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In this article, the authors respond to a variety of criticisms aimed at the theoretical and empirical robustness of resilience as a theory.

At the outset, the authors define resilience as (a dynamic process encompassing positive adaptation within the context of significant adversity( (p. 543).






The authors trace the concept of resilience to the empirical literature on schizophrenia where the children of schizophrenic mothers, evidenced positive development despite very poor parenting.  (Evidence that many of these children thrived despite their high-risk status led to increasing empirical efforts to understand individual variations in response to adversity( (p. 544).

The authors also link this research to the concept of invulnerability as defined by Anthony in 1974.  They criticize his concepts suggesting that it meant absolute and unchanging resilience when in fact resilience is a more dynamic and nuanced concept.

Interestingly, the authors do not cite the work of the Clarkes in mental retardation back in the early 1970s.

Garmezy and Emmy Werner are cited as the originators of the concept.

The authors make distinctions concerning a number of concepts that are of great importance for research and conceptualization.

Adversity :  Adversity is not only viewed as absolute but also it is in the eyes of the beholder.  Thus, subjective adversity (the experience of adversity and how the individual interprets it) is a concept that must be taken into consideration during research.

Subjective adversity :
Subjective perceptions and objectively determined risk are problematic in many areas of research.  However, in terms of resilience, these are of great importance because these very perceptions are part of the make-up of whether a person could be term to be resilient or not.  (Once again, the researchers( task would be to determine why these youngsters differed from the norm in perceiving the event as benign.  Were they generally more optimistic than others, for example, as a result of easygoing temperaments?( (p. 550).

Protective factors : These concern personal attributes that have direct ameliorative effects, whether in high or low risk condition, whereas (personal) vulnerability are about effects(where individuals with the attribute manifest greater maladjustment, overall, than those without it( (p. 547-548).

Resilience : Resilience is multidimensional and very dynamic.  We should not be surprised to find a certain unevenness in functioning across domains for individuals because this is what we find in children who have normal development and who do not know adversity.  Interestingly, researchers are now circumscribing resilience to specific domains as in educational resilience, emotional resilience and behavioral resilience.

(Among children with histories of maltreatment, for example, Kaufman et al. (1994) found that almost two thirds were academically resilient, yet only 21% manifested resilience in the domain of social competence( (p. 548).

Another example : (There is accumulating evidence that among innercity youth, resilience as indexed by conventionally conforming behaviors (e.g. academic striving) may have little to do with resilience as indicated by peer acceptance; in point of fact, the two may sometimes run counter to each other( (p. 549).

There is a great debate as to whether or not resilience requires excellent versus average levels of competence and functioning.  For many researchers, the maintenance of near average functioning is sufficient, others require superior functioning.

Resilience versus resiliency
The authors conclude by recommending that (the term (resilience( should always be used when referring to the process or phenomenon of competence despite adversity, with the term (resiliency( used only when referring to a specific personality trait.  In describing processes that alter the effects of adversity, the terms (protective( and (vulnerability( should be used to describe overall effects that are beneficial versus detrimental, with more elaborated labels (e.g. with suffixes to these two primary terms) employed to label different interactive processes in resilience( (p. 554).

The Robustness of Evidence on Resilience :

(Among offspring of mothers addicted to cocaine or opioids, 65% of the children have been found to have a major psychiatric disorder (Luthar, Cushing, Merikangas, & Rounsaville, 1998).  Although the 35% of disorder-free children might be seen as (resilient(, it is possible too that their family milieus were relatively healthy, as a result, for example, of high support from extended family (e.g., Rutter, 1990)( (p. 550).

(Admittedly, an unusually well-functioning mother in one family, or the presence of a nurturing grandparent in another, may buffer the child against the risk.  This, however, is precisely what the search for protective factors is about, that is the location of a set of precess that distinguish a substantial proportion of the healthy children from the maladjusted ones (Gest, Neemann, Hubbard, Masters, & Tellegen, 1993)( (p. 550).

Vulnerability associated with adversity usually comes from distal risk factors where as protective factors are usually more proximal in nature.  (Knowledge that particular risk factors are linked with high probability of maladjustment has spawned several productive efforts to elucidate proximal processes or mechanisms by which distal risk factors confer vulnerability on affected children (e.g., Baldwin et al., 1993; Cicchetti & Lynch, 1993; Richters & Martinez, 1993)( (p. 550).

The results from resilience research are remarkably stable.  This is particularly demonstrated in Warner(s longitudinal study in Hawaii where over a period of 30 years (most children where were labeled as resilient maintained high functioning in everyday life( (p. 552).   However, resilience is clearly not a static state and not surprisingly individuals do change over time.

Definition of resilience
Resilience is most probably the interaction of three important factors.

1) Personal competencies and other personal qualities such as temperament, autonomy, high-self esteem, etc.

2) A second important characteristic are aspects of their families.  The type of parenting they receive and the kind of relationship they have with parents and their siblings.

3) And, finally, characteristics of their wider social environments.

(Themes that recur across studies include the importance of close relations with supportive adults, effective schools, and connections with competent, prosocial adults in the wider community( (p. 545).

The theories of resilience
We are told that there are three major theories of resilience.  (The first of these guiding perspectives is that identified by Garmezy (1985) and Werner and Smith (1982, 1992), in which salient protective and vulnerability processes affecting at-risk children are viewed as operating at three broad levels.  These include influences at the level of the community (e.g. neighborhoods and social supports), the family (e.g. parental warmth or maltreatment), and the child (e.g. traits such as intelligence or social skillfulness)( (p. 552).

(A second set of guiding perspectives consists of those focused on transactions between the ecological context and the developing child, such as Bronfenbrenner(s (1977) ecological theory, Sameroff and Chandler(s (1975) transactional perspective, and Cicchetti and Lynch(s (1993) integrative ecological-transactional model of development.  In the ecological-transactional model, contexts (such as culture, neighborhood, family) are conceptualized as consisting of a number of nested levels varying in proximity to the individual.  These levels transact with each other over time in shaping ontogenic development and adaptation( (p. 552).

(A third pertinent theory is the structural-organizational perspective (Cicchetti & Schneider-Rosen, 1986; Sroufe, 1979), central to which is the belief that there are generally continuity and coherence in the unfolding of competence over time.  Although distal historical factors and current influences are both viewed as important to the process of development, active individual choice and self-organization are believed to exert critical influences on development (Cicchetti & Tucker, 1994)( (p. 552-553).

There is some debate as to whether or not resilience is just another word for positive adaptation or positive development.  However, the authors tell us (the notion of resilience represents a helpful heuristic in developmental science, for it provides a framework for thinking about development that differs from many classical theories (Luthar, 1996).  Through specifying the achievement of positive adjustment in the face of significant adversity, resilience encapsulates the view that adaptation can occur through trajectories that defy (normative( expectations (cf. Cicchetti, 1996)( (p. 553).

(Understanding processes contributing to positive adjustment under conditions of adversity can help to broaden the understanding of developmental processes that may not be evident in (good enough( normative environments( (p. 554).

When considering the dynamic processes that underlie protective and vulnerability factors, one needs to take the time to elucidate how these processes work.  (For example, if religious faith were the protective factor in question, possible underlying mechanisms might include (1) increases in informal supports, and (2) reductions in dysfunctional coping patterns (e.g. alcohol use) for negotiating everyday stressors (Brody, Stoneman, & Flor, 1996; Luther, 1999).  The relative importance of each hypothesized mediator could then be statistically examined by means of processes outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986), which essentially involve determining the degree to which associations between antecedent (protective) and outcome variables are attenuated after considering shared variance between these and the hypothesized mediators( (p. 555).

The authors also point out that resilience can achieved at any point during the life cycle is not something that is in the domain of children only and they also note that we need to spend more time paying attention to biology.  Not only because biological factors affect psychological ones (but in addition, psychological experiences can modify brain structure and functioning( (p. 555).

The authors end by quoting Seymour Sarason in cautioning against making resilience a fashionable term or word.  Resilience is not a slogan but rather an important theoretical concept that will allow us to better understand why people do well despite adversity.

Von Eye, A. and Schuster, C. (2002).  The Odds of Resilience.  Child Development, 71(3), 563-566.

The authors present how the best design research investigation on questions concerning resilience.

One of their designs is particularly interesting as it explains quite well how one might conceptualize resilience.

In the first dimension, you have exposure or non-exposure to adversity.

Then, in the second dimension, you have the presence or absence of a moderator.

And, in the final dimension, you have the presence or absence of the undesirable or desirable outcome.

	Time 1
	Time 2
	Time 3


	Exposure

to adversity
	presence of moderator
	desirable outcome

	
	
	undesirable outcome

	
	absence of moderator
	desirable outcome

	
	
	undesirable outcome

	Non- exposure

to adversity
	presence of moderator
	desirable outcome

	
	
	undesirable outcome

	
	absence of moderator
	desirable outcome

	
	
	undesirable outcome


Thus, such a design suggests research that looks at one type of adversity situation in conjunction with one type of moderating factor in order to study the result of a positive or negative outcome.
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