, both as an individual and as a society, is a function
not only of our biology and our lived experience but also the thought and culture of
so many who have gone before us. And so to our multi-layered environment we must
add what Gregory Bateson (1972) calls the ‘ecology of ideas’ that extends beyond
the boundaries of individual minds to establish a wider system of thought. Crucially,
Bateson observes how this can work for good and ill noting that there is “an ecology
of bad ideas, just as there is an ecology of weeds.” (Bateson cited in Guattari, 1989,
p. 27). Just as environmental conditions can sustain us or render us vulnerable and
our own machines can serve us or harm us, so our ideas, and the cultural outcomes
that they generate, will require judicious navigation between their risk-laden and
protective features. At the societal level this is often a political undertaking, a point
I return to below.

The environmental web in our model of resilience (DIMoR ahmed Shafi et al.,
2020) is thus understood as being simultaneously social, cultural, historical and
physical while each dimension is interrelated with the others thus increasing the
complexity of the whole and rendering it impossible to understand in terms of
simple linear causalities. As Folke (2016) reminds us, complex adaptive systems
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are characterised by agents that interact in unpredictable and unplanned ways. New
properties emerge when interacting elements feed back on the system to create a new
phenomenon. Such complexity leads Folke to conclude that:

The resilience of individuals, groups, and communities is tightly coupled to this interplay
and the emergent properties of the whole. (Folke, 2016, p. 6)

Compared to linear modes of thought, unpredictable emergence seems unworldly;
indeed, in a review of the conceptual foundations of emergence theory, Clayton and
Davies (2006) explain that the motivation for emergentist thinking was originally
metaphysical. Empirical studies have since demonstrated the real world presence of
emergent properties, with life and mind often cited as familiar cases, i.e. they are
genuinely novel properties that are not predictable from a study of the components
from which they emerged yet they are irreducible to any of those components. In
providing a social example of emergence, Pueyo (2014) cites economic recessions
as a recurring feature that cannot be explained in terms of microeconomics, ‘hence,
recessions are an emergent property of capitalism’ (Ibid, p. 3434). This is not to
suggest that we adopt a fatalist stance towards our situation, characterised as it is by
an enduring inscrutability, rather it impels us to better prepare for the unexpected
while striving to understand the sources of that unpredictability so that we might
extend our horizon of forewarning.

All of which serves to illustrate the complex nature of the web device that forms
the background of the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) heuristic, it also under-
scores the dynamic nature of the agents that move within the model. There are of
course limitations in constructing any static heuristic device whose function is to
make visible a complex and dynamic theoretical construct. While each dimension
of the environment is partially constituent of the other, it would be a mistake to
suggest that any of this is fixed particularly given that an essential characteristic
of complex adaptive systems is their unpredictability. Equally, just as the concen-
tric rings in Bronfenbrenner’s heuristic modelling are not intended to be seen as
hierarchical (Ungar et al., 2013), so we should not attempt to propose a hierarchy
among these environmental factors—while accepting that the biophysical environ-
ment pre-exists and continues to support every aspect of our experience. It is critical
to remain cognisant of the context in which these interactions are played out, for this
will determine the relative importance of each dimension. The key issue is to avoid
giving an a priori emphasis to a single approach in the assumption that it can more
assuredly confer resilience in any given context. Furthermore, as Guattari proposes,
it is essential to work fransversally that is, across the mutually impacting dimen-
sions of biophysical nature, social relations, cultural and technological artefacts and
human subjectivity.
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What Is a Resilient Society?

Before going further, we should not forget the broad definition offered above by
Shiva of resilience as life (Commonwealth Foundation, 2015), i.e. a quality that all
living beings have to some degree. By insisting on this broad definition Shiva aims
to avoid “dominant and hegemonic interpretations of resilience” (Ibid, p. 2) that can
compound the vulnerability of poorer communities in the global South. Those who
strive for a definition often do so in order to facilitate measurement as discussed
below. While this may appear reasonable, measurement is by nature reductionist and
can be readily incorporated into systems of control.

With this caution in mind, there are a number of definitions that can be applied
to resilience in relation to social-ecological systems. Quinlan et al. (2015) describe
no less than eight, ranging from the narrow engineering definition of an ability
to recover from perturbations, through the formal ecological notion of achieving
coherence while absorbing disturbances and adapting to them, to the idea of social
systems that can learn and even benefit from exogenous stress. In a quest to move
towards a more encompassing concept, Benedikter & Fathi (2017) identify four ‘lead
concepts’ of a resilient society:

1. Disaster preparedness as exemplified by the Sendai Framework for Disaster
Risk Reduction (UNDRR, 2015). A principle player here is the Government of
Japan, reflecting that country’s proneness to natural disasters. The Disaster Risk
Reduction (DRR) approach provides a framework for international cooperation
to enhance disaster preparedness and reduce the impact of hazards on social and
physical infrastructure and has been closely aligned with education for sustain-
able development, which is seen as a principal means of implementation (Shaw
& Uitto, 2016).

2. An innovative, multidisciplinary approach that focuses on risk adjustment and
disaster transformation rather than preparing for and minimizing risks. Lead
agencies include the Stockholm Resilience Centre while locally based approaches
include the Transition Towns Movement (Transition Towns, 2019).

3. A systematic multi-sector stocktaking approach pioneered by the German Pestel
Institut in an effort to define levels of risk and preparedness across developed
societies.

4. Technology-based networks centred on ‘liberation technology’, which aims to
ensure everyone has access to the internet, and ‘participatory technological inno-
vation’ that disperses and democratises the production of knowledge away from
established centres such as governments, universities and corporations. This
opens the possibility of an eternal practice-theory-practice cycle, termed the
‘Multiversity’, with the aim of building social resilience.

Given the foregoing discussion on the complex and adaptive nature of social-
ecological systems, it is perhaps surprising that only the first two examples make
explicit connections to social, economic and environmental interactions that are
commonly associated with popular notions of sustainable development, which, in
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common with resilience, focuses across spatial and temporal scales. The last two
examples also stand apart as they have a specific provenance with the third being tied
to a German institute while the fourth remains closely associated with California’s
Silicon Valley.

Direct linkages to sustainable development require some caution given that the
task of defining this term has grown increasingly problematic over time, indeed the
Worldwatch Institute (2013) declared, with some exasperation, that sustainability
had become a sustainababble. The concept of sustainable development has nature
conservation roots appearing initially in the World Conservation Strategy (IUCN-
WWE-UNEP, 1980) as an environmental policy concept while it was first used in
the UK Parliament in relation to rainforest conservation (Hansard, 1986). By the
time it was re-defined in ‘The Brundtland Report’ (WCED, 1987), the wording
had become an uneasy compromise between the economists and environmentalists
within the privileged drafting group (Sauvé in Scott & Gough, 2003). The familiar
Brundtland definition: “development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED,
1987, Chap. 2, paragraph 1) is followed immediately with a clarification of ‘needs’
that highlights global inequality. Thus the definition emphasises the three pillars of
environmental, economic and social development as well as a futures orientation.
As Folke (2016) observes, sustainability science has direct relevance to notions of
resilience because core sustainability concerns such as biodiversity loss, climate
change and gross inequality among people all render us vulnerable. The overlap
between resilience and sustainable development may not be exact but it does help us
to recognise a wide range of activities, from local to global in scale, which can be
seen as efforts to enhance the resilience of societies.

Developing Social Resilience—Some Examples

While accepting that some degree of resilience is being exhibited by simply existing,
no society lives in an unchanging vacuum so there is always more to be done to
enhance its adaptive capacity and thus its sustainability. Technological developments
will play a part of course for, as Pringle (2019) has demonstrated, machines have
become an integral part of our ecology. However, any vision of a resilient society
depends on a process of social learning, as Benedikter & Fathi (2017) observe:

All things considered, crucial factors for future societies such as sustainable environment
and social planning design will not be able to offer adequate tools to deal with upcoming
challenges without improving knowledge of resilience in a networked and interconnected
multi-level governance approach ... (Benedikter & Fathi, 2017, p. 5)

Given the inherent complexity of society, enhancing resilience is unlikely to be
a straightforward issue. These are generally complex problems, often paying no
respect to geographical or bureaucratic boundaries and having no clear-cut solu-
tions. They are obdurate or ‘wicked problems’, a concept borrowed from design and
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systems planning (Bore & Wright, 2009) and applicable to the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi
etal., 2020) concept of resilience. Such issues demand ways of working that are vari-
ously inter- (between), multi- (among several) and trans- (overarching/holistic) disci-
plinary. Experience in international conservation and development contexts (Vare,
2007) certainly involves all of these combinations and involves boundary crossing or
working across disciplines and social sectors. This is by no means a straightforward
task as there will be different conceptual frameworks in play among the various stake-
holders. Meanwhile, Meadows (2008) reminds us that reductionist thinking remains
vital as there will always be a need for discipline-based expertise even though some
highly credentialed experts may lack the skills or inclination to engage with a broad
range of stakeholders.

The model in Fig. 3.1 illustrates the way in which different forms of expertise
may be linked in addressing a multi-faceted sustainable development issue. In this
model, even the relatively isolated experts to the right of the diagram are brought
into the process through pro-active boundary crossing by a trans-disciplinary worker
whose own expertise lies primarily in facilitation rather than a specific technical
area linked to the issue at the centre. Such boundary crossing roles can be found
in large corporations, particularly in corporate social responsibility teams that seek
to link the expertise present across a company. They may also be evident in higher
education institutions where cross-cutting issues such as sustainability are seen as
strategic priorities for the institution. Such roles are frequently trans-disciplinary in
that they can extend to engagement with wider ‘non-expert’ society, often with a
focus on specific communities, which may be geographically based or identified as
communities of interest or circumstance.

In reviewing theories and strategies that attempt to improve linkages between
research-based knowledge and action in the context of sustainability, van Kerkhoff
& Labell (2006) find that research-based knowledge building falls into four broad
categories: Participation, integration, learning, and negotiation. In this order they
form a hierarchy of deepening engagement. They also suggest that:

... the relationships between research-based knowledge and action can be better understood
as arenas of shared responsibility, embedded within larger systems of power and knowledge
that evolve and change over time. (van Kerkhoff & Labell, 2006, p. 445)

That said, the depth of engagement in these ‘arenas of shared responsibility’
cannot be assumed simply by the presence of a multi-agency approach as shown in
the first of the following four examples of different activities focused on developing
a more resilient society.

Firstly, in line with the DRR concept, the UK’s Community Resilience Develop-
ment Framework (HM Government, 2019) acknowledges the strength of adopting a
participatory approach to emergency management and integrating this with commu-
nity led action. It does not, however, appear to provide space for listening to—or
learning from—communities. On the one hand this may be justified because this is
about emergency planning yet it could also be argued that the more serious the situa-
tion, the more important it is to learn in all directions, albeit quickly. In this case, roles
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Fig. 3.1 Building resilience: Inter-, multi- and trans-disciplinary working on a ‘wicked problem’

and responsibilities are to be clearly defined by the Government’s responder agen-
cies; neither the word ‘negotiation’ nor ‘negotiate’ appear anywhere in the 17-page
document. The emphasis here is on preparedness rather than learning.

A second UK example also features a multi-agency approach, this time at local
government level. A multi-agency risk assessment conference (MARAC), is a collab-
orative approach initially instigated by local police forces to tackle domestic abuse; it
has since been extended to include the wider community in order to tackle anti-social
behaviour (ASB). This community or C-MARAC approach has brought several bene-
fits, not least the constructive engagement of voluntary groups, which has encouraged
creativity and innovation, and the clarification of risks from multiple perspectives:
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... they quickly secured the involvement of many organisations and departments which
had previously been reluctant to attend meetings. Those who had seen ASB panels only
as a means to justify the use of enforcement action soon appreciated this problem-solving
approach could successfully manage risk present on behalf of both the victim and perpetrator
across a variety of cases. (Dunn, 2018, p. 1)

In this case the Metropolitan Police, realising that being ‘in charge’ as the
responder agency was insufficient, worked with private sector contractors as joint
facilitators to initiate boundary crossing between agencies and the wider community
in one local area (borough) of London. The process of engagement appears to have
included all four of van Kerkhoff & Labell’s (2006) categories from participation
through to negotiation. Positive results have led to the adoption of the C-MARAC
approach across London while maintaining governance at the borough level. In this
way the approach exemplifies polycentric governance, a key principle of resilience
building (Biggs et al., 2015).

In another national level example, albeit within a tightly bounded sector, the South
African Qualifications Authority (SAQA) working with researchers from Rhodes
University investigated learning pathways for progression in work-based learning
in the context of sustainable development. Environmental sustainability became a
focus for this project because of its complex, multi-faceted nature and the fact that it
underpins social and economic development. Importantly, from the perspective of an
analysis of resilience, researchers explored the social-material context of workers’
learning pathways (Lotz-Sisitka et al., 2017) to identify how specific mechanisms
and practices were blocking the translation of policy into practice. This revealed
specific issues such as ‘switchpoints’ between different levels of qualification as
well as wider systemic issues such as poverty that impeded progress at the level of
basic qualifications. As the foregoing discussion of the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al.,
2020) environment makes clear, a simple policy analysis or a series of workplace
case studies alone would be insufficient to reveal the absences or the cross-boundary
practices needed to resolve this complex set of issues. As the researchers conclude:

The case data show ... that it is the social-material actualisation of these policies that is
important. Hence, we place a high emphasis on the boundary crossing practices that are
needed to traverse the boundaries created by the social-material boundary making factors
and processes. This we argue, ought to be a key focus of any articulation/learning pathways
research programme or articulation implementation initiative. (Lotz-Sisitka et al., 2017,
p-179)

The findings of this approach led to both specific and systemic recommenda-
tions and crucially an awareness of the need to negotiate and cross the boundaries
encountered by learners on their pathway to useful qualifications.

The fourth example comprises a study of different social resilience building
processes across a global network of protected areas known as biosphere reserves.
In 1973 the UNESCO Man and Biosphere Programme proposed a global network of
designated areas to address the pressing question of how to “reconcile the conserva-
tion of biodiversity, the quest for economic and social development and the mainte-
nance of associated cultural values” (UNESCO, 1995, p. 3). There are now 669
biosphere reserves in 120 countries. In a study underpinned by the concept of
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resilience Shultz et al. (2018) examined community-based learning, sustainability
policy and governance around a sample of eleven biosphere reserves in an effort to
explore the ‘concept-reality gap’. Space does not permit a full account of their results
but they do reveal, perhaps inevitably, a wide variety of approaches and challenges
across a diverse range of social-ecological conditions. Given the complex nature of
these contexts, learning assumes central importance with examples ranging from
those with authority learning to facilitate, to local communities rediscovering their
connection to an environment from which they had become isolated owing to draco-
nian attempts to ‘protect’ it. Above all it is the position of biosphere reserves as
an ‘in between’ space, involving all sectors of society as well as conflicting social,
ecological and economic goals, that generates so much need for learning. The results
of the study highlight:

e The importance of politics and power in learning for sustainability
e The role of intermediaries and bridging organisations in multi-level governance
e The need for reflexivity and knowledge-action relationships.

These results not only highlight the need for learning but they point to the multi-
dimensional and multi-directional nature of that learning. As mentioned in relation to
Bateson’s (1972) ‘ecology of ideas’, there is an essential political dimension to all of
this. Knowledge is not only equated with power but sharing power is seen to generate
learning, which in turn has the potential to build resilience. Boundary crossing prac-
tices are made explicit in the second bullet point. The issue of knowledge-action
relationships echoes the concept of praxis that goes beyond simply linking theory
and practice but demands that we make critical judgements about how we act and
consider the implications for others (Carr & Kemmis, 1986). This is of particularly
significance to the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) where reflexivity is an explicit
feature of the model. In complex adaptive systems, where we cannot be certain of the
outcome of our actions, we can at least try to be clear about the values that underpin
them.

Assessment and Measurement

Any consideration of social resilience would be incomplete without some reflection
on how we might know whether we are becoming more or less resilient as a society.
Such considerations will of course depend on what we mean by resilience. The DRR
approach, for example, may include a degree of stock-taking in terms of supplies,
trained personnel and so forth while Benedikter & Fathi’s (2017) ‘Multiversity’
example will emphasise the numbers of connections, the diversity of knowledge
sources and the potential to further grow these features.

Firstly, we should differentiate between measurement and assessment. Quinlan
et al. (2015) point out that while measurement may be more specific, it necessarily
involves a degree of simplification and carries the danger of offering a fragmentary
understanding of the whole system. Measuring resilience is a fraught process even



50 P. Vare

at the individual level. For societies, such measurements will involve a range of
technical judgements on what can be measured coupled with value judgements on
why one measure or indicator should be rated more highly than another.

Resilience assessments aim for a deeper understanding of whole system dynamics,
as such they may include measurements but it is the assemblage of these that is
important as it will be based on a theoretical understanding of the context as well as
agreed definitions of resilience. Quinlan et al. (2015) identify a range of approaches
to measuring resilience and echo the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) view of
resilience when discussing the strengths of holistic assessment approaches:

By identifying which aspects of resilience are most relevant to different cases, the assessment
approach recognizes that resilience is a dynamic property shaped by many different processes
as well as the larger context in which a system is embedded. (Quinlan et al., 2015, p. 681)

Resilience assessments will be shaped therefore by understandings from different
disciplines as well as (potentially) community-based perspectives and should take
account of changes over time, as well as rates of change, and across space, as well as
at different scales. These dimensions are reflected in the seven principles or strategies
for sustaining and enhancing resilience proposed by Biggs et al. (2015):

Maintain diversity and redundancy
Manage connectivity

Manage slow variables and feedbacks
Foster complex adaptive systems thinking
Encourage learning

Broaden participation; and

Promote polycentric governance.

Reflecting on the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020), this list can be seen to be
seen to be overlapping and/or mutually reinforcing. The web within the DIMoR
highlights the likely inadequacy of highly centralised governance structures, instead
it would suggest the need for proactive efforts to enhance connectivity, which may in
turn demand boundary crossing activity. The principle of fostering complex adaptive
systems thinking also highlights the need to encourage learning across any social-
ecological system.

To guide resilience assessments these seven principles have been arranged by
Quinlan et al. (2015) along two axes: A vertical axis, with management and gover-
nance at one end and analysis at the other, and a horizontal axis running between
system structure and system dynamics. The resulting chart below offers a range of
metrics that might be considered in a comprehensive assessment of resilience. The
vertical axis in particular helps to highlight a valuable distinction between measure-
ments that consider the system itself (e.g. an ecological survey) and a focus on the
way in which the system is governed (e.g. the investigation by Lotz-Sisitka et al.
(2017) of the South African Qualifications Agency) (Fig. 3.2).

Whether devising measurements or broader assessments, both will be bounded by
technical possibilities and value judgements; the value dimension cannot be avoided,
no matter how ‘scientific’ the data appear to be. However, we theorise resilience,
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Fig. 3.2 Strategies for enhancing resilience (Biggs et al., 2015) arranged on two axes. Source
Quinlan et al. (2015), p. 684

the long term health of any social-ecological system will be underpinned by the
hard realities of the biophysical environment, indeed Folke (2016) insists that the
“biosphere connection is a central observation of resilience thinking” (Ibid, p. 13).
Yet even this aspect of resilience is subject to value judgements, especially where
exact measurements are unachievable.

In their well-renowned assessment of ecological planetary boundaries, Rockstrom
et al. (2009) propose a range of indices for measuring issues as diverse as ozone
depletion and ocean acidification. By remaining within these boundaries, which if
transgressed, could have catastrophic consequences, humanity should continue to
find that Earth is a safe place to live. Out of nine planetary boundaries identified,
Rockstrom’s team estimates that humanity has already crossed three of them: Climate
change, biodiversity loss and changes to the global nitrogen cycle. They admit that
defining a boundary for the last of these three is not straightforward. Human fixation
of nitrogen for agricultural purposes is the mechanism by which additional nitrogen
is released into the environment. They envisage this mechanism as a giant ‘valve’
controlling the flow of nitrogen and so they propose the following:

As a first guess, we suggest that this valve should contain the flow of new reactive nitrogen
to 25% of its current value, or about 35 million tonnes of nitrogen per year. Given the
implications of trying to reach this target, much more research and synthesis of information
is required to determine a more informed boundary. (Rockstrom et al., 2009 np)

Phrases such as ‘at first guess’ can open up spaces for informed debate but they
can also be seized upon by vested interests (one might imagine these coming from the
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agricultural sector or chemical industries) in order to undermine the science where it
counters short-term interests. In this way political and economic values are brought
into play despite the existential dangers of overshooting this and other environmental
boundaries.

If environmental aspects of social-ecological systems are open to value judge-
ments, the problems are magnified when considering the social side of the equation.
In an effort to define a ‘safe and just space for humanity’ Raworth (2012) uses the
nine planetary boundaries proposed by Rockstrom et al. (2009) to form a ‘ceiling’
above which human activity should not rise. To this she adds a ‘floor’ of eleven social
indicators below which humanity should not fall. The social dimensions are drawn
from the international priorities defined by governments at the 2012 UN Confer-
ence on Sustainable Development (Rio + 20). By arranging these boundaries in
concentric circles, the resulting model in the Fig. 3.3 forms a doughnut shape, hence
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Fig. 3.3 A safe and just space for humanity or ‘Raworth’s doughnut’ (Raworth, 2012)
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Raworth branded her subsequent work in this area as ‘doughnut economics’. Inter-
estingly Raworth includes resilience as a category within her social foundation and
relates this specifically to “climate-change adaptation, disaster-risk reduction, and
well-designed social protection schemes.” (Raworth, 2012, p. 9) No measures are
available for resilience although Raworth suggests looking at multiple dimensions
of poverty as an example of how this might be measured.

Clearly the ‘floor’ of the model is socially constructed and therefore open to
debate, as are those environmental indicators which, although based on proposed
absolute values, have yet be defined with precision. Assessing this space of resilience
will demand negotiation on the one hand and refined scientific observation on the
other, all of which has implications for education, which may have a key role—or
not—in informing this debate.

Assessment of resilience is thus a political undertaking. It could be argued, for
example, that the neoliberal turn in the late Twentieth Century (Harvey, 2005) has
protected millions from overbearing state governments while driving technological
innovation that has in turn enhanced our adaptive capacity and reduced our vulner-
ability. Against this, one might highlight the way in which a diminution of state
controls, twinned with the pursuit of narrow economic goals, has greatly increased
the risk of environmental catastrophe while the widening gap between ‘haves’ and
‘have nots’ has loosened the social ties that any model of resilience would identify
as critical protective factors. Perhaps the greatest risk is that this does not become a
matter of political deliberation. For Lazzarato (2009) depoliticization is a key char-
acteristic of neoliberalism. By citing various forms of governmentality, that is social
mechanisms that lead us to conform in certain ways, Lazzarato shows how the logic
of competition and individualism are reproduced without any alternative approaches
being apparent. This narrows our latitude for making decisions around what we might
perceive to be risky endeavours such as radical deregulation (something that may be
presented as simply removing burdensome red tape) and protective factors such as
a functioning welfare system (that may be framed as the moral hazard of rewarding
idle citizens with tax payers’ money). Such framing is by no means unique to neolib-
erals. Totalitarian governments, from those of the Soviet Union to Nazi Germany,
have by definition practiced their own form of depoliticization, ultimately leading
their citizens down paths of least resilience.

Towards an Educational Response

Insofar as the complex nature of the social-ecological system underpinning our
Dynamic, Interactive Model of Resilience underscores the central place of learning,
so it also has fundamental implications for the way in which we pursue formal educa-
tion. Indeed the pages of this volume introduce a number of educational responses
to this concept of resilience.
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The interactive nature of our coming into being and its impact on personal
resilience points to the value of facilitating a diversity of encounters and poten-
tial relationships both within the classroom (Osberg & Biesta, 2008) and beyond.
To this we might add a more critical awareness of the diverse layers or registers that
comprise our environments such that the richness of our ecological endowment can
be better explored, enjoyed and ultimately become a source of inner fortitude. This
has perhaps never been a more vital than in the present age of accelerating ecological
destruction globally while in the UK and elsewhere, young people are experiencing
rising levels of mental health issues; the two are likely to be inseparable.

For Bowers (2002), the appropriate educational response to our unsustainability
is to develop an eco-justice pedagogy based on the root metaphor of ecology. This
would, Bowers claims:

— Highlight discriminatory environmental politics such as the dumping of toxic
wastes on the poor

— Reclaim the non-commodified aspects of community life such as relationships,
self-reliance, the arts and cultural traditions

— Be mindful of our responsibility to future generations, something which critical
pedagogy alone overlooks.

Eco-justice pedagogy is underpinned by a systemic understanding of ecology,
one that draws on complexity theory so it has the feel of an appropriate prescription.
Bowers does not, however, make explicit our debt to the past or ascribe any partic-
ular value to the technological strands that have become embedded in our ecology
(Pringle, 2019). That said, it is based on a democratic vision of society, which as we
have seen, is likely to be a critical component of a truly resilient society.

A more open-ended version of this pedagogy would avoid the early identification
of a single, preferred value framework, rather it would be sensitive to the values
that emerge from the engagement of learners with real world situations—and each
other. In this way educators avoid imposing their own cultural norms on others.
Sen’s (1999) definition of human development rests on people having the freedom
to lead lives that they have reason to value—not lives that others, such as educators,
have reason to value on their behalf, no matter how unshakeable the educator’s
moral conviction. For some time there have been calls within the education for
sustainability literature for education to present self-evidently useful and appropriate
skills, knowledge and attitudes while simultaneously developing the capacities of
learners to navigate complex and controversial social-ecological issues (Vare & Scott,
2007). Similarly, there has been a shift away from sustainability being seen as a
prescription with an indistinct goal to becoming “a capacity for critical thinking,
reflexivity, and transformation” (Wals, 2017, p. 19) within education. All of which
will require appropriate competences on the part of educators (see Chap. 13).

Conclusion

This review of social resilience informed by the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) has
raised a number of issues in terms of the integrated composition of our environment
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in the Twenty-first Century as well exploring some of the questions that the DIMoR
raises in relation to social resilience.

Having introduced the complex nature of the environment underpinning our model
of resilience, I have sought to introduce various definitions of resilient societies while
remaining cognisant of the power relations that any definition implies. The diversity
of settings in which resilience is pursued demonstrates the elasticity of the term
while identifying the central importance of learning, whatever the definition. Just
as the contexts for resilience-focused activity vary markedly, so do the means by
which resilience is measured. These include a focus on social-ecological systems
themselves as well as the governance structures that seek to manage these systems.

The social context in which all this takes place cannot be assumed to be benign
nor is the long-term habitability of our planet assured by any means. Achieving a
sustainable path for humanity will require a degree of social transformation at many
levels; this is essentially a political project that is necessarily underpinned by values.
Without being prescriptive about which values should prevail, our understanding of
resilience as a quality sustained in a complex adaptive social-ecological environment
suggests that social arrangements characterised by openness and power-sharing are
likely to prove more resilient than others. This will require contributions from a wide
range of disciplines and social sectors, including civil society, which in turn calls
for a cadre of boundary-crossing organisations and individuals working proactively
to open lines of communication so that systems—and societies—can learn more
effectively, thereby enhancing their own resilience.
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Chapter 4 ®)
Resilience in Education: Hindrance s
and Opportunity

Adeela ahmed Shafi

Abstract Education and schools have long been cited in the resilience literature as
being a key protective factor for resilience. This Chapter begins by taking an historical
and philosophical approach to how education systems themselves may have become
an adversity through which people must pass as part of their preparation for society.
This is, in part, due to the measurement, standards and marketization of education
having an impact on not only young peoples’ mental health and well-being, but also
that of teachers. It has meant that its quality as a protective factor for developing
resilience is challenged. The chapter goes on to consider how resilience can still
be developed through education if there is an acute recognition of the range of
often competing factors within any given (education) setting/system. In doing so,
interventions or approaches designed to develop resilience through education have
a greater chance to be successful.

Introduction—The Complexity of Resilience
and the Complexity of Education

Resilience as a concept has been the focus of research in a range of disciplines for the
last five decades. It may be defined as ‘the positive pole of the ubiquitous phenomenon
of individual differences in people’s responses to stress and adversity’ (Rutter, 1990,
p- 181). With regards to children and young people in education, resilience refers to
a quality that enables them to succeed in educational endeavours despite adversity
in their lives, such as mental health, drugs, poverty or other such adverse circum-
stances and which has come to be known as educational resilience (Wang, Heartal, &
Walberg, 1997). As discussed in Chap. 2, the discourse on resilience shifted from an
individual deficit and risk model to one of a strengths-based approach, which focused
on protective factors that could mitigate against the risks (Zimmerman & Arunkumar,
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1994). This shift meant that the research began to focus on the environmental condi-
tions that could support children at risk and help develop individual competencies
such as problem-solving, social skills or autonomy as protective factors and compo-
nents of resilience (Mandleco, 2000a, 2000b). The research showed that families,
schools and communities had a part to play in this (e.g. Gilligan, 2000; Luthar,
Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000). Indeed, the research found schools were a key protective
factor for children at risk and that children who had a good sense of belonging to their
school (Masten, 2001; Garmezy, 1993) with positive relations with teachers meant
that they were more resilient to stress and adversity and more likely to succeed in
education (Werner & Smith, 1982).

In recent times, education and schools as places which provide education have
become to be viewed as a key site for developing resilience and the competencies,
which can act as protective factors (e.g. Donaldson et al., 2015; Paterson et al.,
2014). This has resulted in rafts of interventions designed to ‘support resilience’.
However, many of these tend to be discrete interventions that have no wider policy
initiatives (Ager, 2013) and in many ways simplified resilience as something that can
be developed through individual interventions. However, for resilience initiatives to
be effective, the approach needs to be considered in a much more deliberate and whole
system (Ager and Metzler, 2017; ahmed Shafi, Templeton, Huang & Pritchard, under
review) way which takes account of the many modern complexities of the education
system and the schools within it (as highlighted in Chap. 3).

In modern times, education and schools have evolved to become a very institu-
tionalised, sophisticated and complex machinery, playing an important role in the
economy as well shaping the social fabric of society. Education is considered an
engine for empowering and advancing individuals and society—but at the same
time, it paradoxically mirrors and reproduces the inequalities and injustices within
society. This complex and contradictory relationship that education as an institution
has with society has not come without its own emergent and inbuilt problems. The
drive for improving standards in education has led to a standardisation of education
(through national curriculums), a measurement culture (through incessant national
and international tests), a surveillance approach (though e.g. OFSTED), all combined
with a rapidly changing society means that young people need to be resilient just to
navigate the systems and structures of a formal education system. This chapter will
explore these issues as well as how resilience can be developed through education
and also how it is needed for education.

In doing so we can develop a new generation that can lead the way in dismantling
what has become the ‘formulaic nature of education’ and modernise it to foster
the development of individuals, communities and societies to steer and positively
adapt to change. Until children and young people develop the skills to cope with the
existing structures, only then will they be in a position to change them. We propose
the use of the Dynamic Interactive Model of Resilience (DIMoR) (ahmed Shafi et al.,
2020) within the educational arena as one way to do this. The model demonstrates
the complexity of schools and educational settings and how they interact both with
the individual and the communities and society they are situated within. Employing
such a model for resilience in education is more likely to have positive and lasting



4 Resilience in Education: Hindrance and Opportunity 61

benefits that go beyond the confines of formal education and schools can indeed be
the place where resilience is fostered.

The ‘Purposes’ of Education

For many societies, education and schooling is a means through which children are
prepared for entering the labour market (Carnoy, 2017). This kind of education and
schooling emerged in the 19th Century from the needs of a growing industrialised
economy that needed specialised labour and skills. With the industrial revolution in
full swing, formal schooling was seen as the turning point for a modern conception
of childhood. Children (including poor children) were removed from factories and
streets and put into schools to be educated (Stearns, 2016). Despite the raft of educa-
tion legislation that has followed since the 1870 Education Act, many would argue
that the education provision of today does not deviate too much from this original
model for compulsory education in England of that time (e.g. Roderick & Stephens,
2016; Simmons, Thompson, & Russell, 2014).

However, we are now in the midst of another revolution - the technological and
information revolution. This new revolution has, and is, occurring at a much faster
pace than any other in history (Collins & Halverson, 2018). It demands a different
kind of education, one that fosters and facilitates change, one that prepares children
for a world that is not yet known, for jobs that may not yet have been created. We
now require another turning point: one which prepares individuals with the skills and
aptitude to respond positively to change, including the challenges, uncertainty and
setbacks that characterise change, in order to find opportunities that may lie within
such conditions. The discourse around developing ‘non-cognitive skills’, such as grit,
perseverance and resilience (Gutman & Schoon, 2012; Garcia, 2016) to respond to
a 21st Century which demands transferable and renewable skills needed for an ever
changing world (Short & Keller-Bell, 2019) is gaining traction. In essence, education
needs to develop resilient individuals to develop resilient communities and societies.

Philosophical Approaches to Education

To propose a refocus of the debate about the purpose/s of education, it is useful to
go back to basics and consider what is meant by education, schooling and learning.
These terms have become so intertwined and interchangeable and people have come
to think of them as the same. Education has been the subject of contemplation since
at least the times of Socrates 469—499 BC. Using what is now known as the ‘socrative
method” Socrates used dialogue and the posing of questions to stimulate debate to
further knowledge about the world. Socrates believed that knowledge starts from
self-knowledge and criticality because it informs our critical examination of society
and the wider world. However, as we know Socrates was sentenced to death for
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corrupting the youth and disrupting society. Plato, Socrates’ disciple, took a more
“functionalist’ model of education whereby he thought education should produce
citizens competent in meeting the needs of the state. However, he also believed that
pupils should be educated according to their capacities and interests. In this way,
he believed you produce citizens who we might today call ‘self-actualised’, but also
useful to the state and society. This view does not feel too different to today in that
schools prepare young people for jobs useful to society and that they are rewarded
by salary and status depending on their ‘usefulness’. Plato and Socrates have been
key to questions regarding the state’s role in education, aims of education and the
curriculum. Today we see the role of states as central in how education systems are
set up and shaped across the world (Dale, 2017).

Aristotle introduced the idea of morals in education, again emerging from the
idea of the citizen’s responsibility towards the state and the state to community. He
advocated how education was about instilling moral character in childhood. Rousseau
(1712-1778), often referred to as the philosopher of freedom, believed that humans
were born free and good, but that society was the corrupting factor (Rousseau & May,
2002). He believed education could play a role in preserving the natural goodness
of the human whilst having a sense of civic duty. Rousseau believed that through
education it would be possible to enable the child to explore and experience the world
and facilitate what they were interested in, which could then contribute to society.
It is possible to see echoes of Rousseau in John Dewey’s (1859—-1952), relatively
more recent, writings on education concerning timing and readiness of learning new
things. Their main point of similarity is that they believe in the child’s own motivation
and direct action in the educational process. We also see this in the writings of other
educationalists such as Piaget (1896—1980) and Vygotsky (1896-1934) who place
the child at the centre of education. Philosophers and educationalists from Socrates to
Dewey and Piaget have all spoken in some way about the role of experience, curiosity
and contribution to society or state as key purposes of education. It suggests that
preparation for society has been considered a purpose of education for some time.
In the last two centuries, education has become synonymous with school as formal
sites of providing education. In many ways, education, learning and schools have
become terms that are used interchangeably.

Education, Learning and Schools

Education and learning need to be distinguished because they are not necessarily
one and the same thing (Biesta, 2009). According to Robinson and Aronica (2016),
education refers to programs of learning—for learning that is unlikely to happen
unless it was deliberate, for skills such as learning to read and write. Like others,
(e.g. Biesta, 2015), Robinson, distinguishes between learning and education. Many
things that are learned are not specifically taught through programs of learning, but
are the result of natural development (e.g. walking or talking) and natural human
curiosity, such as exploring the world around you. Learning refers to the process of
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acquiring new skills and knowledge and is a mechanism through which education
is acquired. Learning is this not a product or an end, but the process through which
a person becomes educated. In this way education and learning are inter-related but
distinct concepts. Schools, according to Robinson have become the primary vehicles
in which to deliver organised programs of learning, programs that help equip young
people with the knowledge and skills required for living in the society into which
they are born. Robinson insists that schools can be any site where people come to
learn and need not necessarily be a school building in what has become the traditional
(and formal) sense.

The aims and purpose of education for Robinson is ‘to enable students to
understand the world around them and the talents within them so that they can
become fulfilled individuals and active compassionate citizens’ (p. xvi). This defi-
nition continues to make the connection between the individual and their talents
and, how understanding the world round them can help students to connect those
talents to becoming active and compassionate citizens. In doing, so they can become
fulfilled individuals. Inherent in this is the interconnection between the individual
and society. Nevertheless, the education system (at least in England and Wales)
has come to resemble a very institutionalised form (May, 1973) and the following
sections consider how these have evolved and have impacted on the individual.

The Modern Education System

Within the modern educational arena, the fusion of education, schooling and learning
has led to a standardisation of education. High stakes testing and assessments have
become a means to do this by purporting to be a reflection of the learner’s skills,
knowledge and talents. The situation has such emerged that the tests themselves have
become the end. Not meeting one’s own and others expectations in these assessments
and standards have had an impact on young people and their ability to cope and/or
prepare for their futures (Banks & Smyth, 2015). One of the purposes of these
assessments in schools is to determine who is best suited to work in which industry, so
itcould be argued that the aim to become active citizens which fit into society remains.
However, the now traditional school model has become very intertwined with the idea
of a production of a workforce to feed into the economy and has become a vehicle
for filtering people into particular stratums of society (as discussed in Chap. 1).
This way of thinking about the purpose of education means a narrow view of what
education is for (Ball, 2017) where the individual has been subsumed. This purpose
has permeated the thinking of students, parents, schools, policy makers, employers,
economists, politicians and the state (Biesta, 2015) where the tests are the measure of
success. An outcome of this approach to education, school and learning is that young
people are taught to the test and learn to the test, which has an impact on motivation,
creativity and innovation (Harlen & Deakin-Crick, 2010). It means that young people
have had less opportunity to deviate from the standardisation and its measurement—
in effect, they struggle when something does not fit the accustomed form of learning
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and are thus less resilient to change or novel situations (Deakin Crick, 2012). Whereas
education thinkers (Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, Dewey, Vygotsky, Piaget, Robinson)
have always placed the individual at the centre with responsibilities to state and
society, somewhere along the way, we have lost the individual within this discourse.
The ‘standards movement’—as it has come to be labelled—has played a role in this
and has had an impact on the individuals going through the education system.

A ‘Measurement Culture’

The rise of measurement in education has become pronounced in the last 20 years
(Biesta, 2015) and has shaped education to become removed from many of the
original purposes of education. In this section, it is argued that the measurement of
education has led to a formulaic form of education. This has not only negated the role
of education in developing individuals who are resilient and able to navigate setback,
challenge or adversity, but has actually contributed to becoming one of the setbacks,
challenges or adversities that have to be faced by young people in education.

The global focus on measurement has led to the development of international and
comparative measures of educational success through, for example the Programme
for International Student Assessment (PISA) and Trends in International Mathe-
matics and Science Study (TIMSS). National and international league tables and the
‘race to the top’ of these league tables has emerged as way of unproblematically
raising standards in education. Many have argued (e.g. Tomlinson, 1997; Nicolaidou
& Ainscow, 2005; Hess, 2005; Klemenci¢ & Mirazchiyski, 2018) that this approach
makes assumptions about equality of opportunity in terms of race, gender, socioeco-
nomic status and that all engaging in the ‘race’ have the same starting points. Despite
such challenges, politicians and policy-makers alike have played a significant role
in promoting this ‘evidence- based discourse, including and encouraging the use of,
randomised control trials in education. This has had the effect of turning teaching
and learning into a ‘cause and effect’ and ‘what works’ kind of model.

This has in many ways contributed to the reducing of education to set of solutions
for what works for improving standards. The field of school effectiveness and school
improvement research from the 1970s has played a role in narrowing the debate
into a set of (testable) variables (Biesta, 2009), despite their original noble intention
of improving the quality of education. However, this measurement agenda has led
to a profound effect not only on education policies but also teacher activity and
their own resilience within schools (Altrichter & Kemethofer, 2015). In essence, the
measurement outcomes have become the overall aim of education and the purpose of
schools. Pupils are merely producers of the data that is to be measured. Whilst this has
focused the debate of quality education to be based on facts rather than vague concepts
(Biesta, 2015) and it has improved education standards (Altrichter & Kemethofer,
2015), it has also come to dominate, rather than lend support to the argument. In
essence, education as a means to develop the individual has diminished and actually
become an issue itself. Not ‘measuring up’ in such a ‘measurement culture’ has
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played a role in contributing to contributed to some of the mental health and well-
being issues that are now emerging in recent literature and which is discussed in a
later section of this chapter.

The measurement culture has also led to what Biesta (2009) termed ‘learnification’
or the development of a language of learning that is focused solely on process. This
has since shaped debate and discourse around education and contributed to reducing
it to ‘learning as process’ and measures that assess this process. The debate about
what education is actually for, or the purpose, has become lost in learnification.
Biesta argues that learning is an individualistic process, necessary for education to
happen. Education, though, is about a relationship between the individual and the
world around them. The new language of learning (learnification) has prevented
the asking of broader questions and instead has focused debate on the processes of
learning. For example, we speak about learners not pupils, learning not education.

Biesta (2009) suggests a framework for asking questions about the purpose of
education, which incorporates broader elements in order to extend this debate back
out. These are qualification, socialisation and subjectification. Qualification refers
to skills and knowledge that people need to perform and contribute to society and
one of the main reasons for having a formal education system. Socialisation refers to
becoming a citizen of society through education, through the development of shared
norms and values. Subjectification is the opposite of socialisation and refers to the
gaining of independence and autonomy or, the development of the individual. These
purposes of education do not seem entirely distinct to the purposes of education
outlined by the earliest of philosophers discussed earlier in this Chapter. However,
the focus on measurement and standards has meant that the subjectification aspect of
education has been side-lined, in favour or a more ‘formulaic nature of education’.
This has had consequences for the young people and teachers in the system.

Resilience for Education

We are currently situated within a time when young people in the UK (and many
other Western societies) are the least happy (The Good Childhood Report, 2018),
young people and children’s mental health and well-being is at an all-time low (Sadler
et al., 2018, NHS Digital, 2018). The causes are copious and while neither the scope
nor purpose of this chapter is to discuss them, mentioning a few of the causes (in no
particular order) is worthwhile in order to understand the current context within which
children and young people are situated. These include the pressures of continual
assessment and exams (Putwain, 2009; Banks & Smyth, 2015), the impact of social
media on mental health (Andreassen et al., 2016), social isolation (Weinstein et al.,
2015) and loneliness (Enez Darcin et al., 2016), insecurity in the school-to-work
transition (Saks, 2018), family worries (Yap, Pilkington, Ryan, & Jorm, 2014) or the
financial pressures of higher education (Harrison, Chudry, Waller, & Hatt, 2015).
This suggests a there is a mismatch between what is happening in schools and the
preparing of individuals for a changing society.
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‘Formulaic Nature of Education’

A ‘formulaic nature of education’, driven by the need to reach the top of league
tables, improve standards, as shown by measurement instruments, all encased within
a context of accountability and competition in the education arena (Biesta, 2015;
Rustique-Forrester, 2017) has meant that education (at least in the UK) has become
linear, fixed and unmovable (Cullingford & Oliver, 2017). The impact on and conse-
quences for pupils and children who deviate from it (deliberately or other) are
pronounced. This impact comes in a variety of forms, including on the mental health
and well-being of young people in the UK or deviation (in the form of absenteeism,
failing exams, delinquency, disengagement, not taking employment, education or
training [NEETsS]) is not an option as there are fixed ways for success. That success
is measured in terms of achieving learning outcomes, exam results or a well-paid
job (Riley & Nuttall, 2017). This linearity and a risk averse culture has left chil-
dren and young people fearful of uncertainty and unprepared for disruption (see
Chap. 12). Those who deviate from it risk marginalisation (Cornish, 2017). Not
allowing children to fail not only thwarts the development of resilience mechanisms
to cope with failure, but also means that at the school level, head teachers take
measures to ensure that their ‘data’ is not affected by deviance (or failure). For
example, schools may resort to suspensions or expulsion of students who do not fit
the behaviour model of their school in a sort of ‘zero-tolerance’ approach (Rustique-
Forrester, 2017; Monahan, VanDerhei, Bechtold, & Cauffman, 2014)—a practice
recently termed ‘off-rolling’ (Hughes, 2018; Long & Danechi, 2019). It is also not
unusual for schools to ‘perform’ for Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED)
inspections (Perryman, Maguire, Braun, & Ball, 2018) or for disruptive pupils to be
coaxed into good behaviour in preparation for an imminent OFSTED visit (Ouston,
Earley & Fidler, 2017).

This suggests that pupils who do not fit the model may be at risk of being
marginalised in society (Simmons, Thompson, & Russell, 2014), which can have
other longer-term negative outcomes (Rodwell et al., 2018). The ones who do become
part of the system can succeed whilst in it because they have learned how to do so,
but can ultimately be fragile, vulnerable and dependent when outside the system
without the ‘safety-net’ of the measures they are used to (Deakin Crick et al, 2015).
In this way, education, schooling and learning with this measurement and assess-
ment culture is not preparing children with the autonomy and agency needed for
responding to the change and flux that characterises 21st Century living (Ryan &
Deci, 2016) (see Chap. 12). Instead, we have some unintended consequences of high
stakes testing (Jones, 2007) which has impacted on the well-being of young people
(Bonell et al., 2014). These include the risk of people who are not resilient to change,
unable to respond positively and adapt to challenge and/or adversity or turn it into
an opportunity. By creating a very formulaic education system, we have unwittingly
created individuals who only know who to live in a structured and ‘formulaic’ way
(Jones, 2007; Berliner, 2011).
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However, the evidence suggests the world young people are entering is indeed the
complete opposite. We are hurtling towards a world in which uncertainty, innovation
and novel scenarios are the norm (Barnett, 2012; Scharmer, 2009). Where transferable
skills are essential, where problem solving and solution focused attributes are not
only desirable, but necessary. Education has to return to some of its original purposes,
which is to enable individuals to recognise their own strengths and abilities to prepare
them to contribute to society and achieve their potential. But this is not happening as
we see with the alarming declines in mental health and well-being in young people
in the UK. This all suggests limited resilience to the challenges and adversities that
young people may be facing in their lives.

It would be inappropriate to blame all this on the assessments, competition, stan-
dards and accountability in education. However, combine this with the sheer speed
of technological and societal changes, which have included an explosion in social
media and an information highway where we are both consumers and co-creators,
all play in presenting challenges to individuals. However, what we can say is that
education has not adequately presented the space and opportunity to prepare for or
respond to these. Education has been one of the slowest sites for responding to the
challenges and opportunities that such advances bring (Herold, 2015), for example,
education and schools are still only using technology for its use as tools to do what
they have done before. What has yet to happen is for education to utilise technology
to reach new ways of knowing and new knowledge that could only be known or
facilitated through technology (e.g. see the work of Siemens (2017) on the theory of
connectivism) (see Chap. 12). Thus, whilst education may be part of the problem,
it is also represents part of the solution. Developing resilience to persevere and
succeed despite the challenges is possible through education. However, this requires
a different approach.

Resilience Through Education

This chapter has taken a very quick tour through historical philosophical discussions
on the purpose of education to the contemporary context of education as a highly
sophisticated, structured and outcomes based global ‘education industry’ (Verger,
Lubienski, & Steiner-Khamsi, 2016) to make the argument that the education system
itself can be an adverse environment. Whilst much of the resilience literature has
referred to how an individual recovers from severe or extreme adversity (see Chap. 2),
the literature is also beginning to talk about adjustment and adaptability to everyday
setbacks and challenges (e.g. Gillham et al., 2013). This could be in the education
arena (ahmed Shafi et al., 2018) or in terms of general well-being (CASEL, 2003;
Luthar et al., 2000). These fields have dedicated and separate literature bases, but is
relevant because going through education would be considered an ‘everyday activity’
and being able to adjust and adapt would require some resilience.

We can discuss this idea in the context of Biesta’s framework for education and
in particular how the ‘learnification’ (Biesta, 2009) of education has in some ways
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distorted and deviated the debate of the purpose of education into the process(es) of
learning. This is because such discourse has contributed to the everyday education
environment. Reframing the debate within the ideas of qualification, socialisation and
subjectification offers the ability to retain the current qualification and socialisation
driven agenda, but critique how the notion of subjectification has been side-lined. The
fixation with qualification i.e. the obtaining of knowledge and skills has become the
business of education. Further, the socialisation aspect that assimilates the individual
into the norms and values of society so that they become an active member have also
dominated in the sense that the attainment driven agenda narrows education into the
measurable. The opportunity, space and support to develop the resilience in order to
navigate the challenges of the education system or beyond has not been an explicit
focus of education.

As this is a book on resilience, we posit that developing resilient individuals is
one way in which to prepare for a society and world that is in continual flux. It is a
way in which subjectification can be realised. As the Dynamic Interactive Model of
Resilience (DIMoR) (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) in Chap. 2 indicates, the individual
is a system within a system, itself consisting of a range of other interacting systems
all of which are moving in a range of directions. This dynamic representation of
the individual system within wider systems (communities and society) moving and
interacting with all the other individual systems makes for a complex lived expe-
rience. This suggests that education needs to prepare people for agentic movement
through this complexity whereas philosophers and educationalists claim that educa-
tion should develop children as individuals so that they can contribute to society in
ways that are fulfilling. In some ways this can be used as an explanation for the
‘challenges’ that young people are facing with the growth of mental health issues,
a hindrance in autonomy of thinking (Ryan & Deci, 2016) as well as to the chal-
lenges of democracy. As Noddings (2013) argues education is essential to an effective
democracy. These issues could all be said to be symptomatic of the lack of subjectifi-
cation in the education system where individuals are not encouraged in the principles
of subjectification and so are not able to emancipate themselves by responding to
challenges or effecting change. We consequently see a focus on quantification as if
this is the ultimate aim of education and instead ignore the composite dimensions,
which constitute the purpose of education.

It has resulted in a generation of young people less able to cope with and respond to
the adversities of complex, modern living in multiple and dynamic systems (Dekker,
2016). This is likely to have an impact on society in which the individuals must live
and contribute. As discussed in Chap. 3, resilient individuals make resilient commu-
nities, which make resilient societies. If we are to have sustainable and resilient
societies, then it needs to be addressed at an individual level and through education
in the earlier parts of an individual’s life. It is well documented in the resilience
literature that schools are a key protective factor, thus, the importance of schools in
developing resilience needs more specific attention.
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Resilience for Learning

It should also be noted how research on resilience in education is not only good for
preparation for life, but also for the process of learning itself. It has been shown that
there is an optimum level of resilience and is indeed a scale, where at one end sits
the risk of vulnerability and dependence and at the other the risk of being rigid and
brittle (Deakin Crick et al., 2015). For learning it is vital that the individual is situated
somewhere between these two pole ends where there is an openness to learning. Being
open to learning means a sense of vulnerability and dependence on perhaps a mentor,
but it also means a level of being able to respect one’s existing knowledge base.
Hence, learning can only occur there is a healthy balance of vulnerability, staidness
and openness. Resilient qualities can enable the individual to manage these (often)
competing demands. It is for this reason that the development of resilient qualities
need to be nurtured in the educational arena as part of individual development which
will support the other purposes of education as discussed in this Chapter. Learning
opportunities within a supportive educational context can present the amount of risk
needed in order for learning to occur and it is this what makes school a protective
factor.

Educational settings have been making efforts to develop resilience within pupils.
For example, the use of the ‘growth mind-set’ concept (Dweck, 2010; Yeager &
Dweck, 2012) has been used to help students recognise that failing is part of learning.
Also, work by Morrison & Allen (2007) which outlined how resilience can be
promoted in a variety of ways within the school context, taking account of individual
and family factors. There are also a range of programs focused on developing social
and emotional competences (e.g. CASEL, 2003, 2007; SEAL programs). However,
many of these programs, whilst recognising that a systems approach is desirable, do
not take account of the complexity of the dynamic interactions between the individual
and all the other systems as identified in the DIMoR.

Resilience—A ‘Buzz Word’?

The use of the term ‘resilience’ across so many disciplines in a multitude of ways
suggests that it could be currently considered to have ‘buzzword’ status (see Brown,
2015). Its flexibility and malleability has invited critics to suggest a conceptual hazi-
ness and a temporary fashionableness, which has lent support to those who argue
that the word has come to mean everything, but nothing. This is problematic because
it means that the actual meaning of resilience, and what it entails, is itself at risk of
becoming diluted and lost due to its perceived ‘in vogue’ status. We therefore propose
that resilience in this book is used to refer to resilient qualities, as outlined in Chap. 2,
and play an important function in how an individual navigates and positively adapts
to the adversity and challenges in life. However, resilience is also by no means a
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silver bullet—it cannot solve problems but it can help provide the environment for
solutions to prosper.

There are those who advocate that if resilience is becoming the ultimate way in
which to deal with educational challenges as those mentioned earlier in this Chapter,
is it not more appropriate to reconsider the challenges and whether that is where
our efforts for change and adaptability should lie (Webster & Rivers, 2018)? In
many ways, it is difficult to challenge this view, especially when considered against
the discussions in Chap. 1, however whilst changing the education priorities and a
revisiting of its purpose is necessary, it would be naive to believe that all would then
be resolved. For example, the issues which are beyond the educational arena will still
be there, such as competition for jobs, resources, sustainability, technology. Thus,
resilience in education is not just to ‘survive’ the education system, but more broadly
about adapting positively to the challenges or adversity and be in apposition to change
them. Again, it could be argued that the neoliberal agenda is driving such societal
challenges and that is what needs to change rather than developing resilience at an
individual level (Webster & Rivers, 2018). This is not a view this Chapter disagrees
with, however in order to effect change in society we need resilient individuals, able
to respond and adapt positively to the fast paces of change. Resilient individuals are
needed even to change the systems causing the adversities.

Developing Resilience: An Integrated Systems Model
for Education

The above section discussed why education is a good place to develop resilience and
the DIMoR model put forward by ahmed Shafi et al. (2020) is useful in understanding
how this might work in practice. This is particularly given the dynamic, interac-
tive and complex systems that schools are, and the dynamic interactive systems of
communities that schools themselves are situated mean. A model which recognises
this is essential if resilience is to be developed in the school environment. The DIMoR
offers a new way of looking at (educational) systems and illuminates the elements
which may present as a hindrance or an opportunity.

As pointed out throughout this chapter, the resilience literature has long cited
school as an educational setting to be a protective factor for resilience (e.g. Gilligan,
2000; Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000). Schools can engender a sense of belonging
(Masten, 2001; Garmezy, 1993), enable the development of positive relationships and
provide the stability, which can mitigate the effects of other risk factors (Zimmerman
& Arunkumar, 1994). Even the literature on resilience following major natural disas-
ters or conflicts have shown the importance of setting up schools and educational
settings as a means of recovery (Kia-Keating & Ellis, 2007). This is because they
present the opportunity for a sense of stability or normality, which is essential
following adversity. However, the literature has yet to fully explore the potential
role of education in developing resilience that goes beyond discrete interventions.
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Schools can be more than just a protective factor and need to play a more proactive
role in developing resilient qualities for general mental health and well-being.
Drawing on the DIMoR model, it is important to consider that whilst education
has a role to play in developing resilience, this is by no means a simplistic feat. One
of the reasons is the complex nature of the child as an individual system and how the
educational setting too, is a complex system with many other actors (systems) within
it. The educational setting is itself situated within a wider complex societal system.
As the ahmed Shafi et al’s. (2020) DIMoR model suggests, all these systems interact
in a dynamic and complex way. Recognising this is an essential part of developing
resilience in educational settings because there is a danger that educational settings
may ‘teach resilience’ in a seemingly unproblematic way and assume that this will
develop resilience (Ager & Metzler, 2017) (see Chap. 5). However, given that educa-
tional settings are such a complex system it would be essential to develop a resilience
culture that permeates throughout the systems, not just in a didactic form of teaching.
This would involve a whole school system which in itself is not a new idea (see e.g.
Gillham et al., 2013; Ager, 2013) but what is new is a recognition of the complexity of
educational settings and the wider systems they sit within in order for any initiatives
to be successful and more importantly, sustainable. The DIMoR Fig. 4.1 represents
a school system which takes account of the individual systems within it. The full
rationale of how this model was built is described in Chap. 2. However, in summary,
ahmed Shafi et al’s. (2020) DIMoR model combines the important contributions
of Daniel, Wassell, & Gilligan (1999) risk/protective-vulnerability/resilience model,
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Bronfenbrenner (1979) bioecological model of human development, Ungar, Ghazi-
nour, & Richter (2013) social-ecological model of resilience and Downes (2017)
systems models of resilience present a dynamic and interactive model of resilience.

Child A represents an individual child navigating the educational system, inter-
acting with other actors (children, teachers etc) within that system. Child A’s experi-
ences are likely to be structured and shaped by the school’s systems, which include
internal factors, such as the school rules, class compositions, teachers, the physical
space as well as external factors, such as wider policy, that impacts on what happens
within the school, the local community, other schools, its physical location, parents
etc. These micro, meso and macrosystems of the school itself will shape the individual
child’s experience, including that of resilience development. Understanding how an
individual is situated within such dynamic and interactive systems emphasises the
importance of ensuring that any resilience development permeates throughout the
educational system. It would highlight how developing resilience only within the
classroom setting would quickly get lost within the range of dynamic interactions
inherent in such systems. The DIMoR model would therefore support the notion of
a system-wide cultural approach to developing resilience for it to be effective.

The role of education in developing resilience has overlaps with social and
emotional learning (CASEL, 2003) as well as the development of ‘positive char-
acter’ (Elias et al., 2015) and other ‘non-cognitive skills’, also known as ‘soft
skills’ (Gutman and Schoon, 2012). However, resilience extends these because it
is concerned with enabling the individual to recover following adversity, but also
enables the individual to learn from the adversity and become better prepared for
the next. In this way, social and emotional learning, positive character and non-
cognitive skills all contribute towards developing a resilient individual that can navi-
gate the challenges, adversities and uncertainties of life in school and then beyond.
However, these can only be developed whilst adopting a system-wide approach.
Gillham et al. (2013) posit two main approaches to resilience, firstly, through explicit
teaching of skills, curricula and/or coaching. Secondly, through promoting a resilient
culture in schools through policies, school goals and aspirations, the development
of support networks and increased collaborations and connections with parents and
wider community organisations. There is a broad literature base which indicates that
initiatives which seek to promote resilience in schools has positive effects on students’
mental health and well-being as well as positive effects on academic performance
(Christenson & Havsy, 2004). For example, students are more likely to be engaged
and motivated at school which in turn promotes better school outcomes (Muenks,
Yang, & Wigfield, 2017). People who feel equipped to deal with challenges and
uncertainties and feel supported are more likely to take risks in learning and more
likely to be creative and innovative in seeking solutions to problems (Moore &
Westley, 2011). Nodding (2018) outlines how educational questions over time have
both remained the same but also changed based on the society and time they are
asked. Nodding, like Biesta (2015) argues that it is necessary to challenge the use of
language and discourse in order to stimulate new ways of thinking about the same
questions to illuminate new possibilities. Developing resilient individuals fosters the
ability to take risks in challenging such notions of language and discourse.
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We propose that taking a whole complex systems approach will have greater gains
for developing individual resilience, which then develops school resilience, trans-
lating into community resilience and so on. In essence, resilience begets resilience. If
education can take a greater and more deliberate role in developing resilient pupils,
this is likely to have a long lasting effect on them throughout life (Gillham et al.,
2013). Given that the individual is a dynamic, interactive system, the opportunities
to interact with other systems is inherent and therefore work done in the educational
arena is likely to filter into other community networks.

Conclusion

This chapter has explored how the purpose of education has, in recent decades,
become very concerned with a narrow focus on a ‘formulaic form of education’ that
is designed to measure learning outcomes and produce good results from students
so that they may enter the workforce. However, this has had an impact on students,
teachers and the nature of education. We propose that education needs to refocus
itself to some of the earliest discussions on the purpose of education, which refer to
fulfilled individuals who can contribute to and respond to the needs of society. Given
the current fast paced change of modern society combined with education-specific
issues, this has had an impact on young people’s mental health and well-being which
can have profound challenges for societies facing yet further flux, challenge and
uncertainty. We believe education should play a key role in developing resilience both
within individuals and, within the dynamic interactive systems of which they are a
part. The ahmed Shafi et al. (2020) DIMoR has provided a useful framework through
which to assess the range of reciprocal and interacting systems which could enable
practitioners and policy makers to consider a much wider range of factors that affect
the shaping of resilience for individuals and organisations. In so doing, education can
help develop resilient individuals preparing them for addressing the challenges of life.
Developing resilient individuals supports the development of resilient communities
prepared for innovation and creativity, ready to deal with ever-new challenges and
uncertainties that we cannot ‘qualify’ them for in advance. Resilience can help them
not only weather such a future but shape such a future.
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Chapter 5 ®)
‘Teaching’ Resilience: Systems, e
Pedagogies and Programmes

Tristan Middleton and Richard Millican

Abstract Beginning from the premise that educational settings are well placed
to impact positively on the resilience of children and young people, this chapter
addresses some of the key issues for consideration when attempting to promote
resilience through educational settings using the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al. in
Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties 25, 2020) as a lens. The implications of
educational settings being complex systems which interact with individuals, as
systems themselves is explored. The discussion then continues to address the
implications for pedagogical approaches before moving on to critique the use of
specific programmes designed to promote learner resilience. In conclusion some
recommendations for education for resilience are proposed.

Introduction

This chapter uses the DIMoR as a starting point for understanding the concept of
resilience. The DIMoR identifies resilience as a process and not fixed position (ahmed
Shafi et al., 2020). This definition of resilience reflects the way in which a system
navigates a direction of travel in the face of risk, protective factors, vulnerabilities
and invulnerabilities within its encounters with other systems. The factors of Person,
Place, Context and Time (PPCT) (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007) influence this
navigation within the framework of the perception and expectations of the system.
The individual is identified as a system itself (Clarke & Crossland, 1985), co-existing
alongside and within other systems, which may be, for example, individuals, organ-
isations, cultures and temporal systems. As systems interact, disruption occurs as
expectations are challenged. Where these challenges are significant for the system,
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the ability to navigate towards a desired outcome is the area where resilience can
support the resolution of the disruption.

Through the use of the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) the authors will identify
three levels through which the development of resilience in education settings can
be analysed and will consider the difficulties presented in taking a programme-based
approach to the teaching of resilience. It will conclude by proposing some ways
forward for education settings that wish to support the development of resilience for
their learners.

Educational settings such as schools, further education and higher education
settings, are highly developed institutions, influenced by national and local poli-
cies and operating within a context of active directorships and leadership groups.
This situation of policy and leadership, where there is a focus on the improve-
ment of schools, provides a context of educational institutions where there is regular
dialogue around how best to adapt and develop the institutions in order to prepare
children and young people for arole in society (Meyer, 2007, p. 115). As such, educa-
tional institutions can be identified as being ideally positioned as places to work to
support and develop attributes of children and young people (Eccles & Roeser, 2012;
Noble & McGrath, 2018), and in particular upon the areas of health, wellbeing and
resilience (Banerjee, McLaughlin, Cotney, Roberts, & Peereboom, 2016). Where a
school focus is taken, we can reflect that for the majority of children and young
people a significant period of time is spent in school and schools present a system,
which would be described by Bronfenbrenner (1979) as a meso-system, where there
is an ability to consciously implement changes to the environment with the purpose
of promoting resilience (Henderson & Milstein, 2003). Furthermore, the location
of schools, situated between the community and families, provides the opportunity
for the development of “family-school-community partnerships” (Wang, Haertel &
Walberg, 1997, p. 134) to address co-occurring risks to resilience which exist across
these interacting systems. A number of more recent reports and studies, linked to
challenges faced by education systems and the children and young people within
these systems, include recommendations about linking communities, families and
schools. A recent English example is the Timpson Review of School Exclusions
(Timpson, 2019) which includes a recommendation for the development of multi-
disciplinary teams focussed on vulnerable children and young people, built around
schools. The majority of English Local Authorities publish guidance on Early Help
and Team Around the Family approaches to support the needs of vulnerable children
and young people.

Many educational practitioners may respond with the view that highlighting the
collaborative nature of schools, families and communities expresses an ideal view
and that, despite efforts to connect more widely, schools often work as isolated oases
in the interests of learners (Roeser, Midgley & Urdan, 1996). Within this context it
is possible to view the school as a lifeline for the promotion of resilience in children
and young people, in the face of challenges in their families and communities such as
Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACE) (Felitti et al., 1998), socio-economic chal-
lenges and cultural differences, as well as the challenges presented by encountering
new learning situations.
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Chapter 4 has given the underpinning rationale of the appropriateness of
addressing resilience within educational settings and how the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi
et al., 2020) can facilitate thinking about this. This leads the authors to consider how
educational settings can best address resilience. Through consideration of educa-
tional settings as systems, this chapter proposes that the development of resilience
and teaching resiliency should be considered on 3 different levels within educational
contexts.

At one level, the educational systems and structures, arrangements and expec-
tations need to be considered. The impact of these systemic factors on group and
individual resilience should be considered alongside the opportunities available to
adapt them according to the outcome the changes may have.

The second level is that of the pedagogy which guides practice, both at an institu-
tional and individual level. The authors will explore the implications for pedagogy
when using the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) as a lens through which to consider
the development of resilience in educational settings.

The third level is based on the understanding that, for education practitioners,
operationalising an approach to develop resilience is often considered through the use
of explicit programmes. The authors will consider the use of published programmes
as a tool to develop learner resilience.

A Systems Perspective

Educational institutions are systems which are, to a greater or lesser extent, purpose-
fully constructed, according to a particular perspective, around the purpose and role
of education within society. When considering the role of schools in promoting
resilience through the DIMoR, taking a systems perspective (ahmed Shafi et al.,
2020) prompts some key issues. These include, how the system interacts with the
learners as groups and individuals, how it allows navigation, engenders expectations,
provides and allows for protective and risk factors and the impact upon resilience.
Masten (2015) points out that whilst schools have the potential to act as positive influ-
encers upon the protective resilience factors, they can also have a negative impact and
increase risk factors, because, as Masten suggests, a number are, “poorly suited to the
needs of their students” (p. 222). It is therefore important to consider how educational
institutions, including schools, further education and higher education settings, can
act as systems which effectively support the development of the resilience of their
learners.

If we understand that an individual’s resilience is a relational concept between the
individual’s expectation and their experience when they encounter other systems, it
can then be possible to have a positive impact on resilience by altering the nature of
the systems they encounter. Therefore, by changing aspects of the school system, we
can impact on this dynamic relationship (Lerner et al., 2013 ) and the resilience factors
which emerge. A key component that does influence educational institutions are the
leaders. Leadership can be considered as a significant point of interface between the
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individual learner and the educations system, in that leaders make positive decisions
and take actions to alter the education system with the explicit intention of impacting
on the learners. In a literature review conducted by Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and
Wahlstrom (2004) the significance of leadership actions upon learning was identified
as being highly significant and only second to classroom instruction.

However, another perspective identifies that systems may not react in a linear,
cause and effect, way and that it is not possible to take a reductionist view of the
way in which school systems evolve. In other words, that it may not be possible to
design a system which promotes resilience through specific actions or which can
be successful in creating a specified chosen impact. Instead, it can be suggested
that systems are self-organising organisms (Kelly & Allison, 1999), which change
as a result of their engagement and interaction with other systems. This analysis of
systems, aligned to complexity theory (Morrison, 2002) makes it more challenging to
identify successful approaches or actions which can be taken by school leaders. These
two perspectives are, however, not necessarily contradictory. Whether we view the
leader in a school as a guiding decision-maker, able to implement an approach with
specific aims or the leader as one system which is interacting within the school system
in an organic and complex way, both of these perspectives acknowledge the impact
of the leader on the school system. The difference highlighted by these perspectives
accentuates that within both, there is a significant role for the interacting systems to
play. The self-perpetuating nature, or autopoiesis (Wheatley, 1992, p. 20), character
of protective resilience factors means that if the relational interactions can happen
within the context of protective resilient factors, the impact on the individual is likely
to be the development of more protective resilient factors. The extent to which the
presence of the protective resilient factors in the educational system will impact on
the individual who interacts with that system is open to debate. The argument of
inter-subjectivity (Hart, Blincow, & Thomas, 2008, p. 132) highlights the substantial
range of contextual factors with which the meeting systems will also interact and
therefore the significance of each interaction may be diluted, or indeed enhanced.
For example, a pupil in a school in one week may interact with 15-20 teachers,
over 100 students and many more individuals online, however if each individual
is also interacting with similar numbers, then the inter-subjective influence can be
extremely large. In addition to this, the individual idiosyncratic characteristics of
each learner and the dynamic nature of the influences of PPCT (Bronfenbrenner
& Morris, 2007) also mean that design of educational institutions should not be
made with the expectation of particular levels of impact upon learner resilience.
What this systems perspective does however imply, is that it is desirable within the
school system to have a balance of protective and risk factors which is weighted in
favour of the protective. This will act as an enabling basis to provide the child or
young person with the opportunity to learn the necessary skills for resilience (Cohen,
2013) through experiencing conflict or adversity whilst maintaining a direction of
travel. This perspective leads us to consider the second perspective to understand the
pedagogical approaches that might be best suited to facilitate and engender protective
resilience factors.
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A Pedagogical Perspective

The DIMoR presents resilience as a dynamic and multi-levelled emergent quality
(ahmed Shafi et al., 2020), and as such there are clear implications for pedagogy.
Resilience, as a form of learning, is seen as existing in the context of the interaction
of systems, where there is a co-evolution as a result of these interactions (Morrison,
2008, pp. 26-27). The importance of resilience as a factor in learning, for which the
case has been made in previous chapters, raises significant questions with regards
to the employment of a didactic pedagogy based upon the transmission of a fixed
body of knowledge or that of a learner moving towards a single normative outcome
(see Chap. 4). Instead, when resilience is the focus, as the resource which enables
children or young people to be ready to interact with a rapidly changing world,
which their teachers are unable to predict (Claxton, 2002), particular pedagogical
theories and approaches are implied. Pedagogies which empower children and young
people to make informed decisions are needed. Higher order thinking skills such as
applying, including interpretation and implementations, analysing, including ques-
tioning, comparing and contrasting, and evaluating, including critiquing, appraising
and judging (Bloom et al., 1956), are needed to enable learners to develop the ability
to navigate change, uncertainty, surprise and adversity. These are approaches which
recognise the importance of contextual factors including environment, relationships,
and individual character and perceptions. The pedagogical approaches of construc-
tivism (Piaget, Vygotsky), discovery learning (Bruner) and experiential learning
(Kolb) are approaches which enable this development. These pedagogical approaches
align with the DIMoR in that the agentic interaction of the learner with other systems
(individuals, groups and wider systems) are recognised as significant factors in emer-
gent learning outcomes (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020). The fact that the DIMoR places
significance on the individual, as a system, navigating their way through learning,
with the autonomy to make choices about the direction of their learning, yet being
influenced by other systems they encounter, supports the argument that Early Years
pedagogical approaches need to be expanded to learners of a much wider age range.
The Early Years learning environment, with a person-centred approach, positions the
pedagogue as a facilitator of learning, scaffolding learning through their interactions
and resourcing. It uses language aligned with coaching approaches to support the
child to explore the world and other people, around them. The importance of peda-
gogies which support person centred and learner-led activities is also encompassed
in literature about play. This literature recognises play, an open and outcome-free
activity, as a primary learning behaviour which serves to develop resilience (Lester
& Russell, 2008). Such pedagogical principles are aligned with the DIMoR (ahmed
Shafi et al., 2020) and could be effectively integrated with systems, interventions
and approaches which are in school settings (Banerjee et al., 2016) and beyond.
The consideration of Early Years pedagogies for developing residence in education
settings will be further discussed in Chap. 6.
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Where a particular pedagogical approach is taken there are consequent implica-
tions for the taught curriculum. In the case of using the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al.,
2020) through which to frame the development of resilience in learners, we have
argued that there are implications of socially situated and person-centred pedagogies.
This pedagogical approach challenges approaches to curricula which are focused on
the didactic transmission of desirable knowledge. Instead it implies a curriculum
which may be skills-based and where learning outcomes are wide and adaptable
according to context and to the individual learner. Key skills such as mastering the
contextual languages to understand and communicate will be important, as will the
development of thinking skills. The use of the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020)
identifies that resilience is needed to help the learner navigate through the conse-
quences of the individual interacting with another system and their expectations
being challenged. In order for an individual to understand and have some ability to
manage expectations the curriculum will also need to have psychological elements
which promote attributes of self-understanding and self-awareness. Metacognition is
described by Grigg and Lewis (2019, p. 16) as, “the beliefs and knowledge individ-
uals hold about their cognitive processes and their ability to manage these processes”.
These metacognitive skills are also a desirable aspect of the curriculum to promote
the learner’s ability to be adaptive. The pedagogical perspective therefore implies
a curriculum aimed at developing the individual and their ability to understand and
adapt to and/or change the environment they encounter. Claxton (2018) describes the
outcomes of such a pedagogy as creating epistemic character. What is far less impor-
tant or relevant within a curriculum where the pedagogy is focused on developing
resilience, as defined by the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020), is the acquisition of
knowledge and/or facts and the instrumental approach of ensuring these things are
learnt and tested.

If practitioners are to teach for resilience, they may be likely to experience a
clash of pedagogies. Where practitioners focus on resilience as an important factor
in education they will be moved to consider the ways in which they teach. As has
been argued above, the DIMoR (ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) implies a pedagogy which
is context related and focussed on individual needs (Masten, 2015). The pedagog-
ical approaches for developing resilience are likely to conflict with the dominant
discourse and values system guiding policy in UK education (see Chap. 1). This has
been described as being underpinned by a ‘commodification of education’ (John-
ston and Bradford, 2019, p. 19), where competition and hierarchical structures are
embodied (Tomlinson, 2017). Some consider that this managerial approach of audit
and examination is reducing the opportunity for teachers to practice pedagogy (Allen
& Goddard, 2017) through imposing regulation and unmanageable workload by de-
professionalising teachers through a discourse of deficit (Ball, 2016). The emerging
picture is one of a highly regulated education system with a focus on didactic teaching
approaches. This context presents a significant challenge for the teacher who seeks
to teach for resilience through a flexible and socially constructed pedagogy.

Webster and Rivers (2018) challenge the validity of aiming to teach or develop
resilience in learners, putting forward the view that this approach is a way of papering
over the negative impacts of an education system which is not appropriate for the
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learners involved. Whilst there may well be merit in developing a more user-friendly
system, in which the learner is empowered to have control over the way in which their
educational experience promotes positive changes in their lives (Freire, 1996), it is
unrealistic to aim to eliminate all adversity in systems. Rutter (2013) also suggests
that a manageable level of challenge and stress may foster aspects of resilience.
Within the DIMoR, when two systems meet, the encounter may change the direction
of both systems, however this is not always perceived as adversity and the outcomes
and adaptations may be positive. If educational environments are changed in such a
way that learners are shielded or protected from risk (Wang et al., 1997) or protective
factors are imposed, as a way of promoting “wellness” and “success” (Doll, 2013,
p. 400), this may result in learners becoming scared of risk or adversity as a result of
limited experience. Furthermore, through the reduction of risk, choice for learners
can be limited and diversity restricted. Rather than a hegemonic aim of reducing
difference in pursuit of more user-friendly educational settings, we may need to aim
for more diversity within our institutions and focus on enabling learners to make
their own informed choices in consideration of their particular contexts, within a
nurturing and enabling environment (Masten & Barnes, 2018).

A Programme-Based Perspective

The third level of thinking which needs to be considered is that of how educators can
operationalise teaching for resilience. If both a systemic approach and a particular
pedagogic approach is taken, there is still the need to plan for and lead educational
experiences for the learners. Decisions need to be made around curriculum design,
programmes and interventions and how these may best develop resilient children
and young people. In short, this is the question; ‘what is the best way to teach for
resilience?’.

In considering the potential for a curriculum for resilience, questions relating to
the existence of core skills relating to resilience are raised, as well as whether these
skills may be formed into a taxonomy. Furthermore, if there are core skills, whether
these skills are able to be taught or learnt, or whether the complexity of systems
encountering each other means that the development of resilience is not suited to a
focused, curriculum-led or programmed approach.

There are a number of interventions and approaches to teaching children and
young people skills associated with resilience. Banerjee et al. (2016) point out that
schools often link health and wellbeing to resilience, and as such, wide ranging
approaches may be deemed by schools to be developing resilience. The “Resilience
Framework” (www.boingboing.org.uk), which is based upon Resilient Therapy (Hart
et al., 2008) offers a focused approach to developing resilience, providing educators
with outcomes and approaches. Another example is “The Resilient Classroom: A
Resource Pack for Tutor Groups and Pastoral School Staff” (Taylor & Hart, 2016),
which offers a range of short activities for educators in schools to use to promote
resilience.
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It is important to acknowledge the positive impact that such programmes can
have for individual learners and that there is some research evidence to support the
positive outcomes of such programmes (Hart et al. 2016; Noble & McGrath, 2018),
although the tension around this evidence is discussed later in this chapter. However,
whilst approaches such as these offer schools a clear approach to developing learner
resilience, with outcomes and approaches which can fit comfortably into lesson plan
formats, the use of such programmes can be flawed when adapted or misunderstood
by practitioners. The programme-based approach could be considered as taking a
reductionist approach to developing resilience. There is a risk that if resilience is
presented as a list of key attributes and skills, then schools may be tempted to consider
that they can teach those skills and then, in a reductionist way, believe that they
have addressed resilience in their curriculum. They may also be at risk of over
emphasising particular attributes or skills and pushing learners to be ‘over-resilient’
by way of displaying particular attributes or skills, whilst not actually being able
to employ them in context. This possibility of the over-teaching of isolated skills
or particular strategies relating to resilience could also be considered to lead to
the negation or reduction of emotions. For example, practitioners could use the
“Resilience Framework” (www.boingboing.org.uk) as a checklist of skills, rather
than a set of ideas and prompts. In this situation, educators might attempt to develop
an inflated sense of hope, braveness or responsibilities, leading to negative impact
on the learner. This approach of focusing on particular attributes or skills could also
lead to a false sense of safety on the part of the children and young people. If they
perceive that they have been provided with the protective factors necessary to make
them resilient, it is possible that they may become risk-unaware, believing that they
are resilient, whilst actually not having the understanding or skills to navigate the
context. Therefore, rather than being able to adapt to the particular context and have
a level of agency through which to be able to make decisions about appropriate
adaptations to situations, they may be limited to making choices from the skills they
have been taught. It is also possible that a perception of being resilient may prompt
risk-seeking behaviours, as a result of a false sense of safety, and compromise the
actual safety of children or young people.

The operationalisation of the promotion of resilience through teaching skills and
attributes is founded upon the conceptualisation of resilience as a set of internal and
individualised factors. This approach risks neglecting the importance of contextual
factors and complex relationships and development, in a similar way that consid-
ering someone to be healthy and unlikely to need medical services neglects a range
of influences and interactions (Masten, 2015, p. 300). It also risks the teaching of
resilience becoming assimilated into the audit and examination approach to education
discussed above.

The Child and Youth Resilience Measure (Resilience Research Centre, 2016)
is an example of an attempt to assess resilience levels in individuals. This devel-
oping resource is careful to acknowledge contextual influences, with the suggestion
that when the administration is undertaken an initial set of contextual, site-specific
questions is devised and administered. There is, however, a significant risk that
practitioners take the 28 questions as a checklist of resilience indicators.
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Banerjee et al. (2016) identify a lack of clear research evidence to support partic-
ular operational [programme] approaches to the development of resilience within
school settings. Hart and Heaver (2013, p. 47) also point to many approaches being
“Vague and conceptually weak™ in their definition and use of the term resilience.
Furthermore, when we conceptualise resilience as the dynamic emergence of prop-
erties of interrelated systems, as opposed to individual intrinsic qualities (Roisman,
Padrén Sroufe, & Egeland, 2002), challenges are presented to providing generalisable
research evidence.

Evaluation of the impact of approaches to developing resilience are often measured
through observable behaviours within the school context, including levels of engage-
ment, academic achievement or the ability to return to a previous state of being,
following a traumatic event. These factors may be relevant as protective factors
within the DIMoR, and therefore indicators towards resilience (ahmed Shafi et al.,
2020), however are not likely to be enough to evaluate the effectiveness of approaches
to develop resilience within the context of PPCT (Bronfenbrenner & Morris,
2007). This raises questions and implications for the approaches used to evaluate
programmes aiming to promote resilience in education settings. In particular there
may be particular challenges to the pervasive expectation that experimental and
Randomised Control Trial approaches to evaluation will be the best approach. Posi-
tivist approaches to research evidence are likely to be challenged by the wide range
of contexts and ‘variables’ which may influence the development of the individual.
Furthermore, the indicators used to evidence resilient learners may well be conflated
with narrow curriculum related successes (Agasisti & Longobardi, 2017), such as
exam results (see Chap. 4). Researchers may need to consider more qualitative and
creative approaches which capture inter-relationships, context and changes over time.

Developing resilient learners risks becoming perceived as a silver bullet, with
skilled marketeers and providers of professional development courses offering a
simplified, tick-box approach, presenting resilience as a static state of internal
attributes or skills.

Suggestions

The DIMoR (Ahmed Shafi et al., 2020) provides a lens through which to consider the
development of resilience in children and young people in school settings. This lens
moves the focus away from operational considerations, focused upon interventions
aiming to develop particular characteristics in individuals. Instead, the focus needs
to be towards a systems-based and holistic view of individual learners interacting
with others and within a range of systems. This needs to take into account individual
relationships, organisational relationships and wider systems relationships, in an
inter-related and dynamic context.

Some recent moves towards reconceptualising the school curriculum which take a
wider systemic view are evident in some international contexts. Some clear examples
include the “Framework for 21st Century Competencies” (MoE Singapore, 2019) and
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the remodelled core curriculum created by the Finish National Agency for Education
(2016), around Transversal competences. These curriculum statements reframe the
conceptual aims of the curriculum away from narrow academic performance targets
towards competencies for learning, world awareness and social engagement.

The focus of developing a school environment (Cohen, 2013) which allows for
the promotion of factors related to resilience is an approach which is recommended
as a way of encompassing contextual and systemic differences. Within this focus is
the need for practitioners to focus on their own understanding of resilience and the
interactions they have which can impact positively on the resilience of children and
young people (Morrison & Allen, 2007). Rather than attempting to construct a set of
consistent curriculum outcomes and targets, leaders in schools need to take account
of the complexity of the systems and relationships influencing the learners in their
settings. Consideration of a range of psychological, relational and organisational
systems needs to be undertaken. The understanding that all of these systems change
in an organic way as a result of interactions means that a blueprint, or set approach
based on cause and effect, may not be an effective way attempting to construct or
direct the school setting. Instead it may be more effective to aim to influence the school
environment towards a congruence of ideas, values and practice through nurturing
the positive aspects of the systems as a collective strengths-based approach through
developing systems which emphasise collaboration and flexibility of approaches and
outcomes. As such the emphasis for developing resilience may need to be on doing
things differently and also doing different things.
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Chapter 6 ®)
Resilience in the Early Years ek

Rebecca Pritchard

Abstract This chapter explores the development of a context within early years prac-
tice which provides a crucial opportunity for supporting children’s resilience. It seeks
to emphasise the importance of intervening early in order to encourage the emergent
path of resilience, supported through neuroscientific research. Connections are made
between the curriculum, values and community, in seeking to take a more systemic
approach to understanding and meeting the needs of children. Explicit understanding
and support for children to take risks and seek challenge, within the context of a key
person relationship, is advocated to build the foundations of resilience. It is suggested
that this early years approach provides a basis to not only influence the trajectory for
resilience in children but to serve as a model for broader educational practice.

Introduction

Creating ‘a healthy context for development’ (Masten, 2001) within the early
years can be considered a starting point for our children’s trajectory in developing
resilience. This is no small undertaking and recent lobbying from a range of organisa-
tions, research foundations and political movements emphasise how crucial the early
years are in laying the foundations for resilience (Leach, 2017; Mathers, Eisenstadt,
Sylva, Soukakou, & Ereky-Stevens, 2014). Arguably supporting the development of
children’s resilience is the greatest gift that we can provide for our children, and one
that we have been aware of for some time, as illustrated by Frederick Douglass’s
famous quote, “it is easier to build strong children than repair broken men” (cited
in Greenberg, 1998). Article 6 of The United Nations Convention for the Rights
of Children (Gov.uk 2010) refers to children having the right to survive and reach
their full potential and what has become increasingly apparent is that the early years
context can significantly influence whether that potential is realised in subsequent
years. More recently it has become possible to evidence the significance of developing
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resilience for future life outcomes through the fields of psychology and neuro-science
(Clarke & McLaughlin, 2018; Siegel, 2015).

Recent publications revealing the correlation between Adverse Childhood Expe-
riences (ACE’s) and poor health outcomes, ranging from obesity and mental illness
to heart conditions and ultimately early death, are stark reminders of the impact
that early life experiences have on our subsequent development (Felliti et al., 2019).
Understanding how these adverse experiences influence our development has been
illuminated through developments in neuroscience. The Harvard Centre for the
Developing Child presents clear research evidence that depicts how brain growth
is directly influenced by an infants’ surroundings and how they interact with their
environment (2016). The complex developing dance between nature and nurture has
been possible to choreograph in much more depth and detail so that we can appreciate
the subtle but vital processes that influence successful growth.

This chapter proposes that resilience can be fostered as a core concept within early
years practice, explored within the broad structure of the bio-psycho-social model
(Bronfenbrenner, 1994) with further consideration given to highlight the factors
that contribute to the complexity that exists, exemplifying the Dynamic Interactive
Model of Resilience (DIMoR). Initially, consideration is given to the wider cultural
landscape in which resilience transcends as a common language with which we
seek to support future generations, before moving on to explore the specific contexts
driving early years practice in England. A closer focus on the early years statutory
framework and curriculum seeks to illustrate how fostering resilience can be located
as the essence of effective practice.

The Early Years Cultural Landscape

Anthropological studies depict the cultural influences on communities supporting
the transition within adulthood to parenting (Weisner, 2010). Indeed the measure of
a successful society is how it manages to care for the future generation, responding
to the vulnerable and dependant nature of the species to ensure survival. It would
be naive to suggest culture alone provides a set of protective resources, when
links between psychosocial and structural resilience are required (Panter-Brick &
Eggerman, 2012). However, it is proposed that strong links with cultural traditions
are associated with having some control over personal circumstances and more devel-
oped self-regulation skills (McDonald, Kehler, Bayrampour, Fraser-Lee, & Tough,
2016). Although further study is needed to explore the impact of cultural connect-
edness (McDonald et al., 2016), Ungar’s suggestion of the importance of cultural
moderation within his principles of resilience support consideration of the impact
of the community of parenting practice (2013). Within our diverse society the range
of perspectives, values and beliefs provide an opportunity to consider the individual
differences and strengths that can be offered within our interactions. The presence of
a shared value system is considered to be a protective factor, offering safety, under-
standing, and a more predictable context and sense of belonging (Werner, 2000).
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The presence of protective factors can however have differential impact in different
contexts and time, reflecting the complexity of these interacting factors. As families
navigate their way through the challenges of parenting this complexity can present
vulnerability and risk. Parents are required to interact with others, including health
and early years professionals. Aside from the direct family unit, the early years
provide the first experience of care and education of their children outside the family
and with this comes a variety of challenges, questions and experiences. This relates
to Ungar’s principle of equifinality in which these different systems can be more or
less influential on the outcomes for children (2013). From the start, parents, children,
siblings (families) exist within a complex ‘early years’ system. A system which over
the course of time has become increasingly subject to policy change and monitoring
arrangements to endeavour to seek an equal and universal service for families to
reduce social inequality through welfare reform.

It is evident that we are facing new challenges within our fast pace changing envi-
ronment. This places greater pressure on our need to be able to adapt and respond
flexibly, whilst meeting the needs of our children to enable them to have the foun-
dations to manage and cope with future challenges. Previous chapters have focused
on some of these challenges; sustainability, the role of the internet, the education
system, youth offending and mental health. Amongst this ever evolving world, the
constant essential need for relationships remains, yet this critical component is so
easily disrupted. Relationships are the root through which we learn who we are and
the mirrors that reflect our developing identity. We are experience-dependant from
birth, reliant on those around us to support our inbuilt drivers for growth. Nursery
rhymes reveal the fragile nature and disturbing realities that speak of the challenges
faced alongside the joy and wonder of the earliest years. Bowlby sought to empha-
sise his theory of attachment through the use of the William James quotation, the
“greatest source of terror in infancy is solitude” (Howe, 2011). The need for an
attachment(s) is a defining feature of being human, consistent across culture and is
cited as a protective factor in the development of resilience (Werner, 2000). How we
seek to develop and maintain these attachments may differ, but we are all reliant on
our relationships—not to merely survive, but thrive.

Recognising these varied influencing factors and principles within the wider
family system and community, the specific context of early years provision within
England can be explored to illustrate how the nature of practice has been influenced
through social policy and initiatives within education.

The Early Years Context

Whilst education has been regarded as the mechanism through which social mobility
can be achieved, research has not reflected notable success with this ambition
(Bertram & Pascal, 2001). Despite universal access to education, not all children
have benefitted and the challenge of removing social inequality continues. Encour-
aging results from interventions in America such as the High Scope Perry Pre-school
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Program (Schweinhart & Weikart, 1997) illustrate that investment in both the social
and educational provision for pre-school children was worthwhile in the long term.
Early intervention was recognised as providing children with a solid foundation
leading to success in life (Sylva, 1994). Further research by Reynolds (1998) iden-
tified eight key principles to enable successful early intervention, principles either
seeking to address risk factors or promote protective factors in the early years (Table
6.1).

The economic argument for investment in the early years has been politically
persuasive and by enhancing provision in the early years this also provided oppor-
tunities for parents to return to work. Curriculum guidance was developed to estab-
lish desirable learning outcomes for children. Significant developments under the
Labour government saw free pre-school education roll out in addition to the Sure
Start Programme (1998) that became further enhanced as part of the Every Child
Matters Strategy (DfES, 2003), a mechanism that facilitated the reality of multi-
agency working. Early Years settings were required to follow a new curriculum,
the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS) (DfES, 2007), designed to ensure equal
access to quality early years education and a focus on preparing children for school.
Working in practice during this time there was a strong sense of feeling empow-
ered to provide a support service for all families, addressing the first 4 principles of
Reynolds successful early intervention. The Supporting Families in the Foundation
Years document (DoE, DoHSC, 2011), echoed the principles outlined by Reynolds,
those deemed to be influential in intervening early are recognised. Although devel-
oping resilience is not explicitly referred to, there are clear intentions to focus on
areas that make a difference to families.

Following mixed reviews on the impact of Sure Start, responsibility for its
continued provision rests with Local Authorities (Bate & Foster, 2015) and this has
resulted in controversy over the apparent reduction in support and services across
the country. There are numerous risk factors that many children and families face
and these are not limited to the most vulnerable. The varying practices across Local
Authorities therefore speak to the challenges currently being faced in delivering an
equitable service to families and children, despite the implementation of universal and

Table 6.1 Eight principles
for successful intervention
(Reynolds, 1998)

(1) Target children and families at highest risk of educational
underachievement

(2) Begin participation early during the pre-school period and
continue into the school period

(3) Provide comprehensive child-development services

(4) Encourage active parental involvement in educational and
care provision

(5) Adopt a child-centred, structured approach to the pre- and
primary school curriculum

(6) Ensure small class sizes and teacher/child ratios

(7) Offer regular staff development and in-service training for
qualified teachers

(8) Undertake systematic evaluation and monitoring
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tiered services designed to be responsive to need (Allen, 2011). Funding reductions
have meant the ‘early intervention’ allocation has fallen by 64% between 2010/11
and 2017/18, increasing demands and a changing policy landscape have prompted
a shift in focus (National guidance on the ‘core purpose’ of children’s centres in
2013) to targeting ‘high need’ families, rather than open access to universal services
(Delivering Children’s Centre Services, 2018; Smith, Sylva, Sammons, Smith, &
Omonigho, 2018). This more reactive stance to work in the Early Years suggests a
move away from early intervention. Critics have also argued that policy develop-
ments over time have led to a ‘schoolification’ of the early years, that the focus is
on the needs of the political, social and economic constructs of early childhood and
education rather than the views of children and families at the centre (Faulkner &
Coates, 2013). Whilst further consideration needs to be given to developing a more
sustainable model for delivering support services in the early years, attention will
be given to the nature of the microsystem supporting all children, specifically, the
universal opportunities that lie within early years settings.

The Early Years Curriculum

The Statutory framework for the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS) (DfE, 2017)
and Development Matters for the EYFS (Early Education, 2012) outline the approach
to delivering a developmental curriculum from birth to age 5. Early learning goals are
identified for children which then have implications for assessment. An incongru-
ence exists between the clear aim for educative outcomes or ‘school readiness’ and
the nurturing approaches advocated within a developmental curriculum. Within the
structure of the curriculum, four key themes and principles underpin the guidance.
These themes reflect a supportive context for children to develop, as depicted within
Bronfenbrenner’s, ecological systems theory (Fig. 6.1).

The characteristics of effective learning suggest that children cultivate agency
when, engaged (playing and exploring), motivated (active learning) and developing
their thought processes (creating and thinking critically). Child development theory
has supported our understanding of how children learn through creating meaning
from their experiences, with the appreciation that this crucially takes place within
an environment of relationships. Within the early years, there is an imperative to
intervene early and identify what might be or could be done, that would benefit
children and their families. It could be argued that the very notion of trying to ‘help’
or ‘intervene’ undermines a resilient approach to support. However, this misses the
key concept of resilience as an enabling tool and one in which the autonomy and
strengths of the individual and context are sought. Grotberg (1995, p. 11) seeks to
summarise the sources of resilience as ‘[ have, I am, and I can’. Simply put to highlight
promoting a sense of self, developing self-esteem, self-efficacy and autonomy. As
outlined within the Table 6.2, these sources of resilience, framed within a psycho-
social context, directly correlate with the three aspects within Personal, Social and
Emotional Development (PSED), prime area of learning within the EYFS.
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Fig. 6.1 Bronfenbrenner’s bio-psycho-social-ecological model of human development annotated
with themes from development matters in the EYFS (Early Education, 2012)

Table 6.2 Connections between sources of resilience with aspects of Personal, Social and
Emotional Development (EYFS)

Source of resilience | Description Aspect of PSED (development
matters in the EYFS)
I have People who; love me, set limits for me | Making relationships
to protect me, want me to be able to
do things by myself
Tam Loveable, concerned for others, able | Self-confidence and

to take responsibility for my actions, | self-awareness
hopeful about the future

Ican Communicate my needs, problem Managing feelings and
solve, self-regulate behaviour

The EYFS curriculum guidance recognises the central role that the early years
has in supporting the development of children’s resilience. Although this concept is
not named, it places the importance of children’s PSED as a prime area of learning,
identifying this as a priority. The significance of such an aspect of development
is established within theory surrounding the importance of the executive functions
of emotional intelligence and self-cognition (Goleman, 2011; Goldstein & Brooks,
2013). The focus on PSED advocates for the individual needs of the child, seeking to
understand and be responsive in order to meet these needs. It is only through children
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experiencing the dependant and trusting relationship of another that they are able to
feel safe and secure, and become more independent. The reliability of this attach-
ment experienced through intimate interactions, provides a protective factor that can
support the development of self and future relationships, forming a positive internal
working model (Cowie, 2018) that reflects the sources of resilience as outlined by
Grotberg (1995).

The Early Years: Relationships

It is proposed that the mechanism for these relationships to develop is through the
key person approach (Elfer, 2013), not key worker—a substituted term which places
incorrect emphasis on the administrative role within early years. The interactions that
occur between individuals have been demonstrated to activate neural pathways that
aid brain growth and development (Shonkoff, 2017). This fundamental connection
between carer and child has been explored in depth, referred to as the ‘serve and
return’, the ability to respond in an attuned way to children has a significant impact,
highlighting the importance of how affection shapes a baby’s brain and enables
attachments to develop (Gerhardt, 2014). This key person’s role, or always available
adult (AAA) (McDonald et al., 2016), is to build a relationship through sensitive
responses and in doing so provide a protective factor that supports the development
of resilience. It is not to try and ensure that the child is never distressed or unhappy,
much as we instinctively seek to protect our children and achieve emotional balance.
The importance of emotional equilibrium is to develop an awareness of how feelings
change, their purpose is to unsettle and notice if contexts are unsafe or potentially
dangerous. Children need to know that uncomfortable feelings are manageable which
is different to not experiencing uncomfortable feelings. Beginning to develop this
tool of self-regulation is one that is initially managed by those caring for children,
a life-long skill we seek to accomplish, ‘Self-regulation, which is like an ongoing
inner conversation, is the component of emotional intelligence that frees us from
being prisoners of our feelings’ (Goleman, 1998: 98).

Within children’s development there is a cultural tradition and expectation that
relationships support the mastery of skills leading to self-regulation. This level of
executive function moves what begins as a reactive impulse to a behavioural response
that is proactive and goal directed (Centre for the Developing Child Harvard Univer-
sity, 2016). It is important to acknowledge that the role of the key person as an
attachment figure is skillful, being required to provide balance, relied upon when
necessary and enabling children to be able to cope with uncomfortable feelings at
times of distress. The Centre for the Developing Child identify different types of stress
that are we are biologically programmed to respond to, to ensure our survival. A posi-
tive stress response is typically relatively short lived, promoting some physiological
changes in heart rate and hormone levels and can be associated with moments such
as beginning nursery. A tolerable stress response is longer lasting and in response to
a significant event such as fear-provoking injury or bereavement. Within the context
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of supportive relationships the duration and impact of this stress can be buffered.
Toxic stress refers to contexts that trigger prolonged activation of the stress response
system which can result in significant alterations in the developing brain and it is
these contexts that are connected with the research on adverse childhood experi-
ences (ACEs) that result in poor life outcomes (Felitti et al., 2019). When children
experience a stress response they are reliant on others to enable them to manage. A
response that seeks to provide a child with the ability to regulate and mediate their
stress response system will serve not only to provide physiological and psycholog-
ical relief at the time, but also support as a guide for managing future stressors, thus
becoming more resilient. These responses and factors that impact on them influence
the trajectory of children in developing resilience.

As outlined in Chap. 2, Daniel, Wassell, and Gilligan’s model of resilience (1999)
can be used to further depict the dynamic and interactive nature of resilience, recog-
nising the complexity of how children adapt to their surroundings and experiences.
Supported by studies of risk and resilient factors following potential traumatic events,
the cumulative nature of factors are identified (Bonnano & Diminich, 2013). In the
case of protective factors, these build over time through experience and therefore
have the capacity as a tool to transform stress from potentially being toxic to toler-
able. This additive nature of layering of experience can be applied using Ungar’s
principles of equifinality, differential impact and cultural moderation to explore the
trajectory of children in relation to their contexts (2013). In the DIMoR, (ahmed
Shafi et al., 2020), children do not ‘bounce back’ from these challenging experiences
but move on a trajectory of emerging resilience (Bonnano & Diminich, 2013).

The Early Years: Risk

The process of developing resilience can therefore not take place without some
degree of challenge and potential vulnerability. When children are emotionally secure
through the relationships they develop it is possible to explore, provide flexibility and
compromise, and give enough room for choices and decisions where children can
‘feel the edges of their autonomous interdependent self’ (Manning-Morton, 2013,
p. 61). Kiienzlen, Bekkhus, Thorpe, and Borge identified that children exhibited
an increase in pro-social behaviour following potentially traumatic events (2016).
Within this study questions followed regarding the possible social mechanisms under-
lying resilience, suggesting an adaptive response in which children seek connec-
tions with other children. The study also recognised that in Norway there is greater
emphasis on the physical environment allowing children to learn by taking risks. The
importance of outdoor play to support physical, intellectual and social development
has long been recognised (Little & Wyver, 2008), but the approach to supporting
children in engaging with challenge and risk has been questioned. McClintic and
Petty (2015) identified that practitioner’s beliefs and approaches to outdoor play
valued the role in children’s development, yet focused on the role of supervision
with adherence to rules, reminiscent of the ‘bubble wrap generation’ (Malone, 2007).
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The EYFS statutory framework includes guidance on how settings need to ensure
the safety of children and also manage risks, by ‘making reasonable adjustments to
ensure that staff and children are not exposed to risks’ (DfE, 2017: 31), although
understandably the application of this guidance is open to inte