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For the better part of the past century, the fafléducation has witnessed repeated cal
and initiatives for change, reform and improvemehtour schools. Yet today, the
problems of improving academic achievement andasoadjustment among youth
continue unabated. An explanation for this ‘chamgthout change’ phenomenon is
offered which differentiates innovative change froansformative change processes. A
review of the research evidence regarding resiiesuied positive youth development,
both academically and socially, is utilized to folate a conceptual framework for
guiding educators in creating resilience-focuse@ndformative schools. Specific
attention is addressed to the application of sueitepts as mindsets, resilience, socia
emotional competencies, and supportive social enments (family and school) in
adopting a new, transformative paradigm for develppnore effective schools and
more capable youth.
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Failure of Educational Reform Efforts
Calls for new, innovative school practices and etiooal reforms have been relatively constant over
the past century. However, as Kliebard (1990) aated in his historical review of educational reform

efforts, little has changed. Indeed, many edusabave grown increasingly cynical and pessimisbicua
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new ideas, instructional methods, or educationiéibtives purported to offer educational practibattwill
improve academic outcomes in schools. As far lzeck922, leading education reformers have critighed
history of education as a chronicle of fads (Chiart&922). Other dismissive terms such as fadda@ibtes,
frills, or pendulum swings have continued to be owmplace characterizations throughout the education
literature regarding new ideas and practices séh s being cutting edge reforms which will subsedly
improve school effectiveness and student academtaomes. Why is it then that the more things cleatige
more they stay the same in our schools? Perhapglite to our failure to differentiate betweendwation

and transformation in school reform

Innovative Change

Innovation, by definition, involves the initiatingf something new, a different method; to alter or
change something that is already established. Bgstieeory refers to such innovative change withtéinen,
First Order change. Educational innovations, ireptivords, are primarily new ways of doing the sasttk
thing; i.e., change without change. As recentlyedoby Cuban (2013), educational innovations sueh a
reduced class size, independent charter schoslsudational technology, online instruction, andhigjakes
testing so as to apply outcome-driven managemeategies to education have all failed to bring abou
improved learning outcomes. While new, innovatistiuctional techniques and methods are constpotly
forward, they tend to remain fundamentally consistnd stuck within the prevailing, dominant pagaali
guiding educational theory and practice. Daily steem practice and teacher instruction remains
fundamentally unchanged by these ‘reforms’ in etdangCuban, 2013).

The prevailing, dominant paradigm guiding schoagtice and is represented in Figure 1. This
paradigm assumes that student achievement resimtargly from the interaction of two variables, thkild’s
neurophysiological capabilities and the type andliguof classroom instruction. The student mustgess
certain physiological and neurological capabiliteeech as, intelligence, attending ability, listepiability,
psycholinguistic abilities, fine motor skills, asd forth. With such purportedly innate capabilitieact, the
introduction of appropriate curricular and instiangl methods and programs is assumed to thenttead
successful academic achievement. Conversely, iflenws in achievement arise, the search for a solus
sought only within these two variables; the ‘caudefailure, and thus the search for a solutiorgssumed to
reside in either the neurological abilities of dféld or the instructional methods of the teach®&hile this
model has been dominant in education for the bptdrof at least the past half-century, it hakethto lead
to any significant improvement in our educationagvams and student achievement levels as we centmn

seek innovative strategies which fit within thisdar and reductionist paradigm.
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Physiological Curriculum & = ACHIEVEMENT

& Neurological Instruoctional
Capabilities Quality

Figure 1 The dominant achievement paradigm

Transformative Change

Transformative change, on the other hand, invalkesadopting of a fundamentally new perspective
to a problem, a paradigm shift, leading to qualitdy different solutions that move us to ever laglkevels of
functioning (Clark, 1993; King, 2005; Mezirow, 20Q00Transformative Change, in other words, involaes
Copernican Shift in our guiding paradigm regarding educational process and teaching practiceqliires
an awareness of and fundamental alteration indhi¢ &ssumptions guiding daily practice, decisicarg]
methods in the classroom. Systems theory refetsattsformative change with the term ‘Second Order
change’; that is, a metamorphosis, or fundamemiahge, in form or character. As Albert Einsteieriadited
with noting so simply and eloguently, “we can’t\wslproblems by using the same kind of thinking wedu
when we created them” (Mielach, 2012, para. 4).

Unfortunately, educational reform efforts have eated only innovative change allowing essential
daily practice to remain essentially unchangeditialing transformative thinking, and thus transhative
change, is never easy. People, and institutiodis a8 education, have a natural tendency to mesisthange
and maintain homeostasis, the status quo, and ahelidr. The larger the system, the stronger the
homeostatic forces which will emerge to resist geanAccordingly, schools tend to embrace innovahot
resist transformation. As noted by one of the fuyst Transformative Leaders of our time, Dee W. Kloc
Founder and CEO of VISA:

The problem is never how to get new, innovativeutiigs into your mind, but how to get old
one’s out. Every mind is a building with archaigrfiture, clean out a corner of your mind
and creativity will instantly fill it (Hock, n.dn.p.).

Foundational Constructsfor Transformative Change

It is only through the adoption of a fundamentaillgw perspective, an alternative paradigm, that
educators can be empowered to implement truly fiobemsitive changes and bring about improved student
outcomes, academic and psychosocial. The relgtreglent research on resilience offers the podsitidr

developing such an alternative paradigm for guididgcational practice. Three concepts, in padigiseem
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relevant to offer the primary components for ali@ste-based paradigm in education: mindsets,akoci

emotional competencies, and positive, supportiegatenvironments (family, school and community).

Mindset

The term, Mindset, refers to a set of cognitivauagstions held by an individual or group of people.
Such assumptions are so firmly established and eédaok that they create a predisposing bias to aolopt
accept only that which is consistent with prior &ébrs, methods, beliefs and techniques when sgekin
achieve goals or solve problems. An educator’'s sehdefers to the unquestioned assumptions heeor sh
holds in regard to the teaching process, the rbla ®acher, student learning, and what criteriastitute
quality education and effective school practice. Wged by Benard (2004), Walsh (1998) and others,
changing the life trajectories of youth to resitterand success begins with changing the belief®ahaviors
of the significant entourage of adults surroundihg lives of children and adolescents; i.e., chamndhe
mindsets of parents and teachers. Dweck’s (20@8garch regarding the mindsets of teachers andrgtud
and their impact on learning outcomes lends furthigaport to this perspective. She differentidiesveen

two primary types of mindsets, the Fixed mindset e Growth mindset.

Fixed Mindset

An educator with a Fixed Mindset believes thattaiar qualities or abilities are biologically
determined. Such educators assume students passemdain innate amount of intelligence, attending
ability, motivation, academic potential and/or a&eyi personality type or character. A fixed mindsderes
to the notion that qualities such as intelligenizdents, motivation, and so forth are determinedahy
contained within the individual child. Studentsavberform well in class, i.e., for whom learningks are
readily met with quick success, are assumed taiart’ or ‘gifted’.

Dweck’s (2000, 2006) research however, identifibg fproblems inherent in this common
perspective. Students of such teachers (and paemetfound to become consumed with the goal ofipg
themselves to be smart, a winner, as their mear® taccepted and valued. However, if instant |scce
appears doubtful, such students will tend to ptdtesir self-concept by avoiding being exposeddasrib’, ‘a
failure’ or, ‘a loser’ and thereby devalued. Famgna lack of interest, procrastination and givinghimal
effort are common strategies employed for the mepaf avoiding such perceived failure. From theeHix
Mindset perspective, students who struggle aremnasduo possess ‘less intelligence’, ‘lesser natability’
or to be suffering from some form of neurologicdlgsed deficiency or disability such as an attendeficit
disorder, a learning disorder/disability, lower atm intelligence, a behavioral disorder or some
moral/character deficit in regard to motivatioratiitude.

This Fixed Mindset lies at the very foundation af gurrent Special Education (Exceptional Student
Education) paradigm. Despite the existence ofrg kaege body of research evidence questioningétielity
and effectiveness of our diagnostic assumptiorsts,tand classroom instructional methods in worlkitity
children experiencing learning and social adjustntfiiculties, educators continue to hold onto tiaeit
assumptions and practices of the traditional spedacation paradigm (Waber, 2010). It is frora Hixed
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Mindset perspective that past educators labeledegg, unmotivated, or unintelligent students sashlsaac
Newton, Gilbert Chesterton, Thomas Edison, Chdblsvin, Alfred Adler, Albert Einstein, Henry Fordnd
James Watt, as well as to label other studentseasy ‘untalented’ including Mario Caruso, Giaccomo
Puccini and Pablo Picasso. While many of the comynemployed special education intervention striggg
teaching strategies and classroom management ¢ggmhave been demonstrated to be not only ineféect
but often counter-productive adversely impactingdenht achievement and motivation, schools contioue
employ the same Fixed Mindset based paradigm agld@dy innovative changes in classroom methods and
techniques consistent with this perspective. Ad8/g2010) has noted in her bodkethinking Learning
Disabilities, after five decades of the LD paradigm, expertsehget to reach consensus on what a learning
disability is, how to determine if a child has oaad what to do about it. Moreover, the instrucianethods
based in this Fixed Mindset perspective have failedemonstrate their effectiveness in improvirgriéng

and behavioral outcomes.

Growth Mindset

The Growth Mindset educator, on the other handissteith the assumption that basic qualities such
as intelligence, talent, motivation and creatitg things that can be cultivated and developexitir effort.
Though we may all differ in our initial talents, tapdes, interests or personal temperaments, weattan
change, grow and develop further through efforjning and experience within supportive, optimistic
environments. Our limitations are not known, thwes must constantly strive toward further growth and
improvement. As one figure skating coach ofted tos students,rdinary people make the OlympicSuch
is the mindset of the transformative teacher aedttiinsformative school leader. They refuse t@picthe
‘common wisdom’ of educational psychologists andecéal education theories regarding student’s
limitations, abilities or disabilities and insteagek to be encouraging and believe in the alfigll children
to succeed through effort and perseverance.

Growth Mindset leaders are found to establish ¢inoeviented goals, philosophies and strategies in
their schools that gradually ‘infect’ the staff (Bek, 2006). Such leaders never accept the stamsgd
constantly seek to move their school from goodreag criticism and feedback are accepted as ciygketo
improve their school or classrooms. Indeed, the oommon theme among the list of ‘unintelligent’,
‘untalented’ students noted above was that eacbumtered a transformative teacher, family member or
friend who possessed a Growth Mindset and insghreth to believe in their abilities and encouradimgm

to succeed.

Mindset Outcomes

Research has identified several negative consegadncboth students and teachers that arise out of
adopting the Fixed Mindset position. For exampleidents whose school performance is viewed from a
‘fixed mindset’ typically receive feedback such geu are very smart, bright, talented, the bestoat,so
gifted. The unspoken, meta-communication to the studentdat;if you do well, perform better and more
quickly than others then you are smart, if notntlgeu are dumb, inept or untalente&uch Fixed Mindset
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based teacher/student communication patterns swhtlyes a striving for status ‘over others’ andsthu
encourages student competition to be the ‘besthaigihtest’ or, if not possible to at least to avdieing
‘lesser than’ in relationship to one’ peers. Sackchool culture, research now indicates, is agsatiwith
increased incidents of bullying and social aggmsgifwemlow & Sacco, 2008). Furthermore, the Fixed
Mindset school culture adversely impacts studehiewement and motivation. Students with a Fixed ddit
become reluctant to engage in any learning aa#ithat truly challenge them to grow and stretairth
abilities. They are only willing to try when suceds guaranteed (Dweck, 2006). Such avoidancailiré
strategies such as feigning a lack of interestedam, low motivation, or procrastination typicailhcrease
among students.

Some teachers and school leaders can also be etiderfunction from the Fixed Mindset position as
well. Fixed mindset oriented educators are foundegrimarily concerned with protecting their pssional
self-esteem —i.e., as an innately ‘good teachergood administrator’- working in a ‘good classrooor
‘good school’. Consequently, such educators \eitidt to neither acknowledge, nor correct, deficiemar
failures when problems arise. Rather, the fixeddsét educator will become defensive when critictsm
problems in school performance or student progaessaised. They will seek to protect the stawus loy
utilizing one or more of the dysfunctional organiaa methods identified by Collins (2001). Wheneve
confronted with criticism or problems regarding eaochperformance, they will circle the wagons, shtht
messenger or fudge the data. In so doing, Fixeddddih educators strive primarily to protect their
professional self-concept as a ‘good school’, ‘gteather’, ‘good headmaster’ by blaming the prolaliéen

student(s).

Resilience

Over the course of the past half-century, bothdtlecation and mental health fields have moved
increasingly toward a biomedical-neurological pagad(i.e., a pathology-focused paradigm) for expitaj
student academic failure and behavioral adjustrdéfitulties. However, over the last two decadeswe
seen an increasing interest in, and research omgra optimistic, developmental and wellness prongpti
perspective, the Resilience paradigm (Kumpfer, 1988is paradigm embraces the Growth Mindset pmsiti
and assumes a more comprehensive, developmentapepéve on children’s academic and social
adjustment. Students’ academic and behavioralcdiffes are understood as being rooted in theatoci
environmental contexts in which they live and fimet Consistent with Waber’s (2010) assertion, dadse
her review of the research, that the etiology afriéng problems lies in the dynamic, developmental
interaction between the child and his/her primaogial environments of family, school, culture, and
community.

The resilience research has focused our attentibrom disorders and dysfunctions but rather upon
what occurs in the lives of those students who edtcacademically and socially even when faced with
adverse life situations. The developmental, sy&tgrarspective of the resilience paradigm furtrezuires
us to look more closely at what occurs in constfenigh functioning schools and the classroomsighly
effective teachers that is missing in low perforgnslassrooms and schools, so as to discover howawe

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2014 CRES/ENSE! Volume 6, Numberl, April 2014 pp 52



infuse such processes into all schools and clasg®0As Benard (2004) points out, the resiliensgaech
appears to suggest two primary, inter-related factehich lead to children’s positive social adjustrnand
highest academic success:

1) The development of essential social-emotional caemmées and;

2) The presence of positive, supportive social envirents in the home, school and community.

Positive, supportive social environments

The National Research Council and the Institutdetlicine (Eccles & Gootman, 2002) concluded
that supportive relationships appear to serve @iscad mediums’ of development providing the opjpmity
for the healthy physical, intellectual, psychol@ji@and social growth of youth. Additional reseam
parenting and teacher ‘styles’ provides clear ewigethat the authoritative/democratic style wighfdcus on
warmth/connection, guidance/regulation and psydiodd autonomy/responsibility is highly correlateith
positive outcomes including higher academic achiev®, greater psychological adjustment, social
competence, self-reliance, creativity and respadalitgio(Barber & Olsen, 1997; Cohen & Rice, 1997;
Dornbusch, et. al, 1987; Herman, et.al, 1997; Lakegl, 1999; Paulson, et.al, 1997). In the Whi¢ates, a
national longitudinal study on adolescent healthnfb a sense of belonging or connectedness withsone’
family and one’s school to be the two most powegtgdictors of positive youth adjustment (Resnick,
Bearman, Blum et. al., 1997). Several other stui@ve found supportive and caring relationshipghimwi
schools to promote higher academic achievemenhehigcademic motivation and more positive social
adjustment (Blum, McNeely & Rhinehart, 2000; Libb&p04; McNeely & Falci, 2004; Ryan & Patrick,

2001). In simple terms, healthy organisms grow lmesurturing, supportive environments!

Social-Emotional Competencies

Defining the relative quality of a school’s perfante also requires a broader measure than simply
academic test scores. If the purpose of the sdsaol prepare youth for successful transition taléod,
college and/or the workplace, a more comprehenserspective and evaluation methods are needed. For
example, social-emotional competencies have beemtifibd in the resilience research as being atlea
important as academic skills for determining futlife success, and perhaps even more importantaen
2004; Goleman, 1995, 2006). A comprehensive Chitdndis report reviewing the research on youth
readiness for college and the workplace identifsgghificant gaps in what our schools teach andehos
competencies needed by youth to make a healthtioam® adulthood and the workplace (Lippman, Ata,
Rivers & Keith, 2008). Specifically identified werthe domains of psychological, social, cognitivel a
spiritual/ethical development. This would appearatgue strongly for the implementation of classroom
programs designed to foster the development ohéisssocial-emotional competencies as well as acacl
competence. Social-emotional competence and adadempetence are not competing curricular issses a
some have argued. Rather, it appears that botmegessary if youth are to be adequately prepared to

successfully assume the full complement of adlétsras responsible, productive world citizens.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2014 CRES/ENSE! Volume 6, Numberl, April 2014 pp 53



It is interesting to note that the dual focus oradmmic competencies and social-emotional
competencies is far from a new idea in educaticath&, it is more of a forgotten or abandoned idea
education that was once the very foundation ofemucational systems. For example, in foundingiBhil
Exeter Academy in 1781, one of the first schootsldshed in the United States (and still one @f most

prestigious preparatory schools), Dr. John Phi{ipé&81) stated as the school’s mission statemaitt th

Above all... it is expected that the attention dftinctors to the disposition of the minds and

morals of the youth... will exceed every other carethough goodness without knowledge is

weak and feeble, yet knowledge without goodnedsiigerous ... both united form the noblest

character and lay the sweet foundation of usefsltesnankind (Phillips, 1781, para. 1)

Developmental psychologists now recognize the seoitional competencies associated with
resilience as significant indicators of childremsgerall positive adaptation or wellness (Luthar &r8k,
2000). Social-emotional competencies such as nsgpeness to others, empathy, caring, communication
skills, humor, positive relationship skills, fleXiby and adaptability in solving social problemseakey
attributes observed in successful youth. Wheretsesial competencies are present, youth are nketg to
develop into healthy, competent young adults (B&nd991; Dweck, 2000).  Conversely, adjustment
problems manifested by children and adolescente baen directly linked to the inadequate develogroén
these same social-emotional competencies (Achenkaklowell, 1989; Barnes & Welte, 1986; Hanson,
Myers & Ginsburg, 1987; Oetting & Beauvais, 198@yIbr, 1993).

Perhaps most importantly, recent studies have ételic that a child’s long-term social-emotional
adaptation, academic and cognitive development.cdimnship skills can be enhanced through expotur
opportunities for developing and strengthening éhsscial competencies during childhood (Diekstf)&
Hartup & Moore,1990; Payton, Weissberg, Durlakatt. 2008; Zins, Weissberg, Wang &Walberg, 2004).
Daniel Goleman, author of the books Emotional ligehce (1995) and Social Intelligence (2006) has
suggested that the educational system should takera active role in developing students’ sociab&anal
competencies and by so doing better prepare swidentoth academic success and the assumption of a
useful, contributive place in the larger globalisbc In so doing, he echoes the words of the Vesen
psychiatrist, Alfred Adler, who suggested some 8@rg ago much the same idea by observing thatchde
who takes time to work on students social develogmeéll find his/her job simultaneously amplifiech@
simplified as it is easier and more efficient tadle the well-adjusted, cooperative and responsitild than
it is to prod and nag along the maladjusted, uneraijve and irresponsible student (Adler, 1929kdRech
evidence provides clear support for the infusiosaifial-emotional learning in classrooms with uahol1%
increase in student academic achievement reporteth wuch programs are introduced into our classsoom
(CASEL, 2010).

Toward a Resilience-Focused Systemic Paradigm in Education
How then do we translate these concepts and tkeanes supporting them into a practical schema for
initiating truly transformative change in school$fe answer is in moving to a more systems baspaph

and focusing upon those factors the resiliencearelehas found to lead to optimal academic andaboci
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outcomes in youth. Such a resilience-focused, enyist paradigm offers a more comprehensive,
developmentally based, and holistic perspectiveé dldaresses the interaction effects among all dotofs
involved in student academic and social-emotiondt@mes. This resilience-focused, systemic pamadig
requires the recognition that any one of theseofaatan serve to negate, enhance (in a synerdimfaboth
positively and negatively), or compensate for atlyep factor. Consistent with what Waber (2010) has
termed, a ‘developmental cascade’, multiple factams recognized as combining to contribute to, and
maintain, a student’s success, or difficultiedesrning and psychosocial-behavioral adjustment.

The resilience-focused, systemic paradigm for amédeachievement and healthy psychosocial
adjustment in represented in Figure 2. The rebelitarature related to education, child developmend
psychology suggests at least seven major categofiagriables that have a significant impact on the
academic and social competence of youth: the ceumme, bio-neurological functioning, the school
environment, the family system, the classroom emwirent, peer and community relationships, and the
child’s social-emotional competence.

Curricular Variables: Clearly the instructional materials, content rig@sources, and instructional
methodologies employed by educators’ impact childreacademic success. There is ample research to
support this beyond mere common sense. Howevseareh also suggests curricular variables to be a
necessary, by not sufficient, factor for determgngudent success; an indeed other variables haegb more
profound effects on student achievement. For el@nip researching highly effective schools resears
have found the curriculum to be so similar acrdssahools as to have little significance in diBatiating
low from high quality schools (Goodlad, 1984; Ruige Maughen, 2002; Rutter, Maughen, Mortimore &
Ouston, 1979).

Bio-Neurological Variables Without doubt, biological/neurological factorsncianpact learning and
behavioral outcomes. Problems in visual acuitylitany acuity, nutrition, sleep, brain damage anenhtal
retardation have all been clearly identified asesglely impacting the child’s ability to learn. Hewver, there
are also numerous pseudoscientific explanationsedaocational failure that lack sound, empiricale@ch
support (Waber, 2010) but which are consistent withprevailing fixed mindset perspective of ediorsd
systems. These include such hypothesized disoedetew general intelligence (IQ), learning distiles,
dyslexia, brain hemisphere dominance, AttentionidteDisorder, and so forth. The validity of the
diagnostic criteria and the validity of the resbasupporting the assumptions underlying these wario
neurological theories for student failure are hygliestionable at best given the paucity of sdientsearch

to support them and mounting research questioieig validity.
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Figure 2. Resilience Focused, Systemic Paradigm to Guide Educational Practice
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There is also an emerging body of research on theerge effects of living in high stress
environments (home, school and community) in regattie development of mental and emotional dissrde
learning difficulties and behavioral problems. AseChildhood Experiences (ACE’s) have been foorakt
associated with significantly higher rates of léagndifficulties, mental disorders, and persondidogoral
adjustment problems for both children and adulted@ et. al., 2006). Living in high stress famégd
community environments appears to result over timehe dysregulation of the HPA (hypothalamic-
Pituitary-Adrenal) system and high Allostatic Loadores (McEwen, 2000; Sapolsky, 2004). These
neurological effects, in turn, negatively impace thxecutive functioning processes of the brainrifieg,
memory, problem solving, etc.), and lead to hygdgitance and a decreased ability to attend, focus o
concentrate. Fortunately, the research also ineSctitat with the provision of safe, supportive smwnents
and training in emotional self-regulation, (e.gciabemotional competencies) this process can feetefely
reversed.

School Environment The effective schools research of the past twénéyyears has consistently
identified the school environment, or school cdtuas the key to differentiating highly effectiveheols
from lower performing schools. Depending upon thelity of the school environment (i.e., caring
relationships, high expectations and opportunity participation) the outcomes for school success fo
minority culture and linguistic groups ranges frbigh engagement and college attendance to 75%alrop
rates (Benard, 2004). Goodlad (1984) summarizefiridings on effective and ineffective secondaryasils
by concluding that instructional and curricular teeg play a neutral role as effective schools diffémarily
in terms of their ambiance or school culturéhe effective schools research of Rutter, etl#l79) reached
similar conclusions noting théts the creation of a school ethos, i.e., a setadfies, attitudes and behaviors,
which differentiates the effective school from athelhe National Longitudinal Study on Adolescemriakh
(Resnick et. al., 1997) concluded that of all thetgctive factors which contribute to preventingldems of
academic failure and social maladjustment amongyouth, school connectedness was identified asobne
the two most powerful factors, the other being fgroonnectedness. These findings are consisteht tive
resilience research on the importance of positbegportive social environments in schools for optim
outcomes in youth development (Bryk & Schneide20

School policies and practices in regard to studdistipline policies and classroom behavior
management must also be addressed under the sehe@iobnment category. It seems paradoxical that
classroom discipline, and school conduct polices,rarely included in educational reform and improent
discussions yet this issue is consistently citedresof the greatest concerns of teachers ance#is®n for
many leaving the profession (MetLife, 2006). Feglinadequately prepared by their teacher prepearati
programs to deal with disruptive classroom behaviar to effectively engage with parents in resajvin
learning and behavior problems, teachers feel dwelwed, discouraged and thus choose to leave the
profession (MetLife, 2006). Interestingly, the samesearch indicates that while a large percentdge o
teachers see this as a major concern, only ab&atdfOschool administrators identify this as a conder

their schools.
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Behavioral Psychology based interventions are etssomonly employed school strategies methods
for improving student behavior and motivation despiecades of research that consistently findsiseeof
extrinsic rewards to have an adverse impact orestuahotivation and achievement (Deci, Koestner &Ry
1999). Research further identifies counterprodectschool discipline policies and procedures such as
reward/punishment systems, exclusionary practisespension or expulsion) to have a negative overall
impact on student academic and social outcomese(RaRocco, 2014). Improving school and classroom
effectiveness requires the development of a pesitchool culture with more positive, and effective
discipline and conduct policies and procedures.

Family Environment: Research evidence has consistently identifiedfah@ly as the single, most
powerful factor impacting children’s academic aondial adjustment. The significance of family envineent
factors on children’s academic achievement was mectied in Good and Brophy’s (1986) review of the
literature on school effects. They summarized #dsearch on factors associated with student achevietoy
concluding thafamily factors account for more of the variancesindent achievement than do curricular,
instructional variables. Parenting styles in matar have been consistently identified as sigaiftty
impacting both student academic success and sadjiastment (Nicoll, 2002). The authoritative péaireg
style appears to lead to higher achievement, bgtetes, higher aspirations, and better relati@sshiith
peers and authority figures along with decreaséesraf substance abuse, mental health problems, and
behavior difficulties (Cohen & Rice, 1997; Dornblset. al, 1987; Shek, 1997). The other common
parenting styles such as permissive-indulgent, @sive-disengaged, and autocratic have similarlgnbe
linked to outcomes such as lower academic achientrapd behavioral problems including bullying,
delinquency and truancy/drop-outs. Research evedéumther indicates that when schools actively ptan
parent-school collaboration the results are: hig@des, higher student achievement, improved &ach
morale, better student attitudes toward schoolgefegpecial education placements, higher graduatites
and higher post-secondary enrollments (Henders&eila, 1995).

More recently, research on the relationship betwashrerse childhood experiences and subsequent
learning, behavioral, and mental disorders in kabtiidren and adults has called into question manghe
neurological based hypothesis for adjustment aachieg problems. Anda and Felitti (2006) found ttieet
greater the number/type of adverse childhood eegpeeis (ACE’s) in one’s life the more likely the
development of both learning & behavioral disordarshildren/adolescents. A study by Burke et(2011)
indicated that of those children with no adverseldblood experiences (as measured by the ACE
Questionnaire) only 3% displayed any indicationseafning or behavior problems. However, 21% oktho
with ACE scores of 1 — 3 had been so diagnosedéittbse with 4 or more adverse childhood expegenc
51% had learning or behavior problems in schoomil@rly, studies have found that the greater the
number/type of adverse childhood experiences (ACH's one’s life the higher the probability of
experiencing one or more mental and emotional dessrin adulthood (Danese, et. al. 2009).

Given that family dynamics have now been identifees] unequivocally the single most powerful
determinant of the academic success and positig@lsdevelopment of youth, it seems imperative that
schools address programs and practices to pronmudiive parenting skills and improved home-school
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collaboration. This includes school administratcosing to view the availability of family counsadj and
coaching services as well as parent education anogas critical to overall school effectivenessuielors

in schools must available and feel confident inrttrining to work with parents on both a primagd
tertiary prevention basis (Benard, 2004; Nicoll,02p Teachers also need to be better prepared for
recognizing and addressing family related factorstudent adjustment as we as to effectively engagents

in supportive home practices to foster the devalaqt of social-emotional competence and growth setsl

in children.

Classroom EnvironmentOf all the school related variables impacting stideiccess, none appears
to be more powerful than the effect of the classraeacher his or herself (Heck, 2007; Rivkin, Hémaks &
Kain, 2005; Sanders & Horn, 1996). A large, musiplinary body of research has clearly estabtstinat
student-teacher relationships are strongly assatiatith important academic and social development
outcomes (Chhoun & Wallace, 2014; Bryk & Schnei@®02). It seems ironic then that while considerab
time is devoted to developing the teaching methagiplnd instructional technology skills of teachdttde
attention is devoted to developing their interpredskills and social-emotional competence. Thisifitrue
in both teacher pre-service and professional dewedmt training programs. As Benard concluded fran
review of the resilience research, “One of the niogtortant and consistent findings in resilienceegech is
the power of schools, especially of teachers, in tuchild’s life from risk to resilience” (Benardp04, p.
65).

The teacher’s interpersonal relationship style rigtges the classroom climate which, in turn, has a
profound impact on student learning motivation,daraic success, and social adjustment. Teacheredie
by students as empathic, warm, friendly and hadrgenuine concern for the students as individual® h
been associated with such student outcomes ag laettelemic performance, higher learning motivation,
more positive attitudes toward school and decreasddvior problems (Paulson, Marchant & Rothlisberg
1997). Benard's (2004) review of school factorsoiwed in fostering youth resilience noted that the
interpersonal qualities of teachers such as, higting, supportiveness, high expectations (i.e. ¢now
mindsets), concern for student emotional safetydsieenthusiasm, fairness, and mutual respect gidyhi
correlated with student academic and developmentedlomes. Teacher’s interpersonal relationshipestyl
supportiveness and mindsets in regard to studebibties to succeed are found to be predictivetafient
engagement in school, learning motivation, and @cac achievement as well as positive social devetop
(Goodenow, 1993; Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; McHugbrner, Colditz & Wallace, 2013; Murray-
Harvey, 2010; Piant & Stuhlman, 2004). Adoptindormader, developmental and resilience promoting
paradigm to education moves us toward greater agaseof, and attention to, the development of tath
social-emotional competencies and growth mindsetsas to foster more positive classroom climates
conducive to learning and optimal social-emotiat@lelopment of youth.

Community/Peer EnvironmentSchools do not exist in a vacuum. They mustrmetrstood within,
and be responsive to, the social contexts of tmewsnoding adult and peer communities. Communitgt an
peer environments which support school successpamdde positive social supports — i.e. belongimgl a
connectedness — dramatically impact achievemenhgigle 2004). As Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls
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(1997) noted, Collective Efficacy, i.e., communigsidents interacting in a positive and cooperatiaaner
with a shared concern for young people is assatiaith dramatically lower crime rates and more posi
social adjustment of youth across all socio-ecowpnethnic, and racial groups. Opportunities for
participation in group or cooperative activitiestire home, school and community help youth futfilgir
psychological needs for belonging and can conneenh éat-risk’ youth with positive supportive peesd
adults that serve as a surrogate family.

Peer relationships and support also play a sigmificole in student motivation and achievement.
(Chhoun & Wallace, 2014; Goodenow, 1993; Li, et2011). When students feel safe in schools (ghisi
sexual, verbal, and social/emotional) their stries®ls diminish enabling optimal executive functian
including attending, learning, and problem solvilige research on school bullying has shed furiggat bn
the importance of the peer community by noting #féctive bullying prevention programs focus priitya
on creating supportive, protective peer networles,(bystander) rather than on identifying andighing the
perpetrators (Nicoll, 2014; Twemlow & Sacco, 2008).

Social-Emotional CompetencieBhe development of essential social-emotional aienxies (social
skills and attitudes) has been demonstrated withénresearch literature to be correlated with psgohial
health and academic success (Zins, et. al., 20B4tors such as a strong, positive ethnic idenibgitive
self-esteem, and a sense of purpose in life, cenfid, cooperativeness, communication, empathyng:ari
compassion and problem solving skills have all bigentified as crucial skills leading to successatial
adjustment. Research further indicates that thg-term social and emotional adaptation, acadentdcess
and cognitive development of youth can be enhabgenpportunities for developing and strengthenhmgjrt
social-emotional competence (Diekstra, 2008; Paytnal., 2008). These social competencies aredido
lead to higher academic achievement, more posi@ationships with peers and adults and be a better
determinant of future life success (college, cartamily and social) than 1Q or academic gradeslé@an,
1995).

Nicoll (2011) identifies five broad categories ot&l-emotional competencies that research evidence
has linked to optimal youth development: Understagmdand Respecting Self & Others, Empathy,
Communication, Cooperation, and Responsible Cartidh. As noted by Adler years ago, a teachemsigo
simultaneously amplified and simplified when tinsetaken to also work on the students’ social adjast
(Adler, 1929). The resiliency research of the pasd decades has clearly demonstrated that certain
characteristics of families, schools and commusiitiee associated with the development (or improper
development) of these personal strengths, or seamational competencies, and, in turn, the headtial
development and successful learning and acaderhievenent of youth. Effective education practiogsn
include the development of student social-emoti@oamhpetence as a priority goal their education aaftly
and infuse the teaching of social-emotional compzés into the overall academic curriculum (Califar
Task Force, 1990).
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Conclusion

The failure of education reform efforts was suggests stemming from the continued reliance upon
an outdated and overly simplistic paradigm for ustiending the educational process. Consequently,
methods to improve schools and student learninggatbnal innovations, have been sought only frathiw
this limited perspective. A growing body of reséarfcom across multiple disciplines now offers us an
opportunity to re-think those long embraced, tassumptions about school effectiveness and student
learning and move toward transformative changelurcation.

Specifically, the research on fixed versus growthdsets along with the emerging body of research
on resilience was used to broaden our perspeativs $0 include the effects of beliefs about studéilities
and potential, the influence of social environmefisme, school and community), and the importarfce o
social-emotional competence in determining positieademic and social development outcomes in youth.
An alternative resilience-focused, systemic panadigas offered to better illustrate the interactadfects
between and among these seven major categoriesriables which research evidence has clearly ifiedhti

as significantly impacting youth academic successdevelopmental outcomes.
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