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intervention in regard to math and reading achievement, 

while later intervention minimallY impacted the same outcome 

indices. The investigators indicated some success in 

identifying at-risk children before birth; however, the 

findings were highly biased in regard to race and economic 

characteristics. Additionally, the authors suggested that a 

blend of cognitive factors, adaptive behaviors, attitudes, 

intellectual ability, achievement, motivation, interpersonal 

skills, peer relationships, and attitude toward authority 

playa part in overcoming vulnerability. Neither the 

combination of the aforementioned attributes nor the 

strengths that help children achieve despite being at-risk 

were determined. 

In order to study the proposed link between the quality 

of peer acceptance, social behavior, and long-term 

adjustment, Ollendick, Greene, Weist, and Oswald (1990) 

looked at 225 children involved in the Social Competence 

Project. Fourth grade teachers nominated two male and two 

female children who met global criteria for aggressive, 

withdrawn, or well-adjusted behavior. At the five year 

follow-up, school records, court records, teacher-reported 

problems, peer nominations of social behavior, and peer 

nominations and ratings of acceptance were collected. 

Compared to well-adjusted children, the aggressive students 

were characterized by received lower grades, low 

achievement, low ability scores, experienced more failure, 

tended to drop out of school, and tended to be involved in 
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more crimes. In addition, they were viewed by their peers 

as aggressive and less likeable. The withdrawn and 

aggressive children, however, did not differ on measures of 

scholastic aptitude and achievement, grades, or overall peer 

acceptance. The authors concluded that teacher nominations 

were useful in identifying socially aggressive and withdrawn 

children who differed from well-adjusted children on 

measures of sociometric status, social behavior, and 

psychological characteristics. Of additional importance 

were the findings that well-adjusted children differed 

significantly from poorly adjusted children with regard to 

risk for failure of long-term adjustment. 

Velez, Johnson, and Cohen (1989) conducted a two-year 

and eight-year longitUdinal analysis concerning risk factors 

and prevalence of psychiatric diagnosis. The study used a 

random sample selected from the New York Child Longitudinal 

study which was consisted of 776 children and their 

families. Data were collected from a structured interview 

conducted with the child's mother and instruments designed 

to produce OSM-III-R diagnosis. The short-term analysis 

revealed risk for diagnosis of conduct disorder (COD) and 

oppositional disorder (OPP) to be related to household 

headed by mothers. The presence of a stepfather tended to 

increase risk for attention deficient disorders (ADD) and 

major depression disorders (MOD). In addition, sociopathy 

in the family increased risk for COD, ADD, OPP, MOD, and 

over-anxious disorders (OVA). Children who reported seven 
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or more stressful life events during the previous years were 

nearly three times as likely to be diagnosed CDD and twice 

as likely to suffer from ADD and OPP. Among the most 

significant life events associated with receiving a 

diagnosis were problems at school or work, legal 

difficulties, and serious fights within the family. The 

long-term analysis confirmed that family structure was a 

risk factor associated with CDD and OPP. Parental 

sociopathy measured as drug, alcohol, or criminal problems 

was a significant risk factor for CDD and OPP. Evidence of 

parental pregnancy problems was a risk factor for all the 

diagnosis considered. 

Risk factors for behavioral and emotional disorder in 

preadolescent children have been studied by Williams, 

Anderson, McGee, and Silva (1990). The results of this 

study indicated that it was possible to distinguish between 

children with and without behavioral and emotional disorder. 

Having a mother who had a history of depression and being a 

male was associated with disorder. Reading difficulties, 

single motherhood, and marital changes were also found to be 

risk factors and predictive of disorder. Williams et al. 

(1990) concluded that it was likely that the number of risk 

factors rather than the particular risk factors were the 

most predictive of psychiatric disorder in preadolescent 

children. 

Stiffman, Jung, and Feldman (1986) evaluated the 

environment, behavior, and skills of 306 children with 
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mentally ill parents. Their analysis indicated that 

invulnerability to risk is determined by the balance between 

positive and negative factors residing in the social 

environment. Consequently, the proportion of mentally ill 

family members, familial relationships, and academic 

competence determined the child's behavior. In addition, 

those children who possess greater coping skills, as 

evidenced by competence in activities and school, revealed 

fewer behavior problems. According to the authors, these 

findings clearly indicated that competence interacts with 

environmental factors in determining risk. 

Fergusson, Horwood, and Lawton (1990) addressed the 

vulnerability specifically related to family social 

background. According to these authors, the associations 

between social background and childhood problems tended to 

be rather weak. The associations, however, have pervasive 

and wide-ranging effects on conditions related to health, 

social, educational, and behavioral problems. Following 

analysis of data collected from 1265 children and their 

families involved in the longitudinal Christchurch Child 

Development study, support was demonstrated for the authors' 

initial position. In particular, risks of childhood 

problems vary with social strata membership such that 

disadvantaged families revealed greater vulnerability. 

The authors, therefore, concluded that social factors 

act as strong determinants of the child's general level of 

vulnerability to problems, despite the weak relationship of 
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these factors to specific outcomes. Family economic, 

material, social, emotional, and child-rearing practices 

were posited as vulnerability processes effected by social 

background. This relationship was proposed as an 

explanation of the relatively higher incidence of health 

problems, educational failure, conduct disorder, and 

juvenile offending found among children of disadvantaged 

families. 

Another investigation addressing significant family 

determinants of at-risk children was the study conducted by 

Jensen, Bloedau, Degroot, Ussery, and Davis (1990). Using a 

sample of 134 children ranging in age from six to twelve 

years, a clinical sample was compared to controls. In 

regard to family size and sibling position, oldest children 

with smaller families were generally related to clinical 

group membership. Marital problems and divorce were 

significant predictors of group membership. Parental 

psychopathology, particularly maternal, was an important 

risk factor as was stressful life events. In a companion 

study (Jensen, Bloedau, & Davis, 1990), the child's 

psychiatric symptom levels were not sufficient to 

understanding clinic utilization. Consequently, the 

aforementioned risk factors were useful in conceptualizing 

the reasons why children used mental health services. 

Tharinger and Koranek (1988) have conducted an 

exhaustive review of literature discussing parental alcohol 

use and its risk inducing effects on children. They noted 
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that parental alcoholism should be considered a form of 

psychological maltreatment of children. They further 

posited that children of alcoholics have been sUbjected to 

unhealthy patterns of familial relationships, interpersonal 

relationships, and emotional development. Parental 

drinking, consequently, has been the central influence on 

the child's psychological development. 

General effects on the family included alcoholism's 

role as an organizing factor in the family system, 

parentification of children, and scapegoating of children. 

The results of these effects have been observed to be 

physical and emotional problems, conduct disorders, school 

problems, hyperactivity, delinquency, and dysfunctional 

drinking behavior. Self-esteem and future relationships are 

also adversely impacted by these effects of parental 

alcoholism. Those children who were able to overcome such 

risk have been noted to succeed at school, secure 

employment, have a fulfilling social life, and possess 

realistic goals and expectations. The relative balance of 

parental alcoholism, the accumulation of stressful life 

events, and protective factors within the children and their 

environment weighed heavily in the prediction of adaptive or 

maladaptive outcomes. Despite these findings, children of 

alcoholics were four to six times more likely than children 

of nonalcoholics to develop alcoholism. 

The Construct of Resiliency 

Rutter (1985), Werner (1984), McClellan and Trupin 
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(1989), Richmond and Beardslee (1988), and Cowen and Work 

(1988) have provided excellent reviews of the resilience 

literature. Despite the comprehensiveness of their efforts, 

the usefulness of the literature on resilience has suffered 

from several limitations. There has been a failure to adopt 

a consensus in terminology, operational definitions, and 

factors associated with resiliency. These limitations have 

failed to provide sufficient clarity for either the 

propagation of research or the conduct of effective 

prevention oriented practice. In this chapter, an attempt 

was made to address the issues facing one particular group 

of resilient individuals, specifically resilient children. 

Although other labels have been employed, the construct 

of resiliency has been utilized to address a number of 

different studies. Resiliency implies the ability to 

endure, develop, and succeed despite the impact of stressors 

(Richmond & Beardslee, 1988). Cowen and Work (1988) 

described the gravity of this impact by stating that 

resilient children were being reared in a society marked by 

chronic bUffetings in the form of environmental and familial 

stressors. The term chosen to refer to the survivors of 

this devastating mire, therefore, requires careful 

consideration. 

Kauffman et ale (1979) referred to these children as 

superkids; however, the title is likely to encourage 

unrealistic images and does not reflect a readily definable 

concept. In addition, the all encompassing notion of coping 
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suffers from a failure to specifically connote positive 

outcome. As recognized by Compas (1987), "coping is not 

limited to successful efforts but includes all purposeful 

attempts to manage stress regardless of their effectiveness" 

(p. 394). This stated limitation has not minimized the 

significant contribution of the work of Compas in 

identifying a significant component of resilience. However, 

a recognition of the potential danger of broad 

interpretations inherent in employing coping as the 

sUbsuming force in the resilience phenomena has been 

critical. Coping should be considered an integral part of 

resilience, as it is neither a synonymous nor a separate 

concept. 

According to Rutter (1985), the popular concept of 

invulnerability needs to be discarded because there has been 

a failure to recognize the relative, variable nature of 

resilience. It has also failed to recognize that the basis 

of resistance was environmental as well as constitutional. 

Likewise, Werner and Smith (1982) labeled their resilient 

SUbjects vulnerable, but invincible. Although an inspiring 

phrase, it perpetuates the notion of an absolute trait. In 

contrast, Rutter (1985) posited that resilience refers to 

individual variations in response to risk and should not be 

conceptualized as a fixed attribute. 

Central to the purpose of addressing resilience as a 

state rather than a trait was the inherent danger of 

labeling a person or a population as resilient. To do so 
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implied that a particular person or group will not, under 

any circumstance or duress, exhibit difficulty or 

maladjustment. To the contrary, Luthar and Zigler (1991) 

have presented the position that the lack of overt symptoms 

does not preclude the existence of internalized symptoms 

such as depression. Consequently, a significant oversight 

of the trait approach to resilience has been the failure to 

recognize that resiliency was achieved at some emotional 

cost to the at-risk child. 

Cowen and Work (1988) stated that "presently, 

[resiliency] rests on a base of observational data and a 

small number of empirical studies" (p. 592). What has been 

lacking in the literature was a consistent definition of 

resiliency. These authors discussed the concept of 

stressors impinging upon the individual along the lines of a 

continuum. One end of the continuum was labeled acute, with 

a single event serving as a significant stressor capable of 

being long-lasting (such as parental divorce, death of a 

close family member, illness); the other end consisted of a 

mUltiplicity of stressors concomitantly impinging upon the 

individual, such as chronic familial discord, poverty, or 

concentration camp experience. It was recommended, 

therefore, that a clear operational definition of resiliency 

be adopted in terms of this continuum. Such a definition 

would include "strong evidence that the child has indeed 

experienced mUltiple early stressors of marked gravity and 

shown superior adjustment and adaptive capacities in later 
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childhood" (Cowen & Work, 1988, p. 602). 

The construct of resiliency was theoretically defined 

for this study as the ability of the individual to adapt and 

adjust in a healthful manner to stressful life events, 

environmental hazards, psychological injury, and the 

potentiating effects of these factors in combination, 

regardless of their magnitude. Rather than a trait of mere 

survival, a continuum has been proposed which was marked by 

varying levels of the construct of resilience residing in 

all children. 

Provided with this conceptual understanding of 

resilience, one can then meaningfully integrate the research 

concerning vulnerability (Murphy & Moriarty, 1976), risk 

variables (Rutter, 1985), protective factors (Garmezy, 

1986), coping mechanisms (Compas, 1987), and stress buffers 

(Roos & Cohen, 1987). 

Resilience Literature 

A review of the literature indicated that the variables 

empirically associated with resiliency may be delineated 

into two perspectives of the resilient individual: 

intraindividual and extraindividual. The distinction 

between intraindividual and environmental influences has not 

been novel. Bowlby (1988) presented a similar dichotomy in 

his discussion of continuity verses discontinuity. Bowlby's 

definition of continuity involved the personality and 

phenomenological perspective: "There is a powerful 

influence of the individual's existing internal world on how 
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he or she construes and responds" (p. 6). In contrast, a 

behavioral emphasis contingent upon the environment was 

apparent from his definition of discontinuity: "how an 

individual's performance can change given changed conditions 

of life" (p. 6). Consequently, "adaptive coping cannot be 

characterized by a description of the individual's skills or 

resources alone, but instead lies in the relation between 

the child and the environment" (Compas, 1987, p. 394). 

Intraindividual Perspectives 

studies in which the intraindividual characteristics of 

resilient individuals have been investigated can be 

categorized by consideration of the resilient individual's 

disposition, social skills, perceptions of meaning, 

perceptions of self, coping skills, locus of control, and 

androgyny. 

with respect to dispositional traits, resilient 

children have been observed to possess a generally positive 

mood (McClellan & Trupin, 1989), a sense of humor (Rutter, 

1985), and an autonomous nature (Murphy & Moriarty, 1976; 

Werner & Smith, 1982). They also revealed flexibility in 

responses (McClellan & Trupin, 1989), impulse control 

(Garmezy & Nuechterlein, 1972; MCClellan & Trupin, 1989), 

and general adaptability to the environment (Moskovitz, 

1985). In addition, the resilient child characteristically 

possessed strong interpersonal skills (McClellan & Trupin, 

1989) and a strong social orientation (Block, 1981, Murphy & 

Moriarty, 1976). For example, the resilient child 
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demonstrated an assertiveness that does not overtax the 

resources of the caretakers, therefore resulting in 

receiving favorable attention (Moskovitz, 1985). It has 

also been reported that even though resilient adolescents 

fall within the average range of intelligence, they have 

better verbal communication skills than do non-resilient 

adolescents (Werner & Smith, 1982). 

Furthermore, the meaning at-risk children attribute to 

their situation has been hypothesized to be associated with 

resiliency. specifically, does the child see life "either 

as mostly enjoyable and to be lived to the full or else as a 

burden to be endured?" (Bowlby, 1988, p. 6). As noted by 

Rutter (1985), "It is certainly striking how very 

differently people respond to what is apparently the same 

situation" (p. 607). 

Self-perception has also been researched as a factor 

contributing to resiliency. Resilient children have been 

identified as having higher self-esteem (McClellan & Trupin, 

1989; Rutter, 1987) and higher self-efficacy (Rutter, 1987) 

as compared to non-resilient children. 

Another intrapersonal domain involved at-risk 

children's coping strategies (Compas, 1987). In this area, 

it has been hypothesized by Rutter (1985) that "what is 

important may not be so much the specific method of coping 

than the existence of a coping process at all" (p. 607). 

Rutter posited that coping learned from parents was general 

in nature, rather than specific, such as how to tolerate 
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frustration without becoming aggressive. Another form of a 

coping strategy involved the resilient child's ability to 

emotionally distance from stressful situations (Rutter, 

1987). The finding that resilient children tended to have 

hobbies in which they became absorbed (Werner, 1984) was 

associated with this emotional distancing. A final coping 

strategy which was prevalent in resilient children was the 

ability to delay gratification and to maintain a future 

orientation (Garmezy & Nuechterlein, 1972). 

An internally oriented locus-of-control has been 

reported to act as a stress buffer for the resilient child 

(Garmezy & Nuechterlein, 1972; McClellan & Trupin, 1989; 

Roos & Cohen, 1987). Werner and smith (1982) concluded that 

resilience was associated with internal scores on the 

Nowicki Locus of Control Scale for female adolescents; 

however, males exhibited a similar, but a nonsignificant 

trend. Furthermore, the internal locus of control 

characteristic was suggested to be associated with the 

finding that resilient children had the expectation that 

positive outcomes will follow from their efforts (Garmezy & 

Neuchterlein, 1972). Research has also demonstrated a link 

between locus-of-control and familial antecedents (Crandall, 

1975). This research reported an internal locus-of-control 

facilitated by maternal emphasis on the child's 

independence. 

Finally, androgyny has been reported to be empirically 

associated with resiliency. Androgynous sUbjects have shown 
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greater resiliency to recent life stress than does gender

typed or traditional role accepting sUbjects (Roos & Cohen, 

1987). Werner and Smith (1982) reported androgyny to be 

associated with resilience: "While the gentle, emotionally 

responsive aspects of human nature were allowed expression 

in the resilient men, the resilient women possessed a number 

of personality attributes that enabled them to take the 

instrumental as well as the expressive role, depending on 

the demands of the situation" (p. 90). 

Extraindividual Perspectives 

The second category of research involved the importance 

of factors in the environment, such as external support, 

family characteristics, experiences of responsibility, and 

school experiences. Genetic influences have also been 

considered. 

The importance of bonding in relationships to 

supporting resiliency has been well documented (McClellan & 

Trupin, 1989, Roos & Cohen, 1987; Werner & Smith, 1982). 

Bowlby (1988) discussed the importance of a responsive 

caregiver to whom the child can go in time of need: "A 

person's degree of vUlnerability to stressors is strongly 

influenced by the development and current state of his or 

her intimate relationships" (p. 1). In addition, having 

relationships with teachers who served as effective role 

models has been associated with resilient students 

(McClellan & Trupin, 1989; Roos & Cohen, 1987). 

Family characteristics of the resilient child have also 
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been investigated. Resilient children had parental 

supervision to provide control within the family (Roos & 

Cohen, 1987) and prevent the child from engaging in 

delinquent activities (Rutter, 1985). In general, the 

resilient child's family possessed cohesion and warmth 

(McClellan & Trupin, 1989: Werner & smith, 1982), provided a 

moderate level of attention to the resilient child (Werner & 

Smith, 1982), and structure in the home (Werner, 1984). 

Also important was the finding that the family possessed an 

a mUltigenerational support network. 

Experiences designed to develop responsibility were 

prominent in the resilient child's life. Part-time work 

(Elder, 1974), required helpfulness (Werner, 1984), domestic 

responsibilities (Elder, 1974), and social responsibilities 

(Werner, 1984: Werner & Smith, 1982) were all environmental 

factors associated with resiliency. In addition, resilient 

children encountered success and achievement in school 

(Rutter, 1985). It is important to note that the 

achievement was not necessarily academic, but also 

extracurricular, in activities such as sports, drama, or 

music (Werner, 1984). 

A final factor, which falls outside the child's 

control, was genetics. Perhaps the most consistent finding 

in the literature was that females were more resilient than 

males (McClellan & Trupin, 1989). In addition, resilient 

children possessed temperamental characteristics that 

elicited positive responses from others (Roos & Cohen, 1987: 
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Werner, 1984). In general, resilient children possessed an 

aesthetic appeal to adults, such as being physically 

attractive (Moskovitz, 1985). A genetic influence implied 

by several of the investigators was typified by Werner's 

(1984) statement that even as babies, resilient children 

were described as "active, affectionate, cUddly, good 

natured, and easy to deal with" (p. 69). 

Research in resiliency, therefore, has been 

reconceptualized into two perspectives. The first 

perspective considered the processes occurring within the 

individual, in terms of personality factors, cognitions, and 

beliefs. The second perspective related to those events 

that impinge upon the individual, such as environmental and 

genetic determinants. Although there have been numerous 

studies investigating resiliency, there is a paucity of 

empirical literature designed to simultaneously assess 

intraindividual and extraindividual factors employing a 

singular sample. similarly, Rutter (1985) has stated that 

"the bases of resilience are both environmental and 

constitutional" (p. 599). Additionally, there have not been 

enough comprehensive investigations into resiliency that 

have incorporated a psychologically oriented theoretical 

explanation for the findings. 

Scientific Implications of the Literature 

Luthar and Zigler (1991) provided a review of 

scientific issues related to resiliency. In particular, 

their comments focused on defining constructs such as 
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stress, measuring stress or risk factors, defining and 

measuring competence and maladjustment, constructing models 

for vUlnerability and resilience, and conceptualizing 

protective processes and moderating events (variables). The 

scientific implications for counseling psychologists are 

crucial and will be the focus of the following discussion. 

Since the resilience literature focused on risk 

factors, an examination of the instruments used to assess 

risk was necessary. Luthar and Zigler (1991) noted that 

although the validity and reliability of life stress 

measures are adequate, their theoretical underpinnings may 

be based on false assumptions. A particular weakness of 

adjustment measures (primarily social competence indices) 

was the failure to measure the cost of psychological 

adjustment. Werner (1984) reported that although resilient 

individuals did not have behavior problems, they suffered 

unhappiness and more health problems than their control 

group counterparts. As such, the literature has been based 

on an errant trait notion which implied that resilient 

individuals have been and will be free of symptoms in every 

aspect of their lives. 

Rutter's (1987) research indicated that although some 

children do remain resilient, the great majority that were 

resilient at one age become vulnerable at another. These 

issues revealed that in the resilience research there exists 

the mistaken maladjustment oriented approach to the 

resilience literature. Therefore, all of the relevant 
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issues and factors are not illuminated through the 

assessment of risk. Counseling psychologists should be 

aware that a proactive stance constructed solely upon risk 

assessment may omit the state-like nature of resilience and 

the role of protective factors. Protective factors lend 

themselves more toward preventive intervention and involve 

mechanisms that are amenable to treatment. Risk factors 

often involve calamitous events or socio-economic status 

which may be resistant to intervention of any kind. 

Despite the concerns regarding the resilience 

literature, it can be carefully evaluated and revised with 

empirical definitions, agreement of terms, and theoretical 

clarity. In addition, cross-sectional research is necessary 

to identify whether resilient individuals are present in the 

common populace. Although longitudinal studies have been 

reported, little is known about the generalizability of the 

data produced by these studies. Consequently, research 

which employs unconfonded methods of measurement and sample 

selection procedures that verify the presence of significant 

stressors and demonstrate psychological and social 

competence of children was indicated. Furthermore, 

moderating effects must be partialed out so that their 

relationship to resilience can be fully understood. 

Finally, counseling psychologists need to lead the way in 

the identification and implementation of scientific and 

preventative strategies that will enhance the tenuous nature 

of resiliency. 
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Chapter 3 

PROCEDURES 

For the purposes of the present study, data previously 

collected by the Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation 

concerning "A Study of Students at Risk" (Frymier, 1989) was 

utilized. The study focused on a population composed of 

fourth, seventh, and tenth graders who participated in Phi 

Delta Kappa's national study. The following chapter is a 

description of the procedures employed in conducting the 

present study. 

Description of the Sample 

Phi Delta Kappa's (PDK) research was conducted in 

response to a determination by the society's council 

assembly that the at-risk student was the most critical 

concern for education in the 1990s (Nardini & Antes, 1991). 

The purpose of PDK's study was to identify and describe at

risk children from a cross section of typical students. In 

addition, PDK sought to determine what the schools were 

doing to help the identified at-risk students and whether 

the efforts were effective (Frymier, 1989). Consequently, a 

national research project was designed to collect a cross

sectional sample of elementary, junior, and senior high 
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school students. 

Among the interview and survey data collected were 

information not only concerning students, but also teachers 

and principals. According to Frymier and Gansneder (1989), 

between 25 and 35 percent of the students surveyed were 

determined to be seriously at-risk. Significant factors 

contributing to the success of students in this research 

were determined to be reading comprehension, attitude toward 

school, and school performance (Nardini & Antes, 1991). 

The sample studied was derived from a cross-sectional 

sample of 21,174 students collected from approximately 300 

schools: 100 fourth, 100 seventh, and 100 tenth grades in 

the North America. The initial sample of 21,174 was 

collected by the following procedures. The schools and 

chapters were not randomly selected for inclusion in the 

study. The 100 local chapters of Phi Delta Kappa involved 

in the study selected three schools that were to be 

representative of the geographical area served by the 

chapter. All of the schools selected for the study were 

pUblic schools, included the specified grade levels, and 

reflected regional cultural factors. No special schools 

were included in the study. 

Each local project director worked with the principals, 

teachers, and counselors of each school to select 

approximately 100 typical students in each of three area 

schools. The final sample was composed of approximately 50 

percent males and 50 percent females. In regard to 
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ethnicity by gender, of the females, there were 70 percent 

Caucasian, 16.5 percent Afro-American, 7.1 percent Hispanic, 

2.8 percent Asian American, 2.4 percent Native American, and 

1.2 percent identified as other. For the males, there were 

71.2 percent Caucasian, 15.6 percent Afro-American, 6.6 

percent Hispanic, 2.7 percent Asian American, 2.3 percent 

Native American, and 1.5 percent identified as other. 

The present study diverged from the PDK's study in 

regard to purpose and focus. The present investigation 

sought to determine if there were resilient children among 

the larger sample of at-risk children and determine how 

those resilient children differed from those who were 

becoming a casualty of their at-risk state. The sample used 

in this study was comprised of the students identified as 

at-risk by scoring 14 or higher on the "At-Risk Scale" 

(Antes & Mazely-Allen, 1989). By employing this criterion, 

approximately 20 percent of the fourth grade sample, 20 

percent of the seventh grade sample, and 30 percent of the 

tenth grade sample were selected for inclusion. This 

selection procedure produced an at-risk sample composed of 

1307 fourth graders, 1745 seventh graders, and 2372 tenth 

graders. 

Following the identification of the at-risk sample, 

cases were excluded from the sample that possessed 

insufficient data to identify the child's grade level in 

school, ethnic group, and gender. This group was further 

scrutinized to separate resilient and non-resilient 
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students. The resilient children had to have experienced 

mUltiple stressors of marked gravity while demonstrating 

superior adjustment and adaptive capacities. Meeting the 

objective criterion of a score of 14 or above on the "At

Risk Scale" (Antes & Mazely-Allen, 1989) provided 

observational evidence that the student had experienced 

mUltiple stressors of marked gravity. Evidence of an 

ability to adapt and adjust in a healthful manner to 

stressful life events, environmental hazards, psychological 

injury, and the potentiating effects of these factors in 

combination, regardless of their magnitude was established 

by the following criteria: 

1. The student's scores were above the 60th percentile 

on norm-referenced standardized achievement tests in 

reading. 

2. The observers' estimate of the student's sense of 

self-esteem was rated as positive or very positive. 

3. The student's average grades for the preceding year 

averaged a B or better. 

A comparison group of non-resilient students was then 

selected using a nested hierarchy design. The inclusion 

criteria was a score of 14 or above on the "At-Risk Scale" 

provided observational evidence that the student had 

experienced mUltiple stressors of marked gravity. Evidence 

of an inability of the individual to adapt and adjust in a 

healthful manner to stressful life events, environmental 

hazards, psychological injury, and the potentiating effects 
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of these factors in combination, regardless of their 

magnitude was established by the following criteria: 

1. The student's scores were at or below the 40th 

percentile on norm-referenced standardized achievement tests 

in reading. 

2. The observers' estimate of the student's sense of 

self-esteem was rated as negative or very negative. 

3. The student's average grades for the preceding year 

averaged a 0 or worse. 

These procedures produced an initial sample of 760 

children. Of this group, 354 had at least one missing 

variable and were not included in the study. Of the 360 

children remaining, 102 were resilient and 258 were non-

resilient. 

Table 1 and Table 2 provide descriptions of the 

criterion groups by grade in school, gender, and cultural 

affiliation. 

Table 1. Composition of the Resilient Group (n = 102). 

Grade Gender Euro- Afro- His- Native Asian 
Amer. Amer. E,anic Amer. Amer. 

4 Female 13 1 1 2 0 

Male 9 4 1 0 1 

7 Female 6 2 1 2 0 

Male 7 0 0 1 0 

10 Female 9 5 2 2 3 

Male 21 7 0 1 1 

Total 65 19 5 8 5 
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Table 2. Composition of the Non-resilient Group (n = 258). 

Grade Gender Euro- Afro- His- Native Asian 
Amer. Amer. E,anic Amer. Amer. 

4 Female 15 10 1 2 0 

Male 14 12 1 0 0 

7 Female 23 5 2 2 0 

Male 55 10 3 1 0 

10 Female 25 4 5 2 0 

Male 51 12 3 0 0 

Total 183 53 15 7 0 

In regard to ethnicity by gender, for the females there 

were 62.7 percent EUro-American, 18.6 percent Afro-American, 

8.3 percent Hispanic, 8.3 percent Native American, and 2.1 

percent Asian American. For the males, there were 73 

percent Euro-American, 20.9 percent Afro-American, 3.7 

percent Hispanic, 1.4 percent Native American, and 1 percent 

Asian American. 

Instrumentation 

The instrument selected as the source of data for the 

present study was developed by the National Committee of the 

Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation (Appendix A). 

Although other instruments were developed to execute their 

study of students at-risk, the survey employed to collect 

data from the student SUbjects was used as the data source. 

The determination of students at-risk was facilitated 

by the development of an instrument which measured this 

general construct. Development of the content validity of 
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the measure was the result of a multi-phase process (Antes & 

Mazely-Allen, 1989). A committee of researchers, appointed 

by Phi Delta Kappa, conducted a careful review of the 

literature, including more than 100 studies, to determine a 

general definition of the at-risk construct. The 45 factors 

identified and specified were developed into a 45-item 

questionnaire. Ninety-seven experienced educators responded 

to the questionnaire indicating their jUdgment concerning 

the relative importance of each factor to being at-risk. 

Following this procedure, the items were listed in rank 

order and a weight was assigned to each factor. 

The research team members collected data about students 

by completing surveys for each student selected for the 

study. Information was derived from responses to items of 

the At-Risk Scale by three persons who knew the student best 

such as a past or current teacher, counselor, or 

administrator. In training sessions, the raters were 

instructed to leave the item unmarked if the information 

could not be verified by the student's folder, school 

records, public fact, or the teacher's experience (FrYmier, 

1989). 

Following the completion of the surveys, a frequency 

table of the original risk scores for the participants was 

compiled. Employing this data, a cut off score of five and 

below was considered to be expected from students at low 

risk or no risk. In contrast, students receiving a score of 

six and above were considered to be at high risk. The final 
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version of this survey form was comprised of 58 items. 

Based upon the distribution and consideration of the percent 

of students thought to be at-risk nationally, the scoring 

criteria was amended to 13 and below for the low to no risk 

group and 14 and above for the high risk group (Antes & 

Mazely-Allen, 1989). Although no claims concerning the 

validity and reliability of the "At Risk Scale" (Frymier, 

1989) scores were initially promulgated, significant 

attempts to address content and convergent validity have 

been conducted. 

Data Analysis 

Data Preparation 

The procedures necessary to conduct the present 

research involved a number of steps to properly prepare the 

data for sample selection and later analysis. The following 

is an explication of the steps and procedures required to 

conduct of this aspect of the research. 

In approaching a data base containing 21,174 students, 

it was necessary to become familiar with the nature of the 

information collected and the form in which it was recorded. 

Consequently, all of the publications generated by Phi Delta 

Kappa concerning the procedures used for data collection 

were carefully studied and scrutinized for methodological 

and conceptual errors. Determination of the usefulness of 

the data was necessary prior to any further research 

commitments. In addition, it was important to determine 
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that the research questions previously derived from the 

aforementioned literature review could be ethically derived 

from the data base variables. Since the data were collected 

for a related but different purpose, it was possible that 

the data could be irrelevant to the proposed study. 

The Phi Delta Kappa data was in a raw data state; 

therefore, modifying the data base to render it useful was 

critical. Since the data existed as a large pool of 

variables arranged according to identification numbers, the 

data had not been pre-sorted in any particular manner and 

was largely unprocessed. Since it was not analysis ready, 

programs were written to obtain the necessary information 

from the data base. For example, the writing of a program 

was required to describe the cases of interest in regard to 

gender, grade in school, and cultural affiliation. 

Additional programs were written to select a comparison 

group, code the variables, and conduct the statistical 

analysis. 

Another concern was whether a sample and comparison 

group could be derived from the data base; therefore, a 

pilot selection program was written utilizing the strictest 

criteria supported by the literature. Since it was possible 

to select a sample using the pilot program, a more 

reasonable criteria, previously defined, was proposed for 

the actual selection program. 

statistical Methodology 

Analysis of the collected data was completed by 



47 

employing a step-wise discriminant analysis. The rationale 

for selecting discriminant analysis was related to the need 

of determining whether there were differences between 

resilient and non-resilient children. In 1936, Fisher first 

proposed this method of data analysis to describe group 

differences (Pedhazur, 1982). For the purposes of this 

study, a stepwise discriminant analysis was conducted using 

the following variables derived from the "At Risk Scale": 

parental attitude toward education, sibling order, siblings 

who dropped out of school, family composition, parental 

divorce or separation, familial drug or alcohol abuse, and 

physical or sexual abuse. The use of this method of data 

analysis was expected to produce the most discriminating 

subset of variables regarding resilient and non-resilient 

children. The level of significance was set at p < .05. 

statistical analyses were conducted with the 

statistical Package for the Social Sciences Release 4.1 at 

the Indiana State University Computer Center. 

Limitations 

The present study was sUbjected to the following 

limitations: 

1. Selection biases may have introduced threats to 

external validity. 

2. Limitations of the data collection instrument were 

related to reliance on personal and professional perceptions 

and ratings of family and child variables which were 

susceptible to sUbjective bias. In addition, the 
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instruments used to assess the variables under investigation 

possessed limitations in regard to reliability and validity. 

3. Although reasonable efforts were attempted by PDK 

to select a cross-sectional sample, the collection sites 

were limited to the states and regions in which a local 

chapter of PDK resided. Consequently, regions that possess 

fewer institutions of higher education were under

represented. 

4. Missing or incomplete data reduced the number of 

possible students that could be studied. 

5. The variables that comprised the data cases were 

likely to have varied widely in reliability and validity. 

For example, the reading level of the student was 

established by recording results of standardized measures. 

In contrast, parental attitude was measured by teacher 

ratings on a five point Likert scale. Consequently, the 

meaningfulness of the constructs represented by the 

variables was likely to vary widely. 

6. Another limitation related to the criteria used in 

identifying the resilient and non-resilient groups. This 

study assigned students to groups based primarily on 

academic competence. Although success in school has been 

supported by the literature as a significant indicator of 

success in life, other measures of success such as social 

competence or behavioral competence might have been 

employed. Thus, students who demonstrated competencies in 

areas other than academic success may have been overlooked 
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by the selection criteria. 

7. Since no manipulation of variables was attempted in 

this study, data analysis was limited to description of the 

compared groups. 

8. As a result of the limitations, prediction of 

effective interventions have been proffered with caution. 

Null Hypothesis 

There is no significant difference between resilient 

and non-resilient children with regard to a subset of 

variables comprising parental attitude toward education, 

sibling order, siblings who dropped out of school, family 

composition, parental divorce or separation, familial drug 

or alcohol abuse, and physical or sexual abuse. 
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

differences between resilient and non-resilient children 

with respect to family composition, sibling order, parental 

divorce or separation, physical or sexual abuse, siblings 

who dropped out of school, parental attitude toward 

education, and familial drug or alcohol abuse. The two 

criterion groups under study were composed of 102 resilient 

and 258 non-resilient fourth, seventh, and tenth grade 

children. 

In this chapter, the results of the study are reported 

in regard to the following null hypothesis: 

Null Hypothesis. There is no significant difference 

between resilient and non-resilient children on a subset of 

variables comprising parental attitude toward education, 

sibling order, siblings who dropped out of school, family 

composition, parental divorce or separation, familial drug 

or alcohol abuse, and physical or sexual abuse. 

The procedures used for the derivation of the 

discriminant function provided means, standard deviations, 

correlations, and univariate F-ratios. A stepwise 
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discriminate analysis was used to investigate the 

differences between the two criterion groups. The results 

of the discriminate function were reported, tested, and 

discussed. 

Derivation of the Discriminant Function 

The means, standard deviations, and variances of the 

independent variables from the discriminate analysis are 

reported in Table 3. 

Table 3.	 Means and Standard Deviations for the Independent 
Variables by Group. 

Variable Group Means Standard 
Deviations 

Family 
Composition 

1 
2 

2.8529 
2.5892 

1.7922 
1.7802 

sibling Order 1 
2 

2.7451 
2.6589 

1. 0117 
1. 0695 

Parental Divorce or 
Separation 

1 
2 

0.2549 
0.1512 

0.4380 
0.3589 

Physical or Sexual 
Abuse 

1 
2 

0.0490 
0.1124 

0.2170 
0.3165 

sibling Dropouts 1 
2 

0.2647 
0.2752 

0.6282 
0.7260 

Parental Attitude 1 
2 

4.2941 
2.9767 

0.7909 
1. 0360 

Familial Chemical 
Abuse 

1 
2 

0.5588 
0.4380 

0.7522 
0.6988 

Group 1 = Resilient Group 2 = Non-resilient 

For the resilient group, the variables family 

composition, sibling order, parental divorce or separation, 

parental attitude, and familial chemical abuse had higher 

means than the non-resilient group. The resilient group, 
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however, had lower means on the variables, sibling dropouts 

and physical and sexual abuse, than the non-resilient group. 

The intercorrelations included in the derivation of the 

discriminant analysis are presented in matrix form in Table 

4. The matrix displays pooled within-group correlations 

which represents the interrelations among the predictor 

variables. Since the intercorrelations among the 

independent variables were relatively low, all of the 

variables were considered fairly equally in the discriminant 

analysis. 

Table 4. Intercorrelations Among the Independent Variables. 

X, X2 X3 X4 Xs X6 Xz 

X, 1. 0000 

X2 -.1188 1.0000 

X3 0.2078 -.0213 1.0000 

X4 0.1321 -.0167 -.0585 1.0000 

Xs 0.0942 0.2959 -.0585 0.0232 1. 0000 

X6 -.0756 -.0065 -.0805 -.1357 -.0873 1. 0000 

Xz 0.1616 0.0374 0.2083 0.1809 0.0940 -.1291 1.000 

X, = Family composition 

X2 = Sibling Order 

X3 = Parental Divorce or Separation 

X4 = Physical or Sexual Abuse 

Xs = Sibling Dropouts 

X6 = Parental Attitude 

X7 = Familial Chemical Abuse 

The discriminant analysis procedure provided Wilks' 
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lambda and corresponding univariate F-ratios for each of the 

predictor variables used as a criterion measure of 

discrimination. Table 5 presents wilks' lambda and 

univariate F-ratios for the independent variables. 

Table 5.	 Relative Importance of Predictor Variables in 
Relation to Group Membership. 

Variable wilks' 
Lambda 

F P 

Family 
composition 

0.9956 1.596 0.2073 

sibling Order 0.9986 0.489 0.4847 

Parental Divorce 
Separation 

or 0.9852 5.367 0.0211* 

physical 
Abuse 

or Sexual 0.9905 3.448 0.0642 

Sibling Dropouts 0.9999 0.164 0.8981 

Parental Attitude 0.7277 134.0 0.0000* 

Familial Chemical 
Abuse 

0.9942 2.092 0.1489 

*p < .05 df = (1,358) 

A review of the probability levels of the individual 

variables reported in Table 5 revealed that on a univariate 

basis, only parental divorce or separation and parental 

attitude displayed significant differences between group 

means. These results suggested that children who were 

resilient had parents whose attitude toward education was 

more positive than their non-resilient counterparts. In 

addition, the parents of resilient children were more likely 

to have experienced a divorce or separation during the past 

year than the parents of non-resilient children. 
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The stepwise discriminate analysis determined a subset 

of independent variables most efficient in discriminating 

between the resilient and non-resilient groups. Table 6 is 

a summary of the stepwise discriminate analysis procedure. 

Table 6. Summary of stepwise Discriminant Analysis. 

step Variable 
Entered 

Variables 
Retained 

wilks' 
Lambda 

df Equivalent 
F 

1 Parental 
Attitude 

1 0.7277 (1,358) 133.9590* 

2 Divorce/ 
Separation 

1,2 0.7123 (2,357) 72.0885* 

3 Chemical 
Abuse 

1,2,3 0.7045 (3,356) 49.7726* 

4 Family 
ComE,osition 

1,2,3,4 0.7024 (4,345) 37.6092* 

*p < .05 

A review of the data displayed in Table 6 revealed that 

the four predictor variables that were entered into the 

analysis were retained. 

Test of the Null Hypothesis 

since the stepwise procedure was statistically 

significant, the null hypothesis was tested by an analysis 

of the canonical discriminant function. The significance of 

the canonical correlation was tested by using the chi-square 

statistic and is reported in Table 7. The probability value 

of the function was p < .05; therefore, the null hypothesis 

was rejected. These results indicated that group 

differences were explained by the subset of variables 
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comprising parental attitude toward education, sibling 

order, family composition, parental divorce or separation, 

and familial drug or alcohol abuse. 

Table 7.	 Significance of the Canonical Discriminant 
Function. 

wilks' Lambda Chi-sS!:!.ared df	 p 

0.7023627 125.78 4	 0.0000 

Analysis of the Discriminant Function 

Since the discriminant function can be statistically 

significant without providing meaningful information 

concerning the dependent variables, the canonical 

discriminant functions were further analyzed. A review of 

Table 8 reveals the computations employed in the analysis of 

the canonical function. 

Table 8.	 Canonical Discriminant Functions. 

Eigenvalue Canonical Eta-squared 
Correlation 

0.42377 0.5455614	 0.2977
 

Interpretation of the canonical correlation coefficient 

can be derived from the concept of the analysis of variance 

known as eta (Klecka, 1980). The groups can be 

conceptualized as an independent variable which influences 

the values on the discriminant function, the dependent 

variable. Since the eigenvalue cannot be interpreted 

directly, the degree of difference between the group means 
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on the function was measured by eta (canonical correlation). 

When eta was squared, it reflected the proportion of 

variance in the discriminant function that was explained by 

the criterion groups. Therefore, 29.77 percent of the 

variance in the dependent variable could be explained by the 

following subset of four independent variables: parental 

attitude toward education, parental divorce or separation, 

familial chemical abuse, and family composition. The 

variables, however, did not account for the large proportion 

of the unexplained variance in the dependent variable. 

Validation of the Discriminant Function 

The validation of the discriminant function provided an 

analysis of the usefulness of the function in predicting 

criterion group membership. The validation involved several 

important considerations including the determination of the 

group centroids, construction of the classification 

matrices, and determination of the classification accuracy 

relative to chance. 

Group centroids represent the mean of the individual Z

scores for each group (Hair, Anderson, & Tatham, 1987). 

Consequently, the group centroids are used to interpret the 

discriminant function results from a global perspective. 

The group centroid for the resilient group was 1.03244 and 

the non-resilient group was -0.40817. These aggregate Z

scores were the number of standard deviations each group was 

away from the average of both groups. Figure 1 is a graphic 

presentation of the separation of the two criterion group 
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centroids. 

N R 
* * -+----+----+----+----+----+----+

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

N = Non-resilient 

R = Resilient 

Figure 1. Comparison of criterion Group Centroids. 

The predictive accuracy of the discriminant function 

using the test sample was provided. The procedure computed 

the proportion of correctly classified cases and the number 

of cases classified into each criterion group. The 

procedure considered the original 760 cases to select a test 

sample of 419 cases in which all of the discriminating 

variables were present. The separation of the group 

centroids was reflected in the classification matrix. Since 

the centroid for the non-resilient group approaches zero, 

more classification errors were made when predicting non-

resilient group membership. Table 9 summarizes the results 

of the classification procedure. 

Table 9.	 Classification of Test Sample Based on the 
Discriminant Function. 

Actual Group Number of Predicted Group 
Cases Resilient Non-resilient 

Resilient 109 94 (86.2%) 15 (13.8%) 

Non-resilient 310 97 (31. 3%) 213 (68.7%) 

Total Cases Correctly Classified: 73.27% 
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Further analysis of the classification data was 

conducted to determine whether the 73.27 percent total cases 

classified exceeded the proportion of cases that would have 

been correctly classified without the discriminant function. 

Hair et ale (1987) recommended the use of the following 

formula to compute the proportional chance criterion for 

unequal group sizes: 

C =p 2+ (l-p) 2 
P I O 

In this study, p was the proportion of individuals in the 

resilient group and 1 - P was the proportion of individuals 

in the non-resilient group. After sUbstituting the 

appropriate numbers in the formula, the proportional chance 

criterion was 61.5 percent. Since the classification 

function correctly predicted 73.27 percent, the discriminant 

function classified cases more accurately than would be 

expected by chance. However, the magnitude of the 

classification improvement was small. 

Klecka (1980) suggested an additional statistical 

evaluation, tau, of the amount of discrimination contained 

in the variables. Because tau is a proportional reduction 

in error statistic, it yields a standardized measure of 

improvement. Tau is computed by identifying the number of 

cases correctly classified on the basis of random assignment 

to groups in proportion to prior probabilities and summing 

them: (.50 x 109) + (.50 x 310) = 209.5. The difference of 
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the total number of cases correctly classified from the 

prior probability of group membership (307 - 209.5 = 97.5) 

divided by the total cases to be classified minus the prior 

probability of group membership (419 - 209.5 = 209.5) 

equaled tau (97.5 / 209.5 = .465). Consequently, the 

classification based on the discriminating variables made 

46.5 percent fewer errors than would be expected by random 

assignment (i.e., 112 actual errors versus 209.5 expected by 

chance). 

Discriminant Loadings of the Function 

Further information and clarification was provided by 

considering the canonical discriminant loadings of the 

function. The loadings determine the relative importance of 

the contribution of each independent variable to the 

discriminant analysis. The standardized correlation 

coefficients are derived by converting the unstandardized 

coefficients as if the original data had standard deviations 

of 1.0. See Table 10 for the unstandardized and 

standardized correlation coefficients. 

Table 10. Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients. 

Variable Unstandardized Standardized 

Parental Attitude 1. 01542 0.98816 

Divorce or Separation 0.54186 0.20746 

Familial Chemical Abuse 0.25897 0.18498 

Family Composition 0.58417 0.10430 

(Constant) -3.77741 
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The results of the computation of the pooled within

groups correlations between discriminating variables and 

canonical discriminant functions are ordered from top to 

bottom by the magnitude of the loading (see Table 11). It 

should be noted that structure coefficients are simple 

bivariate correlations; as a result, they are not affected 

by relationships with the other variables as are the 

unstandardized and standardized canonical correlations. 

Table 11. Within-Groups structure Coefficients. 

Variable Rankins. Function 1 

Parental Attitude 1 0.93968 

Divorce or separation 2 0.18808 

Familial Chemical Abuse 3 0.11743 

Family Composition 4 0.10256 

Physical or Sexual Abuse 5 -0.07986 

sibling Dropouts 6 -0.07123 

siblins. Order 7 -0.01634 

A comparison of the standardized coefficients (Table 

10) and the within-groups structure coefficients (Table 11) 

revealed that the structure coefficients were slightly 

smaller. These findings were not surprising because 

structure coefficients are typically smaller than 

standardized coefficients. In addition, a comparison of the 

rankings of the coefficients indicated that the order of the 

contribution of each variable to the discriminant function 

remained unchanged. 
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Discussion 

The purpose of this investigation was to determine if 

there were significant differences between resilient and 

non-resilient fourth, seventh, and tenth graders. The null 

hypothesis, which assumed no differences between the two 

groups of students, was rejected at p < .05. The stepwise 

discriminant analysis produced the most parsimonious subset 

of discriminating variables which was parental attitude 

toward education, parental divorce or separation, familial 

chemical abuse, and family composition. Of these variables, 

the univariate-F tests indicated that parental attitude and 

parental divorce or separation were significant in 

predicting group membership at p < .05. 

A comparison of these results with the canonical 

discriminant loadings revealed that parental attitude toward 

education was the single most important indicator of 

resilience while variables of divorce or separation, 

chemical abuse, and family composition played a much smaller 

role in predicting group membership. Based on these results 

it is likely that parental attitude toward education 

accounts for the major proportion of the variance. 

The classification function of the discriminant 

analysis proved rather successful because the discriminating 

variables predicted group membership better than would be 

expected by chance. Consequently, the prediction equation 

derived by considering parental attitude toward education, 

divorce or separation, chemical abuse, and family 



62 

composition together was useful. However, only a small 

proportion of variance in the criterion groups was explained 

by the four independent variables, 29.77 percent. Other 

factors not identified in this study, therefore, must be 

involved in predicting resilient and non-resilient group 

membership. 

The protective effect of positive familial environments 

was posited by the literature (Bolby, 1988; Garmezy & 

Masten, 1986; Luthar & Zigler, 1991; McClellan & Trupin, 

1989; Roos & Cohen, 1987; Werner & Smith, 1982). As noted 

by Rutter's (1979, 1985, 1987) data, a positive parent-child 

relationship, good parenting skills, and adaptive 

functioning of children was associated with a reduction of 

risk. Moreover, the question of the contribution of 

parental attitude to developing resilience to risk was 

raised by Horacek, Ramey, Campbell, Hoffmann, and Fletcher 

(1987). 

In regard to the findings of the present study, the 

best predictor variable explaining group differences was a 

positive parental attitude toward education. Not only was 

this variable significant (p < .05) on the univariate-F 

test, it also contributed the greatest proportion to the 

stepwise discriminant analysis when considered with the 

variables parental divorce or separation, familial chemical 

abuse, and family composition. The results indicated that 

at-risk children who had parental figures who possessed a 

positive or very positive attitude were more likely to be 
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resilient than at-risk children whose parental figures 

possessed a poor or very poor attitude toward education. 

As expected, the results of this study confirmed that 

parental attitude toward education was one factor that may 

contribute to a good familial environment. Furthermore, 

Adlerian theory (Manaster & Corsini, 1982) suggested that 

parental involvement in children's education produces 

improved academic performance and family environment. In 

this study, resilient children were defined as being at-risk 

and possessing above average grades, positive self-esteem, 

and reading competence. Consequently, the resilient group 

was academically competent. The importance of the 

relationship between at-risk students' success in academic 

endeavors and their parents' attitude toward education was 

supported by the present study. In response to Garmezy and 

Masten's (1986) call for specification of the adaptive 

familial attributes of resilient children, the results of 

the present study supported the significance of parental 

attitude in mediating the deleterious effects of risk 

factors. 

Parental divorce or separation was also significant in 

explaining differences between resilient and non-resilient 

children on the univariate-F test (p < .05). Although the 

variable of parental divorce or separation proved 

significant in the prediction of group differences when 

considered with parental attitude, familial chemical abuse, 

and family composition, it provided only a small 








































































