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Key messages

1.

Resilience is the capacity to ‘bounce back’ from adversity. Protective factors increase
resilience, whereas risk factors increase vulnerability. Resilient individuals, families and
communities are more able to deal with difficulties and adversities than those with less
resilience.

2.

Those who are resilient do well despite adversity, although it does not imply that those who
are resilient are unharmed – they often have poorer outcomes than those who have low-risk
background but less resilience. This applies to health outcomes and effects success in a
range of areas of life across the life course. Evidence shows that resilience could contribute
to healthy behaviours, higher qualifications and skills, better employment, better mental
wellbeing, and a quicker or more successful recovery from illness.

3.

Resilience is not an innate feature of some people’s personalities. Resilience and adversity
are distributed unequally across the population, and are related to broader socio-economic
inequalities which have common causes – the inequities in power, money and resources
that shape the conditions in which people live and their opportunities, experiences and
relationships.

4.

Those who face the most adversity are least likely to have the resources necessary to build
resilience. This ‘double burden’ means that inequalities in resilience are likely to contribute to
health inequalities.

5.

Schools have a key opportunity to build resilience among children and young people, and
there is a range of ways in which local authorities can support and encourage schools to
take action.

6.

Actions to inrease resilience can be targeted at different levels – they can aim to increase
achievements of pupils; to support them through transitions and encourage healthy
behaviours; to promote better interpersonal relationships between people – particularly
parents or carers and children; and to create more supportive, cohesive schools that support
both pupils and the wider community.
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Introduction

The Marmot Review recognised the important role of schools in building resilience, and
recommended as a policy objective that, ‘schools, families and communities work in partnership to
reduce the gradient in health, wellbeing and resilience of children and young people’.1
This review builds on that position and provides a summary of evidence about the effect of
resilience on health, the unequal distribution of resilience and its contribution to levels of health
inequalities. The review outlines the potential actions that can be taken in schools in order to
build resilience for all children and young people and reduce inequalities in resilience. Throughout,
a social determinants approach to resilience is taken. Children and young people’s individual
characteristics are seen as shaped by, and related to, inequities in power, money and resources,
and the conditions in which they are born, grow, live, and in which they will work and age.2 Family
and community resilience are highly significant and similarly shaped by wider social and economic
factors.
The focus is on children and young people aged five to 18, in primary and secondary school
settings. There is good evidence about what works to build protective factors and reduce risk
factors in schools in order to promote wellbeing, and some evidence specifically on building
resilience. The purpose of this document is to show that taking action on resilience is possible and
necessary – to build resilience as a goal in its own right, but also as an important way to improve
public health and reduce inequalities in health and in other desirable outcomes.
This paper is part of a collection of evidence reviews commissioned by Public Health England
(PHE) and written by the UCL Institute of Health Equity. It is intended to support directors of public
health and their teams within local authorities, health and wellbeing boards, councillors, school
staff, and others with an interest in health inequalities, education and wellbeing in their local area. A
corresponding briefing on this topic area is also available, alongside the further evidence reviews.
Of particular interest in relation to resilience are the evidence reviews on parenting programmes,
the transition from home to school, and young people not in employment, education and
training (NEET).
Throughout the paper, we have highlighted certain evidence and resources in boxes such as this
one. These are labelled in the following ways:
Intervention – an example of a strategy, programme or initiative, taken by a local area,
organisation or national government, that it is felt may contribute to reducing health inequalities
by acting on the social determinants of health. It has either been evaluated and shown to be
effective, or is considered to be an example of promising action.
Key Message(s) – summaries of the key findings or action proposed in this paper.
Key literature – summaries of academic studies or other reports which provide key information
relevant to the chapter, often taking into account a range of different programmes or projects.
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1. What is resilience?

Resilience is described as the capacity to ‘bounce back’ from adverse experiences, and succeed
despite adversity. Adversity can be defined as a lack of positive circumstances or opportunities,
partly brought about by physical, mental or social losses or deprivation3, or the experience
of trauma. Resilience has been defined as the ‘opposite’ of vulnerability3-5. Some research
characterises resilient individuals as having average or expected outcomes; others emphasise
flourishing (i.e. doing better than average). 3, 6, 7 In this paper we include both.
Resilience has been defined as an individual personality trait, and dependent on innate
characteristics.8, 9 However, evidence summarised in this review demonstrates that the conditions
in which people are born, grow, live, work and age shape their capacity to respond to external
shocks or adversity without experiencing significant harm. In this way, the family, community, social,
cultural, and economic environments in which we live, the opportunities available to us and our
experiences across the life course all shape the outcomes we experience in the face of adversity.10,
11
Resilience interacts with, but is not ‘created’ by, characteristics of individuals. Rather, it is shaped
and built by experiences, opportunities and relationships12-14 – what could be termed the ‘social
determinants’ of resilience.
The impact of the environment, experiences and opportunities on people’s resilience occurs
through the development of either risk or protective factors. Risk factors are more likely to lead to
vulnerability while protective factors are more likely to increase resilience. When we face adversity,
vulnerability increases the chances of negative outcomes, whereas resilience can enable us to
achieve positive outcomes, including good health. Therefore, building resilience requires action
to maximise protective factors and minimise risk factors.15 These factors are described further in
section 3.
This definition of resilience is also informed by a capabilities approach. ‘Capabilities’ are described
by Sen and Nussbaum as the capacity of individuals to ‘do and be that which they have reason to
value’.16 Capabilities are shaped by the conditions in which people live, and their experiences and
opportunities, similar to the social determinants approach which we outline above.
Capabilities, like resilience, enable us to be able to withstand adversity, shock or disadvantage. The
concept of resilience is also similar to the idea of ‘competence’: competent people are defined as
those who have the abilities “to generate and coordinate flexible, adaptive responses to demands
and to generate and capitalize on opportunities in the environment”.17
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This paper refers not only to the resilience of individuals but also to the resilience of families and
communities. For example, a local community that has good health compared to the national
average or a similar community, without having significantly more wealth, might be seen as being
resilient. Community resilience impacts on individuals’ resilience: those who grow up in resilient
communities are themselves likely to be more resilient.

Key literature: resilience in older ages
A growing body of research on resilience in older age (usually 65+) provides insight into the
impacts that resilience has, what protects individuals and communities against the negative
impacts of adversity, and what can be done at the start of life in order to ensure resilience is
maintained across the life course. Interesting findings, particularly in the area of social protective
factors, include the following:
• resilience is, in part, dependent on the level of adversity. More severe adversity results in
vulnerable outcomes, despite protective resources.3, 5 This also applies to the number of
adversities experienced6, 7
• older people with resilient outcomes have been shown to have resources that stabilised
life change by providing continuity (such as social roles and activities and close ongoing
relationships)3, 5
• integration into a community has been shown to be a protective factor that increases
resilience among older adults6
• research using longitudinal data that examined ‘bouncing back’ after adversity among older
adults found that the only variable that was consistently related to resilience was social
support (having people who are trusted and can help in a crisis). The study did not find a
psychological profile for having more or less resilience7
This social determinants approach to community and individual resilience involves four further
features. Firstly, resilience is a dynamic process18-20 and is developmental – it can accumulate and
develop (or reduce) over time.14 Changes in resilience over the life course are likely to be related
to the experiences of individuals, families, and communities and wider social, economic and
political factors.
Secondly, resilient individuals and communities are not unharmed or invulnerable.13 They display
better outcomes than those who are not so resilient, but they rarely achieve as good results as
those who have not experienced similar adversity, stress or disadvantage.12, 21 For this reason,
resilient children living in disadvantaged areas tend to have lower overall outcomes than children
who lack resilience but live in low-risk environments. 22, 23
Thirdly, even highly resilient individuals cannot overcome all adversity. For example, evidence
suggests that very few children manage to be resilient in the face of severe abuse and neglect, or
multiple adversities such as having a parent with mental illness, while living in poverty and having
little social support.22, 24-26
Finally, since there are inequalities in the determinants of resilience, there are also likely to be
inequalities in levels of resilience, which relate to broader socio-economic inequalities in power,
money and resources. This is examined further in section 2.2.
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2. Resilience and health inequalities

2.1: Resilience and health
Risky health behaviours
Risky health behaviours among young people include tobacco smoking, drinking alcohol, illicit
drug use and unprotected sex. The evidence suggests that these behaviours tend to cluster
together, and there is evidence of a social gradient, where those from more disadvantaged socioeconomic groups are more likely to engage in risky behaviours and in multiple risky behaviours. 27,
28
Engaging in risky behaviours has a direct impact on young people’s health, and is also likely to
affect performance and experience in schools. Risky health habits can also persist into adulthood,
leading to lifelong negative effects on health.29, 30 For these reasons, reducing risky behaviour can
have an immediate positive impact on educational attainment as well as longer-term
positive impacts.
Building resilience in young people may help to protect against engaging in risky health behaviour,
and improve health and health behaviours.12 Resilience among young people can also help to
delay ‘transitions’ such as parenthood,12 which can help to avoid the potential negative health
consequences of early pregnancy for both parents and babies.
Qualifications and skills
Academic attainment is linked to health as there is strong evidence that those who do well
academically are more likely to be healthy, with longer life expectancy, than those who achieve less
good results.1, 31, 32 For example, data shows that highly literate adults are at least twice as likely to
earn more, have political efficacy, volunteer, trust others, be employed and be in good health, than
those with lower literacy.33 In the UK, those who have no qualifications are over two times as likely
to have a limiting illness than those who achieved university level (or equivalent) education.1 The
effects of low academic achievement on mental health can occur before adulthood: almost half
of young people with fewer than five GCSEs at A* to C said they ‘always’ or ‘often’ felt down or
depressed compared with 30% of those who were more qualified.34 There is also a clear gradient
in educational attainment correlating with socio-economic position and deprivation.1
There is literature to suggest that improving resilience may improve academic results,12, 35 and
some evidence that resiliency-building programmes have increased academic attainment in
certain subjects.36 This is a two-way relationship, as better academic attainment can also act as a
protective factor against adversity and therefore build resilience.
Employment
There is strong evidence that good quality employment is beneficial for physical and mental health
(see the ‘Employment’ evidence review in this series for more details).1, 31, 32
Resilience may improve an individual’s performance in the labour market, reducing the chances
of unemployment or low quality, low paid work. Research shows that those who have a high
8
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level of ‘non-cognitive skills’ are more likely to have better employment outcomes. These skills
include resilience and coping.37 This partly occurs by leading on from better attainment at school.
Resilience may also equip individuals with a greater capacity to find and keep good quality work.
Mental wellbeing
Mental wellbeing has an effect on physical and mental health outcomes38 and overall levels of
health inequalities. For this reason, where resilience-building increases mental wellbeing and mental
health, this is likely to improve the health of individuals and communities. Hammond and Feinstein
have reported on an association between ‘flourishing’ at secondary school and adult health
outcomes, over and above the effect that could be explained by academic success.39
Resilience can be thought of as an essential component of mental wellbeing – and programmes
that increase mental wellbeing may do this partly through impacting on resilience. Similarly, good
mental health shares common causes with resilience.
Recovery from illness
There is some evidence that resilience is associated with quicker and better recovery from illness,12
in part through social relationships40 or social capital.41 For example, emotional support has
been shown to be independently related to lower risk of death after myocardial infarction in older
people,42 and positive expectations tend to predict physical recovery after a heart transplant.43
Those with adequate social relationships have been shown to have a 50% greater survival rate
than those with poor social relationships.44 There is more limited evidence available on young
people specifically, but there is research to show that social support may help young people with
depression.45

2.2: Social inequalities and resilience
There is a lack of clear evidence that specifically shows inequalities, or a socio-economic gradient,
in the distribution of resilience, partly because data on the prevalence of resilience has not been
gathered on a large enough scale, and because measurement is complex. However, there are
inequalities in adversity, and in protective resources.
Firstly, some people are more likely to face regular and significant adversity in their lives than
others, thus requiring higher levels of resilience. Adversity is defined as damaging or negative
environmental, social, economic or other factors, which are cumulative,26 and tend to cluster.13 For
example, children living in poverty often also experience family difficulties or unhealthy housing.13,
46
Studies show that children who are exposed to adverse childhood experiences tend to have a
higher risk of unhealthy behaviours, poor mental wellbeing, and poor educational and employment
outcomes.47-49 Exposure to these experiences is unequally distributed: one study found that those
who experienced four or more adverse childhood experiences were significantly more likely to live
in deprived areas.50
There are also inequalities in the distribution of risk or adversity in the environment: for example,
areas of higher deprivation are more likely to have lower quality housing, or have higher levels of
crime.1 These factors are distributed along a social gradient: those who are at the bottom of the
gradient (living with higher deprivation or in a lower socio-economic position) are more likely to
experience more frequent and more severe adversity,1 putting them in greater need of resilience
than those further up the gradient.
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Secondly, not everyone has the same opportunity to access and develop the resources that are
necessary to build and strengthen resilience. Poverty is likely to limit the extent to which capabilities
and resilience can be built and which have a positive impact on health.51 Many of those in greatest
need of resilience find it hardest to access the resources required to build protective factors:
resources such as education and employment opportunities, decent housing, sufficient income,
and healthy local areas (as described in the Marmot Review).1 For example, research shows that
opportunities for participation in education and employment, particularly important for doing well in
the face of adversity,14 are lesser in areas of deprivation or for those of low socio-economic status.
Considering this ‘double burden’ – a greater incidence of adversity and a lower level of resources
and opportunities from which to build resilience – it is likely that there is a gradient in outcomes,
and that children and young people from poorer, more disadvantaged backgrounds are more
susceptible to worse health and other negative outcomes due to a lack of resilience and greater
experience of adversity.
These inequalities in resilience may result in inequalities in social and emotional adjustment
throughout childhood, as seen in figure 1:

Figure 1. Rates of poor social/emotional adjustment at ages 7, 11 and 16, by father’s social class at
birth, 1958 National Child Development Study
% poor adjustment

25
20
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10
5
0
I/II

IINM

IIIM

IV/V

Social class at birth
aged 7

aged 11

aged 16

Source: (1)

Survey data also shows that children who are materially deprived have reported lower levels
of choice and control and more negative feelings about the future. Children who experience
deprivation are less likely to feel positive about the future.52 Longitudinal data has shown a
linear relationship between factors such as poverty, parent conflict, separation and parent-child
interaction, and the incidence of psychosocial problems at 15-16 years of age.4, 53 Finally, evidence
shows that anxiety, aggression, confidence, emotional and cognitive development, concentration,
and readiness for school are all graded by socio-economic status.12 Inequalities in all of these areas
are likely to reflect and contribute to inequalities in resilience, as the presence of damaging risk
factors and the absence of protective factors increases vulnerability and reduces resilience.
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3. Scale of the problem

Measuring resilience is complex. A methodological review of resilience measurement scales
found 15 measures of resilience, but no ‘gold standard’.54 The review reported favourably on the
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale, the Resilience Scale for Adults and the Brief Resilience Scale;
however, none of these is applicable to children. There is an adaptation of the Connor-Davidson
Resilience Scale for young adults, which could be informative.55 Similarly, the ‘Healthy Kids Survey’
has a resilience and youth development module.56 However, this did not score well in the review of
resilience scales.54
As explained in section 1, resilience depends in part on the levels of protective and risk factors.
Measuring these can, therefore, give a good indication of the likely levels of resilience in the face of
adversity.
Some of the studies mentioned throughout this document take this approach. In addition,
outcome scales for young children can be informative. ‘Measuring what matters: a guide for
children’s centres’ sets out a suite of indicators to measure good early child development in the
areas of children’s health and development, parenting skills, the context of parenting, and later life
outcomes.57 Where children display positive outcomes in these areas, they are more likely to be
exposed to the protective factors necessary for resilience building. Other protective factors include
achievement and attainment at school, successful transitions, good relationships with parents,
teachers and peers, a supportive school environment, and community social capital, resources,
services and connectedness. At a wider level, protective factors include a lack of poverty and
deprivation. The Centre for Mental Health lists protective factors for community resilience as being
positive social networks, access to positive opportunities such as education, and participation in
community activities.58 Risk factors include the opposite of many of these features – for example,
low achievement in school or neglectful or unsupportive family relationships. At a community level,
factors such as socio-economic disadvantage and poor housing conditions can increase risk.58
Measuring the incidence of these risk and protective factors can indicate likely levels of resilience
and vulnerability.
Some data that relate to resilience are also gathered at national levels. For example, studies have
measured resilience in terms of good mental health, functional capacity, and social competence,4
or quality of life.3 Survey data such as the Children’s Society publication ‘The good childhood
report’,52 or measures of social and emotional adjustment such as the National Child Development
Study, can be instructive. Other national measures of relevance include UNICEF’s ‘child wellbeing’
index, in which the UK is rated fourteenth out of 29 richest countries in terms of child wellbeing;59
see figure 2.
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Figure 2. National variations in children’s subjective wellbeing
Source: (52)

At a local level, there are a number of informative sources of data. The Child and Maternal Health
Intelligence Network (CHIMAT)60 provides figures on a range of wellbeing indicators for schoolaged children and young people, by local authority area. They also provide a children and young
person’s mental health benchmarking tool, and links to a range of resources on emotional
wellbeing for children and young people.61
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Figure 3 is taken from the CHIMAT website, and provides the child wellbeing index average score
from 2009, by upper tier local authority in England. The index compiles data from a number of
domains that reflect risk and protective resources, including material wellbeing, health, education,
crime, housing, environment and children in need.62 The darker the shade, the lower the level of
wellbeing (white shading indicates that data was not available).

Figure 3. Child wellbeing index average score, upper-tier local authority, England, 2009
Source: (63)

There are also tools that schools can use, such as the strengths and difficulties questionnaire
(SDQ).64 The SDQ is widely used across the UK – for example, British local authorities are required
to measure the mental health of looked after children using this tool.65 The quality of other local
health services can also be assessed using the Department of Health ‘You’re Welcome’ quality
criteria.66
The Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted) publishes an indicator
of whether ‘Children and young people’s views are listened to a ‘great deal/fair amount’’.67 The
Office for National Statistics (ONS) is also conducting a large-scale analysis of wellbeing levels in
the UK, down to a local level, including indicators such as “feeling that you can overcome your
difficulties” but this is currently only gathered for those aged 16 and over.68 In order to gather
data on wellbeing from children and young people, specific tools and questionnaires are often
necessary, as those designed for adults are not always wholly appropriate.
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Schools and local authorities can work together to gather data on local children’s outcomes,
using the measures mentioned in this section, as well as other local sources of data. As well as
measuring outcomes similar to resilience, such as emotional wellbeing, it is necessary to measure
risk and protective factors that may enable children and young people to have a resilient response
when faced with adversity in future. In some cases, schools opt out of the collection of
non-mandatory local data, due to concerns about the time and cost involved. Greater
encouragement and support may be needed to ensure that relevant and useful local data is
collected where possible.
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4. What works to increase resilience

In the first half of this report, we explained that resilience (and vulnerability), can be a feature of
individuals, families, and communities. There are also different spheres in which action can take
place – individual, interpersonal, and school and community. Within each of these areas, there is
evidence to suggest that certain actions can increase resilience. These actions are split into the
following areas:
Individual:
• improving achievements
• supporting transitions
• promoting healthy behaviours
Interpersonal:
• parents and carers
• teachers and other staff
• friends
School and community:
• whole school approach
• the school as a community hub
Relationships, experiences, opportunities and environments shape protective and risk factors.
When children and young people experience adversity, the levels of risk and protective factors
in their lives will influence the extent to which they are either vulnerable or resilient. Furthermore,
responses to adversity later on in life are also, in part, dependent on risk and protective factors
experienced in younger years. In order to achieve more positive outcomes, it is necessary to
limit adversity, for example, through national efforts to reduce child poverty. However, for those
who face adversity, maximising protective factors and minimising risk factors can build resilience
and limit vulnerability. This reflects the finding that young people who have adequate resources,
individually, within the family and within social contexts, have greater levels of resilience.4
Schools, as universal free services that play an important role in the development of children for
at least 11 years of their lives, have an opportunity to increase the resilience of the students they
teach, their families, and the wider community. This section outlines ‘what works’ to build resilience
in five main domains. Each of these areas interacts, and tackling one area without considering the
others is unlikely to be successful. A coherent and broad strategy, therefore, is needed.
Cost can be an issue, and operates as a barrier to action. However, there is much that can be
done within the daily operation of schools, and taking action to improve resilience can reduce
costs in other areas. For example, reducing truancy can produce a saving of £1,318 per year per
child, and reducing exclusion can save £9,748 in public value benefits, 89% of which goes to local
authorities.69 Where action on resilience reduces later crime levels, large savings are also possible. 69
15
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Throughout this section, interventions and case studies are presented. Some of these (such
as the healthy schools programme), are no longer national strategies. However, they still
inform understanding and activity, and many schools and local areas have chosen to continue
commissioning or providing these services. Some interventions have not measured resilience
specifically, but have noted outcomes in related areas such as capabilities, ‘coping’ strategies, selfefficacy and self-belief, and more general models such as positive mental health, wellbeing, mental
capital, and emotional and social development.

4.1: Who should act to build children’s resilience, and why
Actions to build resilience can be taken by a wide range of organisations including national and
local government, public services, employers, community groups, the third sector, and employers.
However, in this document we focus on those actions that can be taken in schools. In this section,
we set out some of the reasons why schools should act, and a brief summary of the ways in which
local authorities could support these actions.
The role of schools in building resilience
Schools have a statutory responsibility to promote the ‘wellbeing’ of students.35 Resilience,
or related concepts, is mentioned in many key documents. For example, an England-wide
educational initiative on ‘personal capabilities’70 emphasises ‘tenacity, self-motivation, problem
solving and self-image’; Ofsted has stated that “children’s wellbeing and happiness in school
underpin their attainment and achievement”71; and the 2013 report from the Chief Medical Officer
called for action to build emotional resilience in children.72
Schools have great potential for action, and much of the literature recognises schools as a key
factor in building resilience in the face of adversities such as poverty and family difficulties.4, 9, 73-75
For example, in a study of children exposed to community violence, school support seemed to be
a strong predictor of behavioural, academic and emotional resilience.76
Whereas risk factors and protective resources are unequally distributed throughout the population
(see section 2.2), schools provide a universal service for all children. While individual schools have
their own characteristics, evidence shows that, at least for children’s wellbeing in primary schools,
most of the variation exists within rather than between schools.77 For this reason, actions taken in
schools have an opportunity to address the gradient in wellbeing, and improve the experiences
and results of those children who are performing less well than their peers. There is also good
evidence that sound mental health and emotional wellbeing can lead to better academic attainment
(78), leading to multiple positive outcomes for schools. Schools are also the location of important
transitions (for example, from home to school, between schools, and leaving school), which creates
both challenges and opportunities.26
Many activities proposed in this section work best when applied to the whole-school setting,
rather than in particular lessons. However, there is also an opportunity to integrate an awareness
of resilience-building into PSHE (personal, social, health and economic education) classes. The
new curriculum from September 2014, published by the Department for Education,79 provides
opportunities for building in resilience programmes, including in mandatory teaching of sex and
relationship education. There is also guidance available on drug and alcohol education, and the
Centre for the Analysis of Youth Transitions provides information on a range of programmes that
improve outcomes for young people.80
16
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The role of local authorities in supporting and encouraging schools to take action
This evidence review describes interventions that predominantly take place in school settings, are
commissioned by schools, or are led by school staff. The ability of local authorities to influence,
work with, encourage, or enable schools to take any particular action varies by local area. In
some areas, an increased number of academies and free schools, and consequent higher levels
of autonomy, have limited formal influence and cooperative arrangements.81 Guidance from
the Department for Education states that there are limited statutory requirements for formal
relationships between local authorities and academies.82 However, there are still opportunities for
action, even with academies and free schools.
Most local authorities have dedicated individuals or teams who have extensive knowledge and
experience in this area and work very effectively with local schools and the education sector
in general, as well as with their colleagues in public health. Actions depend on local context,
experience, need and resources, and are often built on a long history of collaboration and jointly
delivered programmes. Some effective local authority approaches have tended to include the
following features, in addition to the responsibility for overseeing maintained schools:
• providing schools with data of levels of need within their local population, so that they are
enabled and encouraged to tackle existent need. This can include health data or deprivation
levels, or CHIMAT data, for example. More information on data can be found in section 3
• monitoring changes in health outcomes where relevant and appropriate, using national and local
data and indicators, and feeding this information to schools
• relaying information on interventions that are evidence-based, and have been shown to have
good outcomes, including through local school improvement services and/or local children and
young people’s partnerships (or equivalents) where these exist
• enabling and encouraging schools to work in partnership – with other schools, the local
community, the voluntary sector, and local authority commissioned services and programmes.
Working with other schools and sharing information can be facilitated through local clusters
of schools
• working across governance frameworks – for example, local councillors or local authority
staff can be involved with school governing boards, and head teachers or other school
representatives can sit on local health and wellbeing boards
• facilitating connections between schools and clinical commissioning groups and commissioning
development, which can help to ensure that local commissioning is responsive to the
experiences and needs of children and young people. Local authorities can also help schools to
commission services to ensure efficiency and cost-savings, where possible
• acting as a conduit for information and guidance about national and local policy to schools,
including in the areas of resilience, health, wellbeing, and inequalities; and vice versa, feeding
information from schools into local and national policy context
• training school staff on resilience-promoting programmes or similar
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The transfer of public health to local government also gives potential for more weight to be given
to preventative health and wellbeing work, including in schools. There are, for example, a number
of areas where local authorities have direct commissioning responsibility – including children’s
public health, the healthy child programme for school-age children, the national child measurement
programme, school nursing, some sexual health services including sexual health advice, prevention
and promotion, mental health promotion, mental illness prevention and suicide prevention, some
physical activity and obesity programmes, and alcohol, tobacco and drug programmes.83
Acting on resilience could also help to improve performance on the public health outcomes
framework indicators, including pupil absence, entrants into the youth justice system, young
people not in employment, education or training (NEETs), under-18 conceptions, and a range of
behaviour, health and wellbeing indicators at child and adult level.84 This remit gives local authorities
a responsibility and opportunity to build on existing work with schools on these areas, including
through joint commissioning, information sharing, and joint delivery. The Public Services (Social
Value Act) 2012 provisions could also be a potential lever in this area, as the Act requires public
bodies to consider choosing providers based on the social value that could be created in an area,
not on cost alone.

4.2: Focusing on individuals
Schools have an important opportunity to build resilience through action that focusses on individual
pupils. Individual-level protective resources include personality traits, intelligence, communication
skills, and sociability.4
In this paper, we have focussed on the wider protective and risk factors that contribute to
resilience and vulnerability, and therefore not on the teaching of coping strategies such as problemsolving and self-efficacy. We take the position that while these strategies may be effective, they
are insufficient on their own. Instead, we have focussed on universal strategies that take into
account the dynamic and dependent nature of resilience, and seek to reduce risk factors and
build protective factors. Within this scope, there are some actions in the individual sphere that can
promote protective factors and potentially reduce inequalities, specifically: improving achievements,
supporting transitions, and encouraging healthy behaviours.
Improving achievements
The evidence suggests that those who do well academically are more resilient in general.13, 85, 86 It
seems that good results at school, and staying in education for as long as possible, are protective
of exposure to risk, disadvantage and stress later on in life. However, it is not only academic
success that builds resilience. Research shows that confidence in physical abilities (for boys) is also
a resiliency factor87 and, more generally, success in sport, music and art can all promote resilience,
partly through contributing to a child’s confidence in his or her abilities.87
It is also important that children and young people are engaged in school, as evidence shows that
engagement (beyond simply attendance) can help to overcome adversities and positive school
experiences are important in building resilience.26 There is some evidence that high-risk children
who enjoyed primary school are more likely to have improvements in social and behavioural
wellbeing than those who did not enjoy it.13 There is also evidence that play can increase
resilience,88 which is part of the reason that the Qualifications and Curriculum Development
Agency’s independent review of the primary curriculum proposed increasing the role of active, play18
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based learning.89 The Seattle social development project (see box) is just one strategy that shows
the potential positive impact of increasing engagement in school and, while the example is from
another country, it provides valuable evidence from a long-term cohort study.

Key literature: Seattle social development project
The Seattle social development project in Washington state, US, is a longitudinal study of
behaviours in adolescents and young adults. The study has now followed participants up to age
33.90
In 1981, the study assigned those in the first year of school into intervention and control groups,
and implemented a range of policies for the intervention group including actively engaging
children in learning, strengthening bonding to family and school, and encouraging positive
behaviours. There has been a range of findings about the effectiveness of this intervention,
and the development of unhealthy behaviours in general.91 For example, compared with the
control group, those who received the intervention were less inclined to heavy drinking, had less
history of multiple sexual partners at age 18, increased age of first sexual intercourse, and lower
incidence of pregnancy and childbirth among women.27 In addition, results at age 21 include
higher use of contraception, lower involvement in a wide variety of crimes, and lower incidence
of mental health disorders. Intervention students had also completed more education, and had
more secure and higher quality employment outcomes.92
The study has also found specific benefits among those from low-income families, including in
academic achievement and some healthy behaviours.92
The study finds that adolescent problems and unhealthy behaviours ‘are influenced by
multiple, often overlapping risk and protective factors that exist in individuals and in their social
environments’ and that the intervention was successful as it reduced risk factors and enhanced
protective factors.92

Schools already have many strategies to increase educational attainment, and there are many local
and national programmes in this area. However, it is important, and widely recognised, that the role
of a school is not only to get results and meet standards, but also to build on the strengths and
interests of children,93 including in areas such as sport, arts and music.87
Schools can also promote engagement and involvement through the use of strategies that
encourage ‘dispositions for learning’ through creating a positive ‘learning architecture’.94 An
institution that recognises and values engagement, enjoyment and play, as well as academic
success, is likely to be more successful in protecting and building the wellbeing of its students –
including increased resilience.
Finally, there are a number of specific strategies that teach social and emotional skills as part of
a wider strategy, which have shown some positive (although mixed) results; for example, social
and emotional aspects of learning (SEAL) and a range of other social and emotional learning (SEL)
programmes (see following boxes).
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Intervention: SEAL (UK)
Resilience forms part of the social and emotional aspects of learning (SEAL) programme,
implemented as a national strategy in 2005, which is defined as “a comprehensive, wholeschool approach to promoting the social and emotional skills that underpin effective learning,
positive behaviour, regular attendance, staff effectiveness and the emotional health and wellbeing
of all who learn and work in schools”. It is implemented in 90% of primary schools and 70%
of secondary schools in the UK.95 Although funding for the programme was withdrawn by the
coalition government, many local areas continue to use the materials and run the programme
locally.96
SEAL guidance for teachers emphasises that developing social and emotional skills will help
children to become more resilient, and have academic benefits.
The national evaluation of SEAL in secondary schools published in 2010,95 revealed that not all
schools had adopted a ‘whole-school’ approach, although this may have been due to the short
time scale. The authors suggest that the most crucial factor impacting on implementation may
be staff “will and skill”, as well as time and resource allocation.
Results were mixed: from the start of the programme to the evaluation, there were significant
reductions in pupils’ “trust and respect for teachers, liking for school, and feelings of
supportiveness”. However, there was also significant increases in “pupils’ feelings of autonomy
and influence”.
Based on these findings, the evaluation proposed the following recommendations for future
programmes:
• they should “more accurately reflect the research literature about ‘what works’”, and monitor
more effectively
• sufficient resources and time must be made available to staff
• greater engagement with parents and/or carers is essential
• initiatives should be trialled before national implementation
• there should be guidance for schools, focussed on the evidence base
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Key literature: social and emotional learning programmes (US)
A meta-analysis of 213 universal (not targeted) social and emotional learning (SEL) programmes
delivered to over 250,000 schools pupils in the US (mostly from 1997 to 2007) found that those
who participated in these programmes, compared to control groups, showed significantly
improved attitudes, behaviour, social and emotional skills, and higher levels of academic
achievement equivalent to a 11% gain in results.97 These programmes focussed on the
development of social-emotional competencies. Goals of SEL programmes include building
self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationship skills, and responsible decision
making. Often, involvement and participation of students is a key component. The study found
that universal, school-based interventions are effective, and (where measured), effects were
still noted for some period of time after the end of the intervention. The analysis also found that
programmes delivered by teachers in classrooms were most effective (compared with those
delivered by non-school personnel).
Supporting transitions
Schools also have a particular opportunity as sites of transitions.98, 99 Transitions provide a key
chance to build resilience and reduce vulnerability.27 For example, the experiences of transition
from primary to secondary school have been shown to affect health and wellbeing later on in life.100
Transitions into school also offer a good opportunity to engage with and support parents101 (see
section 4.3 below).
However, transitions (including from home to school, between schools, and from secondary school
to further education or work), are also times of risk, during which children can suffer emotional
distress, or a decline in progress and commitment to learning,102 which can also undermine
resilience. Sharing information and working across organisational boundaries is particularly
important in this area, so that schools understand the background and circumstances of children
coming into their schools. The intervention in the box below describes a pilot to support transitions
between schools in order to build resilience.
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Intervention: building emotional resilience in schools in
Denny, Scotland103
This pilot ran from 2007–08, with the aim of developing an integrated, holistic approach to
building emotional resilience and wellbeing. The programme had a specific focus on supporting
the transition from primary to secondary schools, including through training teachers and
working with parents.
The pilot was funded by the Scottish Government, Falkirk Council and HeadsUpScotland, and
was delivered by YoungMinds and a group of eight schools in Denny.
The programme included four initiatives:
• building confidence and self-esteem among pupils, including through peer support, use of the
Creating Confident Kids programme, and the Aiming for High programme, which is specifically
designed to increase resilience in young people during times of transition
• promoting confidence and understanding among teachers and other staff, including through
training on resilience and emotional wellbeing
• raising awareness of resilience and wellbeing among parents through workshops designed to
increase support across the transition between schools
• enhancing the leadership skills of head teachers in the areas of resilience and wellbeing
An evaluation revealed the following key findings:
• pupils’ self-esteem and resilient attitudes were enhanced, and worries about transition were
reduced
• staff’s own confidence in their ability to promote and facilitate discussion about resilience and
emotional wellbeing increased
• parents felt more confident in their ability to support their child, and there were improvements
in the parent–child relationship
• schools reported a greater focus on, and prioritisation of, resilience and emotional wellbeing
Schools are also a key part of the more general transition from childhood to adulthood. Research
suggests that the impact of this transition is affected by social mobility, education, gender,
neighbourhood deprivation and family support, as well as personal competence and resilience.104
Schools have the potential to ensure that this transition is as smooth as possible.
Extra support may be necessary to support transitions for children who move between schools
regularly, as they are likely to experience a higher degree of vulnerability as a result. Research has
shown that only 27% of pupils who move secondary schools three or more times achieve five A* to
C GCSEs, compared to a national average of 60%, and those who move schools are more likely
to be from disadvantaged backgrounds.105 Research by the RSA suggests this problem will affect
more pupils in future due, in part, to more house moves caused by changes to housing benefit
rules, larger numbers of young people in care, and larger pupil numbers.105
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Understanding and acting during times of transition is part of a life-course approach that
recognises the cumulative impact on health and wellbeing over the course of an individual’s life.
We provide further evidence on this in our early years review (on the move from home to primary
school), and NEETs review (on supporting the transition out of school).
Healthy behaviours
As set out in section 2, resilience and risky health behaviours are inter-related. Those who lack
resilience are more likely to engage in unhealthy or risky behaviours. Similarly, engaging in these
behaviours is likely to increase vulnerability and reduce resilience. Therefore, interventions or
programmes that aim to reduce risky health behaviours may also increase resilience.
There is also some evidence of economic benefit of these programmes. For example, schoolbased community obesity prevention has a benefit to cost ratio of 7:1, when long-term
improvements to economic productivity and individual health are included;106 effective smoking
prevention in American schools has been estimated to have a cost benefit ratio of over 15:1 over a
lifetime, yielding net savings of $619 million annually.107
There is good evidence that schools can impact on behaviours, decreasing the likelihood of young
people taking up smoking108, drinking109, taking drugs,110 eating unhealthily111 or not exercising.112
Research has found that the most promising programmes are those that “seek to increase
resilience and promote positive parental/family influences and/or healthy school environments
supportive of positive social and emotional development”.27 There is good evidence in favour of
whole-school interventions (discussed further below), particularly in relation to substance use.27
For example, a study in Scotland found that variations in smoking rates between schools were
primarily down to school-level characteristics such as caring and inclusiveness, after controlling for
socio-economic factors.113
On an individual level, some interventions to promote behaviour change have features that
increase resilience.109 For example, school-based programmes to prevent smoking seem to be
particularly effective when they focus on improving skills such as problem solving and self-esteem.
108
However, it also seems that there is very mixed evidence regarding social influence and life skills
training interventions, which aim to change individual characteristics. Similarly, simply providing
information to students appears to be necessary but insufficient.27 There is some evidence to
suggest that ‘multi-domain’ interventions that include school, family, individual and community
elements have positive impacts on behaviours.27 The strengthening families program (see box)
works mainly with parents and carers in order to improve parenting skills, with the aim of reducing
unhealthy behaviours.
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Intervention: strengthening families program
The strengthening families program (SFP), which began in the US, involves working with students
and parents in order to reduce alcohol and drug use among students by building protective
factors and reducing risk factors. Sessions with parents and children focus on how to deal
with stress, anger and peer pressure, and improving relationships and communication within
families. The programme also aims to improve parental skills and interpersonal and personal
competencies among children.
Schools can support the SFP by referring parents or families, and in some cases schools
themselves deliver the program.
Research has shown that the programme is successful in encouraging long-term behaviour
change in reducing alcohol consumption,114 reducing aggressive and hostile behaviour, improving
parent-child interaction and increasing school attendance and engagement. Additionally, effects
tend to increase over time, rather than deteriorate.115
% reporting ever having been drunk
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The graph below, from the SFP10-14 major longitudinal study, shows that alcohol use among
participants of the SFP is lower than for control groups.
A literature review of a number of interventions designed to impact on behaviour found that the
SFP was the most promising family intervention in terms of reducing smoking, alcohol, and illicit
drug use after four years. The review also found that there was good reason to believe that the
programme may impact on sexual health, although this has not been specifically evaluated.27
Over 30 local authorities across the UK have received training from Oxford Brookes University
and implemented a similar SFP in their localities.117 All of these local authorities are still running
the programme, and most feed data to Oxford Brookes. Some aggregated selected results from
the youth survey are presented below, which show improvement in a number of indicators after
taking part in the programme.118
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% of participants
answering a
‘good bit of the
time’ or ‘most of
the time’
Youth survey questions

Before

After

I know one step to take to reach one of my goals
I do things to make me feel better when I am under stress
I appreciate things my parents/caregivers do for me
If a friend suggests that we do something that can get us both in
trouble, I am able to get out of doing it
I know how to tell when I am under stress
My parents/caregivers are calm when they discipline me
I feel truly loved and respected by my parents/caregivers

15
13
22
17

35
27
42
31

18
13
26

29
29
35

There is currently a four year randomised controlled trial of the SFP1014 programme
taking place in Wales, which will also report on cost-effectiveness. Results will be available
by early 2015.

4.3: Addressing interpersonal issues
The research consistently emphasises that, in nearly all cases, children cannot build resilience
without love, support, and positive relationships, most crucially with their family.26 In a broader
arena, social support has a proven association with risk of mental illness.12 For children and young
people, interpersonal relationships with family, teachers and friends are an essential source of
social support. It is also important that those who are supporting children, whether they are family,
teachers or peers, are themselves supported in this role.
Parents and carers
Effective parenting and good parent–child relationships are likely to have a significant effect on
resilience. Parent-child factors have been shown to be the most significant predictive factor in
changes in wellbeing, with positive relationships linked to improvements in behavioural and social
wellbeing.13 Furthermore, for those participants who were particularly ‘high risk’i, parents’ positive
feelings about their child acted as a protective factor against declining wellbeing,13 and children from
disadvantaged backgrounds who displayed resilience in another study were more likely to have
stable and supportive family relationships.14 Further research has found that family support and
connectedness can also increase protective factors against risky behaviours in adolescence.27
Characteristics of ‘home life’ that tend to increase resilience are having parents who are interested
in and supportive of education,14, 87, 119-121 and who have high aspirations and expectations of their
children,87 particularly where this increases self-esteem.12 Research shows that parental support for
education tends to increase the chances of boys staying on in school,87 and can increase educational
attainment.23, 120 It is also important that parents read to their children,14 and take them out for
activities,14 as well as offering a high quality home learning environment.12
‘High risk’ children had three or more of the following risk factors: an exceptionally stressful event, household income in the lowest 25%, mother
had depression, mother had alcohol problem, any special educational needs
i
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Schools can play an important role in helping parents to engage with, take an interest in, and
support their children with their education,122 partly by building links with families. Building these
connections between home and school, and working with parents, can help not only to build
communication between school staff and parents or carers, but also to provide opportunities
to increase communication and interactions between parents and their children.14 There may
also be opportunities for impacting on other children in the house, for example by encouraging
breast feeding, which has a range of benefits for children’s development123 and may play a role
in increasing resilience against psycho-social stress.124 Home-school links can be designed to
promote parental confidence and engagement.26 The intervention outlined in the box below, FAST,
shows how working with families can improve involvement in education and have a range of
good results.

Intervention: Families and Schools Together (FAST)125
FAST is an early intervention programme run and funded by Save the Children in partnership with
Middlesex University and delivered in a school setting in areas of high deprivation. The trial was
predominantly engaged with low-income families – 77% had annual incomes of under £20,000.
The programme works with families, supporting them to improve their children’s skills in reading,
writing and maths, and encouraging their good behaviour and positive attitude; facilitating
parents to be involved in their children’s education, including by supporting learning at home;
and encouraging stronger bonds between parents and their children, the school, other parents,
and the local community.
Results from the UK FAST programme:
• a reduction in family conflict (-16%), increase in total family relationships (+15%), and an
improvement in parent–child relationships (+14%)
• a reduction in emotional symptoms (-25%), conduct problems (-24%), hyperactivity (-19%),
peer problems (-16%), and total difficultiesii (-20%)
• an increase in parental social relationships with community (+8%), and involvement in
education (+3%)
• an increase among parents in support provided to others (+25%) and received from others
(+33%)
• 84% of parents reported that the FAST programme had empowered them, and 90% agreed
they had more information and knowledge about their child’s education

ii

A component of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) which corresponds to an increase in the risk of mental health disorder.
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• teachers reported an increase in child academic competence, in parental involvement with
school, and a reduction in impact of child difficulties (-29%)
• 18% of parents had made more visits to the GP or hospital, 27% reduced their alcohol and
24% reduced their tobacco consumption, 21% reduced their use of recreational drugs
• fewer FAST students needed special education services than those in a control group,
suggesting that there may be cost-saving benefits to the programme
Schools can also play a part in building parenting skills.122 For example, research shows the
importance of ‘authoritative parenting’, which is characterised by warmth, support, appropriate
amounts of structure and consistent discipline.13 Schools can help to build these skills either by
providing information or small, group-based programmes run by trained practitioners.35, 126 There
is good evidence that parenting programmes can be effective in improving child behaviour and
encouraging positive parenting, and that they can be a cost-effective intervention;127 further evidence
is available in this series’ early years evidence review.
Finally, research shows that schools are in a particularly good position to take action in this area, as
parents are more likely to speak to school staff than other professionals about concerns, stress, or
problems their children or families are facing.101 This gives school staff an opportunity to identify those
parents who would benefit from further provision.128 The intervention described in the box below,
Place2Be, shows how programmes to build children’s resilience can also benefit parents who are
themselves facing difficulties.

Intervention: Place2Be129
Place2Be is a charity that is commissioned by primary and secondary schools nationally to
provide emotional and therapeutic services, building children’s resilience through talking, creative
work and play. They currently reach 75,000 children, helping them to cope with wide-ranging
and often complex social issues.
Place2Be also provides support for parents, teachers and other school staff. Parents come to
counselling sessions, most commonly to discuss depression and divorce. Domestic violence
was reported by 38% of parents.
Over four years of analysis,130 consistent improvements in wellbeing have been reported by
teachers, parents and children, the majority of whom (60-70% in 2011-12) reported lessened
difficulties following the programme.
For children with the greatest difficulties – those in the ‘abnormal’ clinical category – rates
of improvement were higher than for children as a whole: three-quarters of these children
improved and half achieved clinical ‘recovery’ according to teachers. Parents’ assessments of
improvements were even higher.
The programme has also estimated that for every £1 spent on the counselling support services,
there is a cost saving of £6. This includes reduced costs associated with social services, welfare
benefits and the criminal justice system.131
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Staff such as school family support workers can be encouraged to refer families not only to schoolbased provision but also to other local programmes. In turn, other local services can refer to school
staff – for example, GPs can refer to school nurses or school support workers, such as parenting
or educational workers.101 Integrated and comprehensive provision of family services, and extended
home–school partnerships to include communities (see section 4.4), can also build the resilience
of at-risk children.132 The local authority will need to ensure that information is available in order to
facilitate this. In addition, schools themselves, particularly academies and free schools, have an
increasing opportunity to commission their own services.101
Teachers and other staff
While the role of teachers and other school staff is rarely, if ever, as central to resilience-building as
that of parents and family, it is still an important element. Evidence shows that teachers’ support and
guidance of pupils is key for children’s development and in helping them to build resilience.14, 85, 133,
134
Interventions to modify the social school environment in order to build relationships between staff
and pupils have also been shown to reduce violence and aggression.135 Staff can also play a role in
working with families, as discussed above.
The support offered by teachers and school staff is clearly open to influence by schools, creating an
obvious opportunity for action. This is something for governing bodies to consider in partnership with
senior leadership and teaching staff.
There is also some evidence that support from school staff is particularly beneficial for those from
backgrounds of poverty or who are facing multiple adversities,13, 136 meaning that school strategies to
improve relationships between staff and students could have a ‘levelling-up’ effect on the gradient,
having proportionately more influence the higher the need. The YoungMinds programme trains
teachers specifically to support the needs of pupils who have extra difficulties, in order to build
wellbeing and resilience.
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Intervention: YoungMinds in schools (137)
The organisation YoungMinds was funded by the Department for Education in 2011 to run a
programme that aimed to improve outcomes in schools, particularly for those with behavioural,
emotional or social difficulties. The programme provides a set of resources and training courses
for educational professionals, which were designed to increase understanding of and impact on
mental health and wellbeing in schools.
YoungMinds in schools includes support for schools on whole-school emotional wellbeing
(including of parents and teachers as well as pupils), therapeutic story writing, mindfulness, and
working with and supporting parents. This work is built on a conceptual base which recognises
the impact of risk and resilience, the importance of successful transitions, and the role of
attachment, particularly between parents and children.
The interventions used were based on evaluated programmes, including the story links
intervention, which builds partnerships with parents in order to reduce the risk of pupil exclusion.
An evaluation of the programme found that it resulted in a significant improvement in pupils’
overall emotional stress, relationships with parents, teachers and peers, pupils’ behaviour, and a
decrease in exclusion. In addition, positive outcomes were seen in the home-school relationship,
parental engagement, and engagement and confidence in reading.138
The two-year government project-funding ended in March 2013, although the organisation
continues to work with schools and local areas, some of whom are commissioning YoungMinds
through their public health funding to work with schools in the local area (for example, the
London Borough of Haringey). YoungMinds is also working with partners to create an Academic
Resilience Toolkit, designed to support secondary schools in using a resilience approach.

Research recommends that schools promote healthy relationships between young people and
staff, based on mutual respect and learning, including through measures to increase and improve
inclusiveness and communication.35 For example, guidance from the National Institute for Health
and Care Excellence (NICE) for promoting social and emotional wellbeing at schools recommends
building good and mutually trusting relationships with teachers at primary and secondary school
level, and mentions the importance of having a committed mentor or other person from outside the
family at secondary level.35, 126 The Skills for Life programme in Camden, London focussed on the
importance of staff mentoring (see box).
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Intervention: Skills for Life programme, Brookfield Primary School,
Camden139
Brookfield Primary School in Camden, London has been working with the Camden School
improvement service (a service working in partnership with schools to improve outcomes,
close gaps in performance and attainment, and support transitions140 to implement a
programme that aims to enhance learning outcomes for vulnerable children, identified as those
who lacked resilience, had behaviour or motivation problems. The approach taken involves
training staff to become mentors for vulnerable children. Weekly mentoring sessions are
provided, alongside work with parents and carers, and a greater identification and celebration
of success among pupils.
Outcomes for those children involved included:
• equal or better progress in reading and writing compared to the rest of the school
• a 45% reduction in the number of serious incidents
• good attendance and punctuality compared with the rest of the school
• better relationships between staff and pupils.
Staff training is also essential, including on managing behaviours and building relationships with
pupils, how to link to other agencies, and how to identify and respond to need.35, 126 Teachers and
other staff can also be trained to identify those students who are particularly at risk or who are
showing signs of stress or anxiety.126
Friends
The literature on the link between friendships and resilience is more limited than on other areas,
although there is some evidence that peer contact can help to build resilience in children and
young people.85, 141 Studies have found that friendships can support children’s wellbeing 13 and
that interacting with others, including friends, matters to the development of resilience.51 On the
other hand, and for obvious reasons, some peer contact such as bullying in schools can be a risk
factor and undermine resilience.
For these reasons, schools may consider taking action to promote and facilitate supportive
friendships and, additionally, to tackle bullying and victimisation. An awareness of both the
benefits and potential negative impacts of online friendships and social networking is necessary.
There are also more formal mechanisms of support such as peer mentors that can be
encouraged35 (see box).

30

Building children and young people’s resilience in schools

Key literature: peer mentoring in schools142
A UK review of evidence on the benefits of peer mentoring in schools found that:
• students and staff report that peer mentoring benefits both the mentees and the school
overall
• pilot studies have found that peer mentoring has an impact on reducing bullying, promoting
self-confidence and self esteem
• more formal programmes that include training, support and management of mentors show
better results
• evaluations of American and British programmes have found that peer tutoring and mentoring
can increase academic attainment, improve social integration, increase self-confidence,
improve attendance, reduce disciplinary referrals, and improve attitudes towards school
• there tend to be mutually beneficial effects – for mentors and mentees
• an independent evaluation of an online mentoring programme (CyberMentors) found that
those training to become CyberMentors showed more resilience and better emotional
health. Participating schools reported reductions in violence and absence, and increases in
confidence, good behaviour and pupil relationships with each other

4.4: School and community level action
Alongside actions in an individual sphere, and those that work to build interpersonal relationships
and support, there is also a role for schools in a wider context. This includes a ‘whole school
approach’, which modifies the school environment in order to be of best benefit to pupils, staff and
families and the school as a community hub.
Whole school approaches
The Department for Education has defined whole school approaches as “cohesive, collective
and collaborative action in and by a school community that has been strategically constructed to
improve student learning, behaviour and wellbeing, and the conditions that support these”.143
Various research has shown the effectiveness of a universal, whole-school approach.99 Systematic
reviews of the impact of school-based interventions on mental health indicate that the vast majority
of interventions have taken a universal (whole-school) approach to achieve optimal impact.96
Health-promoting schools are a type of whole school approach which has shown positive impacts,
including on resilience (see box).
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Key literature: systematic reviews of health-promoting schools
The health-promoting schools approach is a type of whole school approach that includes health
education in the curriculum, changing the school’s social and/or physical environment, and
involving students’ families and the local community.
A systematic review on the effectiveness of the health-promoting schools approach in promoting
students’ health and wellbeing found positive results in the areas of body mass index, physical
activity, physical fitness, fruit and vegetable intake, tobacco use, and being bullied.144
A systematic review has also been conducted on the specific impact of the health-promoting
school approach on resilience among students internationally, using studies published from
2007-11.145 This research showed some positive results – including high levels of parents
and teachers reporting that the programme built resilience, highlighting of the importance of a
parent–teacher collaborative approach, and increases in the participation of parents, the local
community, and other service providers in resilience-promoting activities and general partnership.
There is also evidence that students new to a school and students with special needs gained
the most benefit, suggesting that health-promoting school activities could help to ‘level up’ the
gradient in outcomes. Further evidence showed increased resilience scores among teachers
in a number of different areas, including personal skills building, health policies, and school
and community relations. Similarly, students’ resilience scores improved, including in the areas
of self-esteem, happiness, connectedness to family, teachers and community, autonomy,
communication and cooperation.
The review concludes that although there are a limited number of studies, the current evidence
suggests that “using the health-promoting schools approach to promote resilience is clearly
promising”,145 and in general, the programmes were effective. More research is needed,
particularly in terms of the effect on parents, and on long-term impacts.

Evidence from Australian primary schools suggests that the whole school approach specifically
increases resilience.146 The National Healthy Schools Programme in the UK also took a whole
school approach (see box).
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Intervention: National Healthy Schools Programme (NHSP) (147)
NHSP was a government-led project, started in 1999, designed to improve health and wellbeing
within schools. Action took place within the four areas of emotional health and wellbeing,
physical activity, healthy eating, and personal, social and health education, the first of which is
most relevant to resilience-building. Schools which were validated as achieving under all of the
four criteria were awarded national healthy schools status.
The whole school approach was a key element of the healthy schools programme, as was the
use of data and evidence-informed practice, with a toolkit available to help schools ‘plan, do and
review’ the health and wellbeing improvements within their student population, and to encourage
selection of interventions based on needs data and evidence.
Since the change in government in 2010, the programme is no longer monitored and
implemented at a national level; however, resources (including case studies) are still available
online in order to support the implementation of the approach,147 and many local areas or regions
have taken forward projects. For example, healthy schools London assists and awards schools
in the same four areas listed above, and in community engagement. Their website148 provides
further resources and case studies.
NICE has modelled the cost-effectiveness of whole school approaches to preventing bullying and
victimization, and found that where these interventions were successful, the cost would be £9,600
per quality-adjusted life year (QALY) – well below the £20,000 a year NICE threshold.iii. However,
the same review found that there was a significant range in the level of efficacy of programmes.149
Whole school approaches have also been shown to be more effective than targeted programmes
in improving outcomes for those with additional needs or particular vulnerabilities.99 If these groups
are particularly benefited, the approach may be successful in reducing inequalities and levelling
up outcomes.
In order to implement a whole school approach, it is necessary to consider not only all students,
but staff and family as well. They are also characterised by their concern for multiple goals, not
simply academic attainment.93
There are ten elements to the whole school approach, listed below. Further information on each
area can be found in the NHSP report.150
1. Leadership, management and managing change.
2. Policy development.
3. Curriculum planning and resources, including working with outside agencies.
4. Learning and teaching.
5. School culture and environment.
6. Giving children and young people a voice.

iii

For more information on QALYs and other forms of measurement, please see the guide to economic impact review in this series.
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7. Provision of support services for children and young people.
8. Staff professional development needs, health and welfare.
9. Partnerships with parents/carers and local communities.
10. Assessing, recording and reporting children and young people’s development.
The school as a community hub
As well as supporting good relationships and building and recognising the achievements of
pupils, there are ways in which the school can function as an institution that acts as a local hub,
connecting individuals, groups and services to each other. In this way, and by working with the
local population and reinforcing community networks, schools can help to build trust, cohesion,
influence and cooperation within the community, thereby increasing social capital and community
resilience, which can have positive effects on health and reduce inequalities.
A review of interventions found that those taken in schools to develop a stronger sense of
community may reduce violence and aggression and build emotional health.151 There is also
evidence that young people who were more likely to overcome the effects of socio-economic
disadvantage (that is, display resilience), were those who participated in extracurricular activities,14,
35
were part of strong social networks,14 or took part in voluntary or part-time work.26, 35 Schools
can offer these opportunities to their pupils, and in this way, contribute to lessening socioeconomic, and related health, inequalities.
As part of working closely with the local community, schools can provide a hub for local services
and agencies that have relevance for the wellbeing of children, families and communities.93 This
was the central idea of the full service extended schools initiative (see box).
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Intervention: full service extended schools initiative (FSES)152
The FSES initiative was a three-year project launched by the Department for Education and Skills
(DfES) in 2003, with the aim of developing one or more FSES in each local authority (focussing
particularly on areas of high deprivation). ‘Extended’ schools provide a range of services,
including, health, adult learning, community activities, study support, and childcare from 8am6pm. The programmes focussed on overcoming barriers to learning by acting on family and
community problems.
In total, 138 schools were involved in the initiative, and results included:
• a positive impact on pupils’ attainment, particularly for those facing difficulties
• increased engagement with learning, family stability and enhanced life chances
• more stable domestic environments
• improvements in the qualifications and employability of the local community
• a reduction in unhealthy behaviours and an increase in positive health-related outcomes
• a reduction in youth crime and disorder
• increased self-confidence and social skills
The authors of the evaluation conceptualise the positive outcomes as increases in capability,
informed by Sen’s approach.
A cost-benefit analysis showed high costs, ranging from £391 to £1,961 per pupil per year
(predominantly financed by school funds). However, it also found equal or higher benefits in the
outcomes listed above, including positive net present value. This resulted in the FSES being
considered a good investment, particularly as benefits accrued disproportionately in favour of
those facing the greatest difficulties. The evaluation stated that this resulted in a redistributive
element of the FSES.
Following the three-year initiative, the DfES set out an intention to roll out a (more limited)
extended schools approach on a national level, with the aim of all children having access
to extended provision in their schools by 2010. This was renamed as an extended services
approach, and has also shown positive results.153

Schools are also able to commission external services – a systematic review found that locating
social work in schools increased skills, problem solving, and relationships between peers. Most
programmes in this review focussed on reducing risks and enhancing protective factors, thereby
building resilience.154 Local authorities have an obligation to secure provision of counselling for
school-age children, which has been shown to have some positive results in improving the mental
health and wellbeing of pupils, although there is room for improvement in terms of equality of
access and outcome monitoring.155 The Welsh school counselling service has also showed some
positive results (see box below).
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Intervention: school-based counselling in Wales156
In 2010, the Welsh government commissioned an evaluation of its school-based counselling
service, which had been in existence for three years. The counselling strategy, based on a review
of UK-based counselling services,157 used a whole school approach, with a central concern for
children’s wellbeing. The evaluation found that:
• counselling was associated with significant reductions in psychological distress in all the local
authorities examined
• reductions in psychological distress were considerably greater compared with those pupils in
a control group who did not receive counselling
• the overall mean reduction in psychological distress was large
• according to a client questionnaire, 85% of respondents felt more positive about going to
school and more able to cope after counselling
• the strategy did not add to the workloads of school staff, and may have relieved the pressure
on some teachers
• counsellors, link teachers and local authority leads all responded positively, reporting positive
impacts, including, among pupils who received school counselling:
• behaviour: 80% net improvement
• attendance: 69% net improvement
• attainment: 65% net improvement

Commissioning services are most likely to be successful when informed by local information and
strategy. For example, the joint strategic needs assessment (JSNA) is an identification of children’s
needs using tools such as the common assessment framework.93 and delivered in partnership with
other local organisations, including other schools122 and in partnership with health and wellbeing
boards. There are also good opportunities for schools to link with local organisations such as child
and adolescent mental health services (CAMHS). Research indicates that schools with the best
links to CAMHS show the greatest decline in behavioural difficulties among students.158
Finally, schools can enhance their role in the community, and increase both community and
individual resilience, by offering a wide range of all-age community activities, such as after-school
clubs or further education courses.14, 26 Schools can become places where children and their
families can access a wide range of support and services, and a hub where all members of the
community can meet and interact.14 A community approach to increasing protective factors can be
seen in the Communities that Care intervention (see box).
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Intervention: Communities that Care (CTC)159
CTC was originally an American intervention, which was then implemented in the UK. It uses a
preventative model to improve public health by preventing violence, delinquency, school dropout
and substance abuse among children and young people.
The programme uses a social development strategy to strengthen protective factors, increase
resiliency, and enable positive development. This is based on data and surveys of adolescents
that identify risks and strengths within a community, and works across different organisations
(including schools) and community groups.
The American programme has been evaluated,160 and results show that compared to control
groups, youth within CTC areas are:
• 25% less likely to have initiated delinquent behaviour
• 32% less likely to have initiated the use of alcohol
• 33% less likely to have initiated cigarette use
• 25% less likely to engage in violent behaviour
• more likely to have improved academic performance
American evaluation also shows that for every dollar invested in CTC, there is a return of $5.30,
in the form of savings within the criminal justice system, lower health care costs, increased
earnings and higher tax revenues.
The UK-based programme was trialled between 1998 and 2003 by the Joseph Rowntree
Foundation, after which the charity Rainer (now called Catch22) ran the programme within local
authorities from 2006 until 2008, when it ended. The programme was not continued due to a
lack of funding from local authorities, who found that the long time-lag before benefits were seen
made it difficult to justify in commissioning processes.161

Action at a community level also involves enabling and encouraging local procurement processes
to consider how contracting decisions will impact on the local area. The Public Services (Social
Value) Act 2012162 enables public service commissioners to incorporate a consideration of
community benefits (social value) when awarding contracts and making procurement decisions.
It also encourages local social enterprise by providing a ‘community right to challenge’, whereby
communities or social enterprises can challenge public procurement decisions if they can
demonstrate that they themselves could provide the service to greater social effect. Schools and
local authorities can develop the implementation of school programmes to develop resilience and
improve inequalities by drawing on the Social Value Act.
Acting for the benefit of families and communities means involving them in any strategy a school takes
to improve resilience, capabilities and wellbeing. When a service or activity is made available, it is
essential to ensure that all have the opportunity to access the service, particularly those who are most
disadvantaged.12,35 For some, this may require a further level of support; for example, some families may
need assistance with transport or extra childcare in order to make full use of services on offer.126
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Where schools are working with partners, including the local authority, it is helpful if all partners
have a clear understanding of their role and obligations, and that protocols are set up to cover
processes of assessment and referral,126 as well as joint commissioning.35

4.5: Principles for implementation: proportionate universalism
and prevention
In section 3, we described inequalities in the prevalence of adversity and resilience. Proportionate
universalism describes a way of delivering interventions so that they are universal (accessible to
all), but targeted with an intensity proportionate to need. Where proportionate universalism is
successful, it can ‘level up’ outcomes, so that those who are at the bottom of the social gradient
see the most improvement.1
This approach may be of use in building resilience among children and young people, some
of whom will need targeted resources – for example, interventions to increase completion of
secondary school among gypsy and traveller communities. In addition, schools in areas of
deprivation serve populations who are likely to experience greater levels of adversity, and are
therefore more in need of programmes to support and build resilience.
However, it is also important that interventions are accessible to all. This is necessary for four
reasons:
1. Adversity is not a case of ‘have and have not’ – it occurs along a gradient. Even those who are
not facing severe adversity will benefit from a higher level of resilience.
2. A higher level of resilience, when maintained, may be necessary for an individual at a later
point in life. Future adversity or shock is not always possible to predict, and we therefore have
a responsibility to ensure that all children and young people are equipped with the resources
necessary to cope with these circumstances, should they arise later on in the life course.
3. Approaches that are only targeted at the most ‘at risk’ children or young adults run the risk of
stigmatising these pupils,27 and thereby reducing protective factors such as peer support.
4. Targeted approaches can be vulnerable to short-term funding cuts. Interventions that do
not benefit the whole population may well lack universal public support and are more easily
decommissioned than universal services that enjoy universal use and support.
Research on resilience has emphasised the importance of a combined universal and targeted
approach,27 and throughout this document we have highlighted where interventions or strategies
have the potential to ‘level up’ outcomes.
5. The second principle for implementation is the value of prevention. Interventions and research
findings have shown that it is possible, and desirable, to build resilience before the onset of
adversity.5, 7 This may, in fact, have a greater impact than acting later on in the life course.27
For example, the Seattle social development project (see above), implemented in the early
years of primary school, has been shown to have a positive impact on the prevention of
unhealthy behaviours in adolescence. Having said this, research also shows that although early
intervention is desirable,93 effective programmes can have an effect even on older children or
extensive problems.163
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5. Areas for further research

There are a number of areas that this paper has not addressed fully. These include the
experiences, needs and actions that can be taken for particular groups of children – including
those with social and emotional needs, gypsy and traveller children, looked after children, and
those who are educated at home or in private schools, where the role of local authorities is less
clear. Further research is needed on what can be done to build resilience for these groups. Nor
does this paper address how actions should be adapted according to the age of the child, the
family or local context. This is both an area for further research and a task for local areas or schools
as they implement programmes.
Community resilience is an important factor in building individual resilience, and can increase
opportunities, impact on experiences, and improve the conditions in which young people live. It
is likely that building community resilience is a key way to build individual resilience, which was
briefly discussed in the ‘school as a community hub’ section, above. However, this area does need
further research, particularly in terms of effective interventions and measuring outcomes.
As has been made clear in this paper, there is a lack of clear measurement of resilience, and this
can hamper efforts to gather data both on how resilient children and young people are, and also on
what works to increase resilience and reduce risk. More effective and standardised monitoring and
indicators may help us to increase knowledge in these areas.
There is also more research needed on the long-term impacts and costs of programmes that
increase resilience, particularly since the outcomes are often likely to be seen across a range of
areas (such as health, crime, and employment).
NICE has identified a number of areas where further research is needed in specific relation to social
and emotional wellbeing.35 These include:
• the differential impact of different professional groups
• cost-effectiveness of organisation-wide interventions
• the links between social and emotional wellbeing of children and young people and later health
outcomes
• the impact of interventions on educational attainment and crime rates
• a method for valuing the costs and benefits of interventions that involve different sectors
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Conclusion

Resilience is the capacity to ‘bounce back’ despite adversity, and achieve good outcomes,
including in health. Supportive relationships, positive experiences and constructive opportunities
are all protective factors that are necessary in order to build resilience. Meanwhile, risk factors can
increase vulnerability and reduce the capacity for resilient outcomes. Therefore, the development of
resilience depends on the conditions in which people are born, grow, live, work and age.
Because resilience depends on these conditions, wider inequalities in power, money and resources
are reflected in inequalities in resilience according to disadvantage – those who need it most
tend to have it least. Furthermore, adversity follows a social gradient, creating a double burden of
greater need and lower resilience. Resilience has an impact on health outcomes through effects
on health behaviours, qualifications and skills, employment, mental wellbeing, and recovery from
illness. Therefore, inequalities in resilience can reinforce or contribute to inequalities in health.
Schools have an opportunity to ensure that children and young people are supported and enabled
to build resilience. Local authorities can encourage and help schools achieve this aim. There is
good evidence on what works to promote wellbeing in schools, and some evidence specifically
on building resilience. This evidence, including results of interventions, suggests that schools can
build resilience by improving achievements, supporting transitions, promoting healthy behaviours,
and working with parents to improve family relationships and support, as well as encouraging
support from teachers and peers. Additionally, resilience can also be built by schools acting as
a community hub and working with and for the local community, and adopting a whole school
approach. Where interventions are successful, they may help local areas to improve the lives of
children, their families, and the community. Successful action can contribute to tackling health
inequalities and ‘levelling-up’ the social gradient in health.

40

Building children and young people’s resilience in schools

References

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

The Marmot Review Team. Fair Society, Healthy Lives: Strategic review of health inequalities in England post2010. London: Marmot Review Team, 2010.
Commission on the Social Determinants of Health. Closing the gap in a generation: health equity through action
on the social determinants of health. Final report of the Commission on Social Determinants of Health. Geneva:
World Health Organisation, 2008.
Hildon Z, Smith G, Netuveli G, Blane D. Understanding adversity and resilience at older ages. Sociol Health Illn.
2008;30(5):726-40.
Olsson CA, Bond L, Burns JM, Vella-Brodrick DA, Sawyer SM. Adolescent resilience: a concept analysis. J
Adolesc. 2003;26(1):1-11.
Blane D, Wiggins RD, Montgomery SM, Hildon Z, Netuveli G. Resilience at older ages: the importance of social
relations and implications for policy. London: UCL, 2011.
Hildon Z, Montgomery SM, Blane D, Wiggins RD, Netuveli G. Examining resilience of quality of life in the face of
health-related and psychosocial adversity at older ages: what is “right” about the way we age? Gerontologist.
2010;50(1):36-47.
Netuveli G, Wiggins RD, Montgomery SM, Hildon Z, Blane D. Mental health and resilience at older ages:
bouncing back after adversity in the British Household Panel Survey. J Epidemiol Community Health.
2008;62(11):987-91.
Masten A, Garmezy N. Risk, vulnerability, and protective factors in developmental psychopathology. In: Lahey B,
Kazdin A, editors. Advances in clinical child psychology. 8. New York: Plenum Press; 1985.
Masten AS, Coatsworth JD. The development of competence in favorable and unfavorable environments.
American Psychologist. 1998;53:205-20.
1Flach FF. Psychobiologic resilience, psychotherapy, and the creative process. Comprehensive psychiatry.
1980;21(6):510-8.
Flach FF. Resilience: Discovering a new strength at times of stress. New York: Fawcett Columbine; 1988.
Friedli L. Mental health, resilience and inequalities.: World Health Organisation; 2009.
Gutman LM, Brown J, Akerman R, Obolenskaya P. Change in wellbeing from childhood to adolescence:
Risk and resilience: Centre for Research on the Wider Benefits of Learning, Institute of Education; 2010.
Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221971/DCSFWBL-10-01.pdf.
Schoon I, Bartley M. The role of human capability and resilience. The Psychologist. 2008;21(1).
Werner E. Resilience in development. Current Directions in Psychological Science. 1995;4:81-5.
Nussbaum M, Sen A, editors. The Quality of Life. New York: Oxford Clarendon Press; 1993.
Waters E, Sroufe LA. Social competence as a developmental construct. Developmental Review. 1983;3:79-97.
Luthar SS, Cicchetti D, Becker B. The construct of resilience: a critical evaluation and guidelines for future work.
Child Dev. 2000;71(3):543-62.
Rutter M. Psychosocial resilience and protective mechanisms. The American journal of orthopsychiatry.
1987;57(3):316-31.
Jacelon CS. The trait and process of resilience. J Adv Nurs. 1997;25(1):123-9.
Bartley M, editor. Capability and Resilience: Beating the odds. London: ESRC Human Capability and Resilience
Research Network; 2006.
Sameroff AJ, Bartko WT, Baldwin A, Baldwin C, Seifer R. Family and social influences on the development of
child competence. In: Sameroff AJ, Bartko WT, editors. Families Risk and Competence. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum; 1999.
Schoon I, Bynner J. Risk and resilience in the life course: implications for interventions and social policies.
Journal of Youth Studies. 2003;6:21-31.
Erickson J, Henderson A. Diverging realities: abused women and their children. In: Campbell J, editor.
Empowering Survivors of Abuse Health Care for Battered Women and Their Children. London: Sage; 1998.
Clarke A, Clarke A. Human Resilience a Fifty Year Quest. London: Jessica Kingsley; 2003.
41

Building children and young people’s resilience in schools

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

Newman T. What works in building resilience?: Barnardo’s; 2004.
Jackson CA, Henderson M, Frank JW, Haw SJ. An overview of prevention of multiple risk behaviour in
adolescence and young adulthood. J Public Health (Oxf). 2012;34 Suppl 1:i31-40.
Buck D, Frosini F. Clustering of unhealthy behaviours over time: Implications for policy and practice: King’s
Fund; 2012 [30/03/2014]. Available from: http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/sites/files/kf/field/field_publication_file/
clustering-of-unhealthy-behaviours-over-time-aug-2012.pdf.
Neumark-Sztainer D, Wall M, Story M, Standish AR. Dieting and unhealthy weight control behaviors during
adolescence: associations with 10-year changes in body mass index. The Journal of adolescent health : official
publication of the Society for Adolescent Medicine. 2012;50(1):80-6.
Lau RR, Quadrel MJ, Hartman KA. Development and change of young adults’ preventive health beliefs and
behavior: influence from parents and peers. J Health Soc Behav. 1990;31(3):240-59.
Dyson A, Hertzman C, Roberts H, Tunstill J, Vaghri Z. Childhood development, education and health inequalities.
Marmot Review Task Group report2009.
The Institute of Health Equity. Review of the Social Determinants and the Health Divide in the WHO European
Region. Copenhagen: WHO Europe, 2013.
OECD. PISA 2012 Results: Excellence Through Equity: Giving Every Student the Chance to Succeed (volume II):
OECD Publishing; 2013.
Prince’s Trust. The Prince’s Trust Youth Index 2012 2012 [14/03/2014]. Available from: http://www.princes-trust.
org.uk/pdf/The%20Princes%20Trust%20youth%20Index%202012%20FINaL%20low%20res.pdf.
National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence. Social and emotional wellbeing in secondary education:
NICE public health guidance 20 2009 [02/01/2014]. Available from: http://guidance.nice.org.uk/PH20/
Guidance/pdf/English.
Challen A, Noden P, West A, Machin S. UK Resilience Programme Evaluation: Final Report. Department for
Education, 2011.
Gutman LM, Schoon I, Institute of Education. The Impact of Non-cognitive Skills on Outcomes for Young
People: Literature Review. Education Endowment Foundation, Cabinet Office, 2013.
Allen J, Balfour R, Bell R, Marmot M, The UCL Institute of Health Equity. Social Determinants of Mental Health
[forthcoming]. 2013.
Hammond C, Feinstein L, Centre for Research on the Wider Benefits of Learning. Are those who flourished at
school healthier adults? : what role for adult education?: London : Centre for Research on the Wider Benefits of
Learning; 2006.
Schon UK, Denhov A, Topor A. Social relationships as a decisive factor in recovering from severe mental illness.
The International journal of social psychiatry. 2009;55(4):336-47.
Pevalin D, Rose D. Social Capital for Health: Investigating the links between social captial and health using the
British Household Panel Survey. 2003.
Berkman LF, Leo-Summers L, Horwitz RI. Emotional support and survival after myocardial infarction. A
prospective, population-based study of the elderly. Ann Intern Med. 1992;117(12):1003-9.
Leedham B, Meyerowitz BE, Muirhead J, Frist WH. Positive expectations predict health after heart
transplantation. Health psychology : official journal of the Division of Health Psychology, American Psychological
Association. 1995;14(1):74-9.
Holt-Lunstad J, Smith TB, Layton JB. Social Relationships and Mortality Risk: A Meta-analytic Review. PLoS
Medicine. 2010;7(7).
Lynch TR, Mendelson T, Robins CJ, Krishnan KR, George LK, Johnson CS, et al. Perceived social support
among depressed elderly, middle-aged, and young-adult samples: cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses. J
Affect Disord. 1999;55(2-3):159-70.
UCL Institute of Health Equity. The health impacts of cold homes and fuel poverty 2011. Available from: www.
instituteofhealthequity.org/projects/the-health-impacts-of-cold-homes-and-fuel-poverty.
Liu Y, Croft JB, Chapman DP, Perry GS, Greenlund KJ, Zhao G, et al. Relationship between adverse childhood
experiences and unemployment among adults from five U.S. states. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol.
2013;48(3):357-69.
Edwards VJ, Anda RF, Dube SR, Dong M, Chapman DF, Felitti VJ. The wide-ranging health consequences of
adverse childhood experiences. In: Kendall-Tackett K, Giacomoni S, editors. Victimization of Children and Youth:
Patterns of Abuse, Response Strategies. Kingston, NJ.: Civic Research Institute; 2005.
Felitti VJ, Anda RF, Nordenberg D, Williamson DF, Spitz AM, Edwards V, et al. Relationship of childhood
abuse and household dysfunction to many of the leading causes of death in adults. The Adverse Childhood
Experiences (ACE) Study. Am J Prev Med. 1998;14(4):245-58.
Bellis MA, Lowey H, Leckenby N, Hughes K, Harrison D. Adverse childhood experiences: retrospective study
to determine their impact on adult health behaviours and health outcomes in a UK population. J Public Health
42

Building children and young people’s resilience in schools

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.

64.
65.
66.
67.

68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

(Oxf). 2014;36(1):81-91.
Schoon I. Risk and resilience: Adaptations in changing times. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 2006.
The Children’s Society. The Good Childhood Report 2013 2013 [15/03/2014]. Available from: http://www.
childrenssociety.org.uk/sites/default/files/tcs/good_childhood_report_2013_final.pdf.
Fergusson DM, Lynskey MT. Adolescent resiliency to family adversity. Journal of child psychology and
psychiatry, and allied disciplines. 1996;37(3):281-92.
Windle G, Bennett KM, Noyes J. A methodological review of resilience measurement scales. Health Qual Life
Outcomes. 2011;9:8.
Campbell-Sills L, Stein MB. Psychometric analysis and refinement of the Connor-davidson Resilience Scale (CDRISC): Validation of a 10-item measure of resilience. Journal of traumatic stress. 2007;20(6):1019-28.
Hanson TL, Kim J. Measuring resilience and youth development: The psychometric properties of the healthy
kids survey. Washington, DC: US Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for
Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, 2007.
Roberts J, Donkin A, Pillas D. Measuring what matters: A guide for children’s centres. London: UCL Institute of
Health Equity, 2014.
Centre for Mental Health. Risk and resilience factors affecting multiple health outcomes [16/05/2014]. Available
from: http://www.centreformentalhealth.org.uk/pdfs/Risk_resilience_factors.pdf.
Unicef. Child wellbeing in rich countries: A comparative overview. Innocenti Report Card 11. http://www.unicef.
org.uk/Images/Campaigns/FINAL_RC11-ENG-LORES-fnl2.pdf: 2013.
Public Health England. Child and Maternal Health Intelligence Network [15/03/2014]. Available from: www.
chimat.org.uk.
Child and Maternal Health Intelligence Network. Mental health: emotional wellbeing London: Public Health
England; 2014 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://www.chimat.org.uk/camhs/emotionalwb.
Bradshaw J, Bloor K, Huby M, Rhodes D, Sinclair I, Gibbs I, et al. Local index of child wellbeing. Summary
report. London: Communities and Local Government, 2009.
Public Health England. Child wellbeing index average score (2009) map London: Public Health England;
2014 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://atlas.chimat.org.uk/IAS/dataviews/report?reportId=327&
viewId=11&geoReportId=3241&geoId=4&geoSubsetId=&geog=0&indicator=i1922&date=2009&bb
ox=-53392.45379844961,-27279.695,792025.0537984497,690212.795&printmode=true.
Youthinmind. What is the SDQ? : Youthinmind; 2012 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://www.sdqinfo.com./
a0.html.
Goodman A, Goodman R. Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire scores and mental health in looked after
children. The British Journal of Psychiatry. 2012(200):426-7.
Department of Health. Quality Criteria for Young People Friendly Health Services 2011 [16/05/2014]. Available
from: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/216350/dh_127632.pdf.
Child and Maternal Health Intelligence Network. Children and young peoples’ views are listened to a “great deal/
fair amount” in decisions about the local area? Metadata: Indicator instance London: Public Health England;
2008 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://atlas.chimat.org.uk/IAS/metadata/view/indicatorinstance?pid=291&id
=578&norefer=true.
Office for National Statistics. Personal wellbeing across the UK, 2012/13. Office for National Statistics, 2013.
HM Treasury, Public Service Transformation Network, New Economy. Supporting public service transformation:
cost benefit analysis guidance for local partnerships. 2014.
Personal Capabilities. About personal capabilities: Personal Capabilities; 2013 [07/04/2014]. Available from:
http://www.personalcapabilities.co.uk/research.
Bryant G. Evaluation article: Working with wellbeing 2014 [16/05/2014]. Available from: http://www.
senmagonline.co.uk/index.php/component/k2/item/151326-evaluation-article-working-with-wellbeing.
Annual Report of the Chief Medical Officer 2012. Our Children Deserve Better: Prevention Pays: Department for
Health; 2013.
Werner EE, Smith R. Vulnerable but Invincible: A Longitudinal Study of Resilient Children and Youth. New York:
Adams, Bannister and Cox; 1987.
Coburn J, Nelson CM. Teachers Do Make a Difference: What Indian Graudates Say about their School
Experience. Portland, OR: Northwest Regional Education Laboratory; 1989.
Howard S, Dryden J, Johnson B. Childhood resilience: review and critique of literature. Oxford Review of
Education. 1999;25(3):307-23.

43

Building children and young people’s resilience in schools

76.

O’Donnell DA, Schwab-Stone ME, Muyeed AZ. Multidimensional resilience in urban children exposed to
community violence. Child Development. 2002;73:1265-82.
77. Gutman LM, Feinstein L. Children’s wellbeing in primary school: Pupil and school effects. London: Centre for
Research on the Wider Benefits of Learning, 2008.
78. Parsonage M, Lorraine K, Saunders A. Building a better future: the lifetime costs of childhood behavioural
problems and the benefits of early intervention. London: Centre for Mental Health, 2014.
79. Department for Education. National Curriculum 2014 [16/05/2014]. Available from: https://www.gov.uk/
government/collections/national-curriculum.
80. Institute for Fiscal Studies. Centre for Analysis of Youth Transitions [16/05/2014]. Available from: http://www.ifs.
org.uk/centres/cayt.
81. Hammond E. Accountability in education. 2011.
82. Department for Education. Local authorities FAQs: Crown Copyright; 2012 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://
www.education.gov.uk/a0063423/local-authorities-faqs.
83. NHS Commissioning Board. Commissioning fact sheet for clinical commissioning groups: NHS; 2012
[07/04/2014]. Available from: http://www.england.nhs.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/fs-ccg-respon.pdf.
84. Public Health England. Public Health Outcomes Framework 2014 [16/05/2014]. Available from: http://www.
phoutcomes.info/.
85. Hill M, Stafford A, Seaman P, Ross N, Daniel B. Parenting and Resilience. http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/
parenting-resilience-children.pdf: Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2007.
86. Masten AS, Best KM, Garmezy N. Resilience and development: Contributions from the study of children who
overcame adversity. Development and Psychopathology. 1990;2(4):452-44.
87. Sacker A, Schoon I. Educational resilience in later life: Resources and assets in adolescence and return to
education after leaving school at age 16. Social Science Research. 2007;36:873-96.
88. Ball D, Gill T, Spiegal B, Department for Children Schools and Families, Play England Project, Department for
Culture Media and Sport. Managing risk in play provision : implementation guide: [London] : Department for
Children, Schools and Families; 2008.
89. Qcda. Curriculum reform consultation. 2009.
90. Seattle Social Development Project. Seattle social development project homepage: SSDP; 2014 [07/04/2014].
Available from: http://www.ssdp-tip.org/SSDP/index.html.
91. Seattle Social Development Project. Seattle social development project publications: SSDP; 2014 [07/04/2014].
Available from: http://www.ssdp-tip.org/SSDP/findings.html.
92. Catalano RF, Haggerty KP, Fleming CB, Hawkins JD. Social development interventions have extensive, longlasting effects. In: Fortune AE, McCallion P, Briar-Lawson K, editors. Social work practice research for the 21st
century. New York: Columbia University Press; 2010.
93. C4EO. Closing the gap in educational achievement and improving emotional resilience for children and young
people with additional needs 2010 [14/03/2014]. Available from: http://www.c4eo.org.uk/themes/schools/
educationalachievement/files/kr_full_closing_the_gap.pdf.
94. Duncan J, Jones C, Carr M. Learning Dispositions and the Role of Mutual Engagement: factors for
consideration in educational settings. Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood. 2008;9(2).
95. Humphrey N, Lendrums A, Wigelsworth M. Social and emotional aspects of learning (SEAL) programme in
secondary schools: National evaluation. London: Department of Education, 2010.
96. PSHE Association. Healthy Schools, Every Child Matters and Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning
[22/05/2014]. Available from: https://www.pshe-association.org.uk/content.aspx?CategoryID=1176.
97. Durlak JA, Weissberg RP, Dymnicki AB, Taylor RD, Schellinger KB. The impact of enhancing students’ social
and emotional learning: a meta-analysis of school-based universal interventions. Child Dev. 2011;82(1):405-32.
98. Newman T, Blackburn S. Transitions in the Lives of Children and Young People: Resilience Factors: Scottish
Executive Education Department; 2002.
99. Weare K, Markham W. What do we know about promoting mental health through schools? Promotion &
education. 2005;12(3-4):118-22.
100. West P, Sweeting H, Young R. Transition matters: pupils’ experiences of the primary-secondary school transition
in the West of Scotland and consequences for wellbeing and attainment. Research papers in education.
2010;25(1):21-50.
101. Brown ER, Khan L, Parsonage M. A chance to change: delivering effective parenting programmes to transform
lives: report. London: Centre for Mental Health, 2012.
102. Galton M, Gray J, Ruddock J. The impact of school transitions and transfers on pupil progress and attainment.

44

Building children and young people’s resilience in schools

London: Crown Copyright, 1999 Contract No.: Research report no 131.
103. Scottish Development Centre for Mental Health YM. Building emotional resilience in denny schools (BERDS): A
pilot intervention. Evaluation report. Edinburgh: Scottish Government, 2009.
104. Furlong A, Cartmel F, Biggart A, Sweeting H, West P. Youth transitions: Patterns of vulnerability and processes of
social inclusion. Edinburgh: NHS Health Scotland, 2003.
105. Rodda M, Hallgarten J, Freeman J. Between the cracks. Exploring in-year admissions in schools in England.
London: RSA, 2013.
106. Buck D, Gregory S. Improving the public’s health: A resource for local authorities 2013 [13/01/2014]. Available
from: http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/sites/files/kf/field/field_publication_file/improving-the-publics-healthkingsfund-dec13.pdf.
107. Stephens T, Kaiserman MJ, McCall DJ, Sutherland-Brown C. School-based smoking prevention: economic
costs versus benefits. Chronic diseases in Canada. 2000;21(2):62-7.
108. Thomas RE, McLellan J, Perera R. Can programmes delivered in school prevent young people from starting
to smoke? : The Cochrane Collaboration; 2013 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://summaries.cochrane.org/
CD001293/can-programmes-delivered-in-school-prevent-young-people-from-starting-to-smoke.
109. Foxcroft DR, Tsertsvadze A. Psychosocial and developmental alcohol misuse prevention in schools can be
effective: The Cochrane Collaboration; 2011 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://summaries.cochrane.org/
CD009113/psychosocial-and-developmental-alcohol-misuse-prevention-in-schools-can-be-effective.
110. Faggiano F, Vigna-Taglianti F, Versino E, Zambon E, Borraccino A, Lemma P. School-based prevention for illicit
drugs’ use: The Cochrane Collaborations; 2008 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://summaries.cochrane.org/
CD003020/school-based-prevention-for-illicit-drugs-use.
111. Waters E, de Silva-Sanigorski A, Hall BJ, Brown T, Campbell KJ, Gao Y, et al. Interventions for preventing
obesity in children: The Cochrane Collaborations; 2011 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://summaries.
cochrane.org/CD001871/interventions-for-preventing-obesity-in-children.
112. Dobbins M, H. H, DeCorby K, La Rocca RL. School-based physical activity programs for promoting physical
activity and fitness in children and adolescents aged 6 to 18 (Review). The Cochrane Collaboration, 2013.
113. Henderson M, Ecob R, Wight D, Abraham C. What explains between-school differences in rates of smoking?
BMC Public Health. 2008;8(218).
114. Foxcroft DR, Ireland D, Lister-Sharp DJ, Lowe G, Breen R. Longer-term primary prevention for alcohol misuse in
young people: a systematic review. Addiction. 2003;98(4):397-411.
115. Preventing Mental, Emotional, and Behavioral Disorders Among Young People: Progress and Possibilities. Mary
Ellen OC, Thomas B, Kenneth EW, editors: The National Academies Press; 2009.
116. Oxford Brookes University. Scientific Evidence [16/05/2014]. Available from: http://mystrongfamily.co.uk/
strengthening-families-programme-10-14uk/sfp-10-14uk-for-academics/scientific-evidence/.
117. Oxford Brookes. My strong family. The strengthening families programme SFP 10-14 (UK): Oxford Brookes;
2014 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://mystrongfamily.co.uk/.
118. My Strong Family Centre Oxford Brookes University. Unpublished (aggregated) survey data. 2014.
119. Borland M, Laybourn A, Hill M, Brown J. Middle Childhood. London: Jessica Kingsley; 1998.
120. Jackson S, Martin PY. Surviving the care system: education and resilience. Journal of Adolescence.
1998;21:569-83.
121. McLean K, Gunion M. Learning with care: the education of children looked after away from home by local
authorities in Scotland. Adoption & Fostering. 2003;27:20-31.
122. Children & Young People’s Mental Health Coalition. Resilience and Results: How to improve the emotional and
mental wellbeing of children and young people in your school 2012 [14/03/2014]. Available from: http://www.
cypmhc.org.uk/media/common/uploads/Final_pdf.pdf.
123. Borra C, Iacovou M, Sevilla A. The effect of breastfeeding on children’s cognitive and noncognitive development.
Labour Economics. 2012;19(4):496-515.
124. Montgomery SM, Ehlin A, Sacker A. Breast feeding and resilience against psychosocial stress. Arch Dis Child.
2006;91(12):990-4.
125. Families and School Together. Aggregate FASTUK evaluation report of 15 schools in 15 local education
authorities (LEAs) across the UK. London: Middlesex University, 2010.
126. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence. Social and emotional wellbeing in primary education 2008
[04/01/2014]. Available from: http://www.nice.org.uk/nicemedia/live/11948/40117/40117.pdf.
127. Centre for mental Health. Building a better future. Executive summary London: Centre for Mental Health;
[07/04/2014]. Available from: http://www.centreformentalhealth.org.uk/pdfs/building_a_better_future_

45

Building children and young people’s resilience in schools

executivesummary.pdf.
128. Lindsay G, Davies H, Band S, Cullen MA, Cullen S, Strand S, et al. Parenting early intervention pathfinder
evaluation. Department for Children, Schools and Families, 2008.
129. Place2be. Place2be homepage: Place2be; 2014 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://www.place2be.org.uk/.
130. Herlitz L, White J, Naag N, Barnes H. Children’s outcomes 2011/12. Primary schools. London: Place2be, 2013.
131. Place2be. What is the social value? : Place2be; [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://www.ncvo.org.uk/images/
documents/policy_and_research/public_services/social_value_case_study_6_-_place2be.pdf.
132. Smith EP, Boutte GS, Zigler E, Finn-Stevenson M. Opportunities for schools to promote resilience in children
and youth. In: Maton KI, Schellenbach CJ, Leadbeater BJ, Solarz AL, editors. Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association; 2004. p. 213-31.
133. Gutman LM, Sameroff AJ, Eccles JS. The academic achievement of African American students during early
adolescence: an examination of multiple risk, promotive, and protective factors. American journal of community
psychology. 2002;30(3):367-99.
134. Gutman LM, Midgley C. The role of protective factors in supporting the academic achievement of poor African
American students during the middle school transition. Journal of Youth and Adolescence. 2000;29(2):223-49.
135. Bonell C, Wells H, Harden A, Jamal F, Fletcher A, Thomas J, et al. The effects on student health of interventions
modifying the school environment: systematic review. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2013;67(8):677-81.
136. DuBois DL, Felner RD, Meares H, Krier M. Prospective investigation of the effects of socioeconomic
disadvantage, life stress, and social support on early adolescent adjustment. Journal of abnormal psychology.
1994;103(3):511-22.
137. YoungMinds. About young minds in schools YoungMinds2014 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://www.
youngminds.org.uk/training_services/young_minds_in_schools/about_youngminds_in_schools.
138. Waters T. Story links programme evaluation. Brighton: Story Links, 2010.
139. Dougan S, Cronberg A. Widening the focus: tackling health inequalities in Camden & Islington. Annual report
2013/14. London: 2014.
140. Camden School Improvement. Camden school improvement. Success for all London: Camden Council; 2014
[07/04/2014]. Available from: http://webfronter.com/camden/schoolimprovementservice/menu/mnu1.shtml.
141. NCH/Action for Children. Literature review: Resilience in children and young people. London: Action for
Children,, 2007.
142. Mentoring and Befriending Foundation. Peer mentoring in schools. A review of the evidence base of the benefits
of peer mentoring in schools including findings from the MBF outcomse measurement programme. Manchester:
Mentoring and Befriending Foundation, 2011.
143. Department of Education. Policies: Whole school approach 2009 [16/05/2014]. Available from: http://det.
wa.edu.au/policies/detcms/policy-planning-and-accountability/policies-framework/definitions/whole-schoolapproach.en?oid=com.arsdigita.cms.contenttypes.GlossaryItem-id-4565247.
144. Langford R, Bonell CP, Jones HE, Pouliou T, Murphy SM, Waters E, et al. The WHO Health Promoting School
framework for improving the health and wellbeing of students and their academic achievement. Cochrane
Database Syst Rev. 2014;4:CD008958.
145. Stewart D, Wang D. Building resilience through school-based health promotion: a systematic review.
International Journal of Mental Health Promotion. 2012;14(4):207-18.
146. Stewart D, Sun J, Patterson C, Lemerle K, Hardie M. Promoting and Building Resilience in Primary School
Communities: Evidence from a Comprehensive ‘Health Promoting School’ Approach. International Journal of
Mental Health Promotion. 2004;6(3):26-33.
147. Department for Education. Healthy schools (archive): The National Archives; 2014 [07/04/2014]. Available from:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130903123545/http:/www.education.gov.uk/schools/pupilsupport/
pastoralcare/a0075278/healthy-schools.
148. Healthy Schools London. About healthy schools London: Healthy Schools London; 2014 [07/04/2014].
Available from: http://www.healthyschoolslondon.org.uk/about.
149. Hummel S, Naylor P, Chilcott J, Guillaume L, Wilkinson A, Blank L, et al. Cost-effectiveness of universal
interventions which aim to promote emotional and social wellbeing in secondary schools. Sheffield: School of
Health and Related Research, 2009.
150. Health Schools. Whole school approach for national healthy school programme. London: Crown Copyright,
2010.
151. Bonell C, Jamal F, Harden A, Wells H, Parry W, Fletcher A, et al. Systemic review of the effects of schools
and school environment interventions on health: Evidence mapping and synthesis. Public Health Research.
2013;1(1).
152. Cummings C, Dyson A, Muijs D, Papps I, Pearson D, Raffo C, et al. Evaluation of the Full Service Extended
46

Building children and young people’s resilience in schools

Schools Initiative, final report: Nottingham : DfES Publications; 2007.
153. Carpenter C, Cummings C, Dyson A, Jones A, Kassam A, Laing K, et al. Extended services in practice - A
summary of evaluation evidence for head teachers. London: Department for Education, 2011.
154. Early TJ, Vonk ME. Effectiveness of School Social Work from a Risk and Resilience Perspective. Children &
Schools.23(1).
155. Cooper M. School-based counselling in UK secondary schools: A review and critical evaluation. Glasgow:
University of Strathclyde, 2013.
156. Hill A, Cooper M, Pybis J, Cromarty K, Pattison S, Spong S, et al. Evaluation of the Welsh school-based
counselling strategy: Final report. Cardiff: Welsh Government, 2011.
157. Pattison S, Rowland N, Cromarty K, Richards K, Jenkins PL, Cooper M. Counselling in schools: A research
study into services for children and young people in Wales. Lutterworth: BACP, 2007.
158. CAMHS EBPU, University College London, CEM Durham University, University of Manchester, University of
Leicester, National Institute of Economic and Social Research. Me and My School: Findings from the National
Evaluation of Targeted Mental Health in Schools 2008-2011: Department for Education; 2011 [14/03/2014].
Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/findings-from-the-national-evaluation-of-targetedmental-health-in-schools-2008-to-2011#downloadableparts.
159. Communities that care. Communities that care homepage: Communities that care; 2014 [07/04/2014]. Available
from: http://www.communitiesthatcare.net/.
160. Communities that care. Research & Results: Communities that care; 2014 [07/04/2014]. Available from: http://
www.communitiesthatcare.net/research-results/.
161. Personal Communication with Fran Pollard, Deputy Chief Executive, Catch 22. 2014.
162. Public Services (Social value) act 2012. 2012. Available from: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2012/3/
enacted.
163. Gilligan R. Promoting Resilience: A Resource Guide on Working with Children in the Care System. London:
BAAF; 2001.

47

