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	 The	philosophical	musings	of	this	educator,	in	a	moment	of	ponder-
ing	the	murder	of	a	 former	student	possibly	at	the	hands	of	another	
former	student,	demands	an	examination	of	 the	dynamic,	 reciprocal,	
and	 reflexive	 process	 involved	 in	 building	 resilience,	 and	 increasing	
positive	outcomes	for	adolescent	students	with	Emotional	and	Behav-
ioral	Disorders	(EBD).	My	reflexive	and	explorative	modes	of	inquiry	
within	the	confines	of	established	practices	in	literature,	seek	to	derail	
a	trajectory	of	limited	options,	outcomes,	and	tragic	circumstances	as	
experienced	by	my	 former	students.	A	comprehensive	understanding	
of	 fundamental	 components	of	programming	 is	a	necessary	basis	 for	
my	retrospective	journey	that	calls	for	change	in	entrenched	patterns	
of	thought.	As	a	teacher	for	adolescent	students	with	EBD	in	a	restric-
tive	setting	for	nineteen	years,	I	cannot	help	but	ask	myself,	what,	if	
anything	could	have	changed	the	course	of	these	two	students’	lives?	In	
the	time	between	first	hearing	of	my	former	student’s	murder,	and	the	
subsequent	search	for	and	arrest	of	my	other	former	student,	I	began	
an	 introspective	 journey	 through	 the	 process	 of	 reflexive	 analysis	 to	
share	my	own	personal	and	professional	experiences.	
	 Upon	hearing	of	 these	 tragedies,	my	 thoughts	and	 feelings	went	
immediately	to	sorrow,	disbelief,	blame,	and	hopelessness.	Sorrow	for	
both	students	and	their	families	and	disbelief	knowing	one	of	my	stu-
dents	fell	victim	to	such	a	tragedy	(while	another	one	of	my	students	
may	have	possibly	been	the	perpetrator).	I	blamed	myself:	what	did	I	
not	do?	What	did	I	miss?	I	felt	hopelessness:	Did	anything	I	did	even	
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matter?	At	this	point,	I	reached	out	to	my	colleagues	and	administra-
tors,	 resulting	 in	 the	 following	 comments:	“You	 can’t	 help	 them	 all,”	
“I	knew	he	had	it	in	him,”	“I	saw	it	all	along,”	“I	knew	he	would	hurt	
someone	one	day,”	“He	is	crazy,”	“He	is	a	sociopath,”	“Why	are	you	so	
sensitive?”	“Didn’t	you	see	 it?”	“You	are	only	a	teacher,	not	a	parent,	
not	a	friend,	you	can	only	do	what	you	can	do.”	Amidst	these	comments	
and	my	own	vacillating	thoughts	and	emotions,	I	began	to	question	the	
philosophical	 and	 theoretical	 underpinnings	 of	 systemic	 programing	
that	might	 elicit	 this	mindset.	The	profound	and	prophetic	words	of	
my	colleagues	and	administrators	underscore	the	basis	of	philosophi-
cal	and	theoretical	ideology	that	impedes	progress	and	growth.	These	
words	also	push	students	on	a	trajectory	of	 limited	options	and	out-
comes.	The	horrific	events	of	my	former	students’	lives	and	resultant	
disclosure	of	these	perceptions	and	attitudes	propelled	me	to	examine	
and	call	for	a	change	in	the	nature	of	educational	programming.
	 At	this	juncture,	I	am	forced	to	reflect	upon	philosophical	and	theo-
retical	 ideology	 that	 advocates	 the	 use	 of	 one-size	 fits	 all,	 evidence-
based	 practices.	 These	 practices	 were	 engrained	 components	 of	 my	
teacher	 training,	 professional	 development,	 and	 systemic	 constructs.	
They	purport	the	benefit	of	such	practices	as	the	only	means	necessary	
for	ameliorating	a	 trajectory	of	diminished	student	outcomes.	 In	my	
search	for	answers	regarding	my	two	former	students,	and	the	recol-
lection	of	wise	words	of	another	former	student	when	discussing	her	
own	life	 journey,	I	became	cognizant	of	my	own	evolutionary	shift	 in	
philosophical	 and	 theoretical	 perspectives	 as	 a	 basis	 for	 teaching	 in	
restrictive	settings.
	 Several	years	after	a	student	was	unexpectedly	removed	from	my	
program,	she	asked	me,	“Why	didn’t	you	try	harder?”	This	triggered	me	
to	initially	become	defensive	and	later	ponder	her	probing	question.	As	
her	teacher,	I	felt	I	worked	hard	to	save	her	from	more	abuse	and	break	
the	barriers	she	had	built	to	receive	the	help	that	our	program	offered:	
which	included	supportive	staff,	intensive	individual	and	group	ther-
apy,	and	social	emotional	learning.	She	had	suffered	an	unimaginable	
amount	of	 sexual,	physical,	 and	mental	abuse	and	had	extreme	act-
ing	out	behaviors.	For	the	two	years	she	was	in	my	program	this	stu-
dent	had	made	much	progress.	She	was	unwittingly	removed	when	her	
guardian	found	out	I	had	called	Child	Protective	Services	(CPS)	after	
a	reported	incident.	Incredulously,	I	wondered	how	she	could	ask	me	
this	question,	when	in	my	mind,	I	had	done	all	that	I	could.	However,	
as	I	reflect	upon	this	experience,	coupled	with	the	tragic	outcomes	of	
my	two	former	students,	I	am	forced	to	admit	my	own	proclivity	to	self-
righteousness.	When	in	essence,	this	proclivity	of	defense,	a	necessary	
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shield	of	armor,	hinders	my	ability	to	reflexively	examine	my	ideals	of	
student	readiness	for	growth	and	change	within	the	confines	of	current	
systemic	constructs.	
	 Tragedy	and	one	provocative	question	impelled	me	to	recognize	my	
own	growth	as	an	educator,	thus	expounding	upon	my	shift	to	encom-
pass	philosophical	and	theoretical	perspectives	that	move	beyond	cur-
rent	prescribed,	one-size	fits	all	ideology.	To	do	so,	I	lean	upon	my	own	
philosophical	 orientations	 shaped	 by	 this	 I Ching	 quote	 that	 under-
scores	the	need	to	consciously	explore	responsible	actions	to	influence	
outcomes:

Man	is	in	the	center	of	events:	the	individual	who	is	conscious	of	re-
sponsibility	is	on	a	par	with	the	cosmic	forces	of	heaven	and	earth.	This	
is	what	is	meant	by	the	idea	that	change	can	be	influenced”	(Javary,	
1997,	p.	31)

I	am	not	advocating	that	educators	are	solely	responsible	 for	dimin-
ished	or	tragic	outcomes.	As	Hue	(2011)	asserts,	“students	have	various	
needs	to	be	fulfilled,	not	only	in	the	classroom	and	at	school,	but	also	
in	the	community	and	at	home”	(p.269).	It	may	be	true	that	we	can-
not	predict	other’s	motives,	actions,	 inner	state	and	conflicts,	mental	
capacity	and	status,	or	alleviate	all	family	and	environmental	factors.	
However,	 our	 own	 practices	 equally	 contribute	 to	 student	 outcomes	
(Daniels,	 2011;	 Harris-Murri,	 King,	 &	 Rostenberg,	 2006).	 Therefore,	
this	necessitates	the	proposition	to	seek	alternative	philosophical	and	
theoretical	ideology	as	the	basis	for	creating	programming.	We	can	and	
must	set	up	a	system	that	helps	to	build	a	resistant,	resilient	founda-
tion	in	an	attempt	to	circumvent	tragic	pathways	and	increase	posi-
tive	school	and	postsecondary	outcomes.	My	purpose	is	to	examine	the	
dynamic,	reciprocal,	and	reflexive	process	necessary	to	build	systems	
of	change	for	adolescent	students	with	EBD	in	restrictive	settings	that	
foster	 resilience	 for	 increased	 quality	 of	 life.	 I	 may	 not	 posit	 defini-
tive	answers,	or	preventative	measures	of	tragic	outcomes.	Yet,	it	is	the	
hope	that	I	can	at	least	perpetuate	an	understanding,	a	different	way	
of	thinking	that	calls	for	needed	systemic	changes	specific	to	relational	
and	resilient	aspects	of	programming	for	these	students.
	 My	own	ideals	of	change	are	influenced	by	Vygotsky’s	social	con-
structivist	theory,	resilience	theory	and	Eastern	thought	derived	from	
the	philosophic	ideology	of	the	I Ching,	or	Book of Change	as	interpreted	
by	Wilhelm	and	Wilhelm	(1995).	This	philosophy,	use	of	I Ching	quotes,	
and	aforementioned	 theoretical	 constructs	provide	 the	 framework	 in	
which	provocation	of	thought	relating	to	my	call	for	systemic	change	
can	 occur.	 I	 challenge	 the	 reader	 to	 consider	 the	 paradigmatic	 shift	
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that	 can	ensue	when	we	 seek	 to	move	beyond	 limitations	 to	 engage	
in	unaccustomed	thought.	“When	the	idea	of	change	is	applied	to	the	
evolution	of	an	individual	man,	of	social	groups	and	of	the	era,	a	series	
of	makeshift	hypotheses	we	have	been	accustomed	to	use	in	explaining	
events	falls	away”	(Javary,	1997,	p.	28).	Before	this	evolution	of	change	
can	occur,	we	as	educators	must	willingly	engage	in	this	process.	First	
and	foremost,	the	process	must	include	personal	and	systemic	assess-
ment	of	attitudes,	beliefs,	perspectives,	and	bias’	towards	working	with	
adolescent	students	with	EBD.	
	 A	 critical	 component	 of	 this	 process	 is	 to	 first	 acknowledge	 the	
systemic	need	to	apply	a	within	person,	philosophical	approach	to	ef-
fecting	change	in	students.	Gilham	(2011)	discusses	the	use	of	a	com-
mon	language	within	the	field	of	special	education	to	promote	ascribed	
attributes	and	characteristics	through	identification	and	diagnosis	of	
disabilities	and	the	resultant	deficit	paradigm:	“our	language	is	guided	
by	our	understanding	of:	the	mental	health	diagnoses	students	have	
(and	 their	 subsequent	 coding),	 psycho-educational	 research	 as	 ‘best	
practices’	to	support	the	challenges	that	come	with	such	pathologiza-
tion”	(p.107).	This	approach	creates	a	deficit	paradigm	that	ascribes	to	
the	need	to	 identify,	 categorize,	and	assign	a	particular	pathology	to	
students	as	a	means	for	providing	prescribed,	evidence-based,	one-size	
fits	all	practices	and	interventions.
	 As	a	special	educator,	I	have	fallen	prey	to	this	approach	through	
the	process	of	identifying	and	categorizing	students	based	upon	their	
disabilities	as	determined	through	the	process	of	Individualized	Edu-
cation	 Planning	 (IEP)	 and	 subsequent	 mental	 health	 diagnosis.	The	
within	person	theory	minimizes	societal	factors,	such	as	nature	of	re-
lationships	and	cultural	influences	of	family,	community,	and	schools	
that	 cause	 or	 contribute	 to	 the	 defined	 disabilities.	 Furthermore,	 as	
discussed	by	Daniels	(2011),	this	approach	dichotomizes	societal	and	
individual	factors;	downplaying	the	dynamic	and	reciprocal	nature	of	
interaction:	“The	challenge	which	I	wish	to	address	is	to	formulate	an	
approach	which	does	not	treat	the	individual	and	sociocultural	levels	
as	discrete	forms	of	analysis	but	rather	seeks	to	understand	how	they	
are	interdependent,	if	not	co-creative”	(p.	105).	
	 To	ameliorate	a	trajectory	towards	diminished	outcomes	that	ex-
tend	beyond	school,	adolescent	students	with	EBD	in	restrictive	set-
tings	must	be	immersed	in	a	school	culture	that	fosters	a	holistic	peda-
gogy	and	approach	to	supporting	the	whole	person.	It	is	an	incredible	
responsibility	to	create	a	supportive,	comprehensive,	integrative,	and	
interdisciplinary	system	of	change,	while	also	fostering	and	navigating	
the	intertwining	subtleties	and	nuances	of	each	structural	component.	
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Herein	 lies	 the	predicament	of	melding	the	philosophical	 ideology	of	
the	I Ching	and	evidence	based	practices	put	forth	within	the	educa-
tion	system.	The	Book of Change,	originating	in	China	contains	texts	
that	are	thousands	of	years	old.	Individuals	sought	to	gain	structure,	
knowledge,	and	guidance	from	these	texts	to	influence	their	own	fate	
within	an	Imperialist	society	that	exercised	jurisdiction	upon	the	des-
tiny	of	people	that	could	change	at	will	(Wilhelm	&	Wilhelm,	1995).	The	
philosophical	basis	of	the	I Ching	as	a	guide	helps	to	gain	understand-
ing	of	 the	self	and	awareness	of	 the	unfolding	of	actions	and	events	
within	 the	archetypical	human	 experience.	The	 significance	 of	 these	
texts	and	resulting	philosophy	that	guide	and	promote	change	through	
self-awareness	and	consequences	of	one’s	actions	to	alter	fate	and	des-
tiny	can	greatly	impact	life	outcomes	(Hue,	2011,	Wilhelm	&	Wilhelm,	
1995).	Comparatively,	employing	this	philosophical	basis	for	both	stu-
dents	and	educators	within	 the	prescribed	 system	of	 evidence-based	
practices	deemed	beneficial	by	“experts”	can	most	certainly	affect	fate	
and	 destiny.	 Hue	 (2001)	 further	 supports	 this	 philosophical	 basis	 in	
discussing	the	process	of	analysis	related	to	identifying	and	creating	
systemic	constructs	of	resilience:

The	analytical	framework	of	moving	‘inward’,	‘outward’,	‘backward’	and	
‘forward’	was	adopted.	Moving	‘inward’	was	to	discover	their	inner	feel-
ings	towards	students	with	behavioural	problems,	whereas	with	moving	
‘outward’,	the	constructs	of	the	school	in	which	they	worked	and	the	
community	to	which	their	students	belonged	were	explored.	Moving	
‘backward’	and	‘forward’	was	to	narrate	how	these	teachers	made	sense	
of	their	‘past’	experience	to	‘the	present’	in	terms	of	the	development	of	
school	guidance	and	the	promotion	of	resiliency.	(p.	264)

	 My	purpose	is	not	to	completely	discount	all	systems	of	supports	
and	services	for	adolescent	students	with	EBD	or	to	imply	that	all	sys-
tems	are	“Imperialistic”	in	nature.	As	some	practices	instituted	within	
school	settings,	such	as	School	Wide	Positive	Behavioral	Intervention	
Support	(SWPBIS),	provide	a	much	needed	system	of	guidance,	struc-
ture,	consistency,	support,	and	care	(Coffey	&	Horner,	2012;	Gonsoulin	
&	Lampron,	2013;	Sugai	&	Horner,	2006).	However,	within	and	outside	
of	 these	systems,	we	must	recognize	that	there	are	much	more	com-
plexities	 involved	 in	 educating	 adolescent	 students	 with	 EBD.	 Most	
importantly,	I	am	not	advocating	the	use	of	oracles	and	ancient	texts	to	
structure	programming	for	adolescent	students	with	EBD.	However,	I	
am	proposing	a	more	thorough	exploration	of	this	philosophical	basis	
in	conjunction	with	theories	discussed	further	in	this	paper-specifically	
to	utilize	as	the	foundational	base	to	support	and	augment	prescribed	
systems	of	programming.	Such	a	diversion	of	 thought	when	contem-
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plating	and	designing	programs	may	enhance	outcomes	and	prevent	
the	“permanent	ossification	of	the	 institutions”	 (Wilhelm	&	Wilhelm,	
1995,	p.5).	The	needs	of	adolescent	students	with	EBD	may	not,	and	
cannot	always	be	addressed	within	one	prescribed	ideology.	Therefore,	
I	ask	that	we	push	beyond	conditioned	thinking	to	embrace	philosophi-
cal	 ideologies	 that	 create	a	 transformative,	paradigmatic	 shift	while	
attempting	 to	meet	 the	myriad	of	needs	of	adolescent	students	with	
EBD	in	restrictive	settings.
	 The	 advent	 of	 SWPBIS	 in	 general,	 special,	 and	 alternative	 edu-
cation	 settings	 is	 integral	 to	 setting	 the	 foundational	 components	 of	
such	programming.	SWPBIS	helps	to	create	a	school-wide	foundation	
utilizing	 evidence	 based	 practices	 such	 as	 Response	 to	 Intervention	
(RTI),	Multi	Tiered	Systems	of	Support	(MTSS),	and	Universal	Design	
for	Learning	(UDL)	models	to	create	a	unified	culture	of	safety,	secu-
rity,	and	support	for	academic,	social,	and	emotional	learning	(Coffey	
&	Horner,	2012;	Sugai	&	Horner,	2006).	Much	of	the	literature	related	
to	SWPBIS	and	programming	for	students	with	EBD	addresses	creat-
ing	and	implementing	systems	that	target	environmental,	behavioral,	
academic,	social/emotional,	and	mental	health	structures	and	systems.	
SWPBIS	utilizes	applied	behavioral	analysis	(ABA)	as	the	basis	of	all	
programming	and	interventions.
	 Sugai	and	Horner	(2006)	suggest,	“the	SWPBIS	approach	empha-
sizes	the	adoption	and	sustained	use	of	effective	behavioral	practices	
to	maximize	academic	and	behavioral	outcomes”	(p.248).	We	must	rec-
ognize	that	certain	foundational	supports	of	SWPBIS,	i.e.	RTI,	MTSS,	
and	UDL,	are	crucial	components	of	all	school	settings.	Sugai	&	Horner	
(2006)	further	expand	upon	this	as	they	identify	integral	components	of	
school	culture	and	climate:	“the	collective	actions	of	individuals	within	
the	school	contribute	to	the	school	as	a	whole”	 (p.	248).	However,	we	
must	also	 recognize	 that	within	 the	 context	 of	SWPBIS,	ABA	 is	 the	
foundation	of	all	interventions.	The	use	of	fidelity	to	a	model	within	the	
context	of	applying	ABA	principles	and	interventions	are	encouraged	
as	best	practices	for	adolescent	students	with	EBD	(Gonsoulin	&	Lam-
pron,	2013).	Yet,	we	must	not	acquiesce	to	this	prescribed	philosophy	
of	one-	size	fits	all	interventions.	Gilham	(2011)	provides	a	compelling	
argument	against	one	 ideological	approach	to	students	 in	restrictive	
school	settings:

These	 institutions	are	 incredibly	powerful	 in	 self-determining	what	
counts	as	truth	and	best	practice.	Although	academia	may	have	long	
ago	 recognized	 the	 implications	 of	Kuhn’s	work	 for	 science	and	 the	
social	sciences,	the	daily	phenomena	I	am	a	part	of,	especially	these	
meetings	I	refer	to,	speak	incessantly	of	the	power	of	the	positivistic,	
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objectivistic,	foundationalist	approaches	to	truth	within	education	and	
the	‘psy’	sciences	within	health.	Special	Education	is	often	insulated	
from	its	own	anomaly,	blind	to	itself.	It	has	few	mirrors	in	the	hallways	
of	the	discourse.	(p.	113)	

Therefore,	SWPBIS,	with	a	basis	steeped	in	ABA	is	not	the	panacea	for	
all	students;	begging	the	question;	what	is	best	practice	for	adolescent	
students	with	EBD	that	are	not	amenable	to	interventions	outlined	in	
SWPBIS	and	traditional	ABA	practices?	
	 	 My	 students	 experience	 unimaginable	 trauma,	 abuse,	 poverty,	
mental	 illness,	 bullying,	 and	 academic	 and	 social	 challenges	 within	
their	homes,	school,	and	community.	This	often	contributes	to	their	in-
ternal	and/or	external	challenges;	with	resultant	maladaptive	behav-
iors	that	greatly	affect	interpersonal	relationships.	Murray	and	Pianta	
(2007)	address	 implications	of	 these	relationships	within	school	con-
text	as	applied	to	academic,	mental,	and	social-emotional	well-being:	
“Students	 with	 high	 incidence	 disabilities	 are	 a	 particularly	 vulner-
able	population	and	many	of	these	students	are	in	need	of	explicit	and	
direct	 support	 from	 caring	 adults”	 (p.110).	 These	 relationships	 “can	
have	powerful	and	lasting	effects”	(Murray	&	Pianta,	2007,	p.	110)	and	
are	 integral	 to	 growth	 and	 development	 that	 significantly	 affect	 so-
cial,	academic,	and	lifelong	outcomes.	With	the	risk	of	sounding	like	an	
espousal	of	literature,	I	must	support	my	assertion	in	identifying	the	
most	critical	components	of	programming	for	adolescent	students	with	
EBD	in	more	restrictive	settings.	These	critical	components	encompass	
the	dynamic	and	reciprocal	relationships	that	occur	between	students	
and	staff	to	build	resilience.
	 Most	 unfortunately,	 this	 integral	 piece	 of	 programming	 is	 often	
overlooked	 and	 undervalued.	 Literature	 has	 shown	 the	 significant	
impact	 of	 student	and	 teacher	 relationships	on	academic,	 social	and	
emotional	growth,	and	outcomes	in	general	education	settings	(Hamre	
&	Pianta,	2001;	Murray	&	Pianta,	2007).	Yet,	the	impact	of	these	rela-
tional	aspects	upon	student	growth,	change,	and	resilience	is	not	fully	
addressed	within	the	implementation	and	maintenance	of	School	Wide	
Positive	Behavioral	Intervention	Supports	(SWPBIS),	and	related	pro-
gramming.	 I	have	experienced	and	been	a	witness	 to	 the	 lack	of	at-
tention	and	value	placed	upon	relational	aspects	of	programming	for	
adolescent	students	with	EBD.	Rather,	value	is	placed	more	upon	“evi-
dence	based	practices”	that	champion	the	benefits	of	fidelity	to	guided,	
prescribed	 interventions	 and	 models	 that	 are	 implemented	 utilizing	
scripted	pedagogical	practices.
	 Within	the	context	of	the	discussion	of	critical	attributes	of	relation-
ships	for	programming,	I	will	again	look	to	the	I Ching,	along	with	the	
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introduction	of	Vygotsky’s	Social	Constructivist	theory	and	resilience	
theory.	By	explaining	Vygotsky’s	theory	of	social	constructivism,	I	am	
further	 laying	the	theoretical	 foundation	of	programming	for	adoles-
cent	students	with	EBD.	Vygotsky	along	with	Wilhem	and	Wilhelm’s	
interpretation	of	the	I Ching	or	The Book of Change	(1995)	assert	that	
human	 development	 is	 dependent	 upon	 the	 context	 of	 environment,	
whereas	the	environment	is	dependent	upon	the	stage	of	development.	
Vygotsky	 (1994)	 illustrates	 this	 synergistic	process	 in	his	discussion	
of	the	child	development:	“Also	an	organism	internally	prepared	abso-
lutely	requires	the	determining	influence	of	the	environment	in	order	
to	be	able	 to	accomplish	 that	development	 (p.	64).	Furthermore,	Vy-
gotsky	expresses:	

This	structure	is	not	an	outward,	ready-made	creation.	It	originates	
in	 conformance	 with	 definite	 laws	 at	 a	 certain	 stage	 of	 natural	 of	
the	child.	It	cannot	be	forced	on	the	child	from	the	outside,	it	always	
originates	inwardly,	although	it	is	modeled	by	the	deciding	influence	
of	external	problems	with	which	the	child	 is	 faced	and	the	external	
signs	with	which	 it	operates....the	active	part	 is	here	played	by	 the	
organism	which	masters	the	means	of	cultural	behavior	supplied	by	
the	environment.	(p.62-64)

This	 paradox	 illustrates	 the	 importance	 of	 understanding	 that	 stu-
dents’	 environmental	 influences	 change	 according	 to	 their	 stage	 of	
development,	awareness,	and	 the	emergent	desire	 to	experience	and	
understand.	Most	importantly,	environment	is	shaped	and	created	by	
the	adults	within	students’	 family,	schools,	and	community.	The	syn-
ergistic	process	of	development,	environment,	and	social	relationships	
are	equally	significant:	most	importantly,	when	this	process	is	aligned	
with	the	unfolding	and	awareness	of	the	self	within	cultural,	societal,	
and	systemic	contexts.	As	described	in	Hue	(2011),	teachers	liken	this	
process	to	“‘a	seed	in	the	earth’,	which	would	grow	beautifully	when	the	
optimum	conditions	of	soil,	 light	and	temperature	were	reached.”	 (p.	
265)	These	processes	ultimately	result	in	students	acquiring	abilities	
to	resist,	recover,	and	overcome	risk	factors	and	adverse	life	challenges,	
defined	 as	 resilience	 (Hue,	 2011;	 Richardson,	 2002;	Vanderbilt-Adri-
ance	&	Shaw,	2008).
	 Before	 further	 discussing	 resilience,	 I	 must	 continue	 to	 expand	
upon	Vygotsky’s	social	constructivism	theory.	Vygotsky’s	theory	exam-
ines	 the	 social	 frameworks	 that	 influence	 how	 individuals	 construct	
their	internal	schema	of	knowledge	and	psychological	attributes	that	
influence	how	they	participate	in	their	world.	Gergen,	(1985)	supports	
this	 assertion	 within	 the	 discussion	 of	 psychological	 and	 social	 pro-
cesses:	“The	explanatory	locus	of	human	action	shifts	from	the	interior	
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region	of	 the	mind	to	the	processes	and	structure	of	human	interac-
tion.”	(271)	The	basis	of	this	theory	intertwines	with	the	I Ching	when	
discussing	individual	development	and	change	within	social	and	cul-
tural	constructs.	Throughout	the	different	stages	of	the	development	of	
self,	the	awareness	of	individual	distinctions	apart	from	cultural	and	
societal	constructs	emerge.	Time	and	change	remain	the	constants	that	
support	this	individual	growth.	Throughout	each	stage,	patterns	of	be-
havior,	learning,	social,	and	emotional	development	transpire	allowing	
for	the	growth	and	development	process	of	each	individual	 (Wilhelm	
&	Wilhelm,	1995).	Within	each	stage,	the	lens	in	which	they	view	the	
world	and	their	scope	of	interaction	and	participation	also	evolve	(Wil-
helm,	1995;	Vygotsky,	1994).	Vygotsky’s	theory	helps	to	create	a	para-
digm	in	which	we	can	view	current	educational	practices	and	program	
development	for	adolescent	students	with	EBD.	
	 While	Vygotsky’s	theory	originated	as	a	study	of	language	and	cog-
nitive	development,	it	is	important	to	acknowledge	his	contribution	to	
the	 development	 of	 social	 constructivism	 within	 the	 conversation	 of	
working	with	adolescent	students	with	EBD.	This	is	especially	perti-
nent	when	examining	developmental	stages	relative	to	social	interac-
tions,	 cultural	 context,	and	environment,	along	with	 the	progression	
from	 external	 to	 internal	 locus	 of	 control	 and	 influence.	 This	 social	
framework	is	based	upon	societal	expectations	and	rules	that	may	be	
static	or	transitory	in	nature.	Thus,	navigating,	understanding	and	par-
ticipating	within	societal	expectations	and	rules	requires	the	ability	to	
adapt	to	the	requirements	set	forth	within	this	construct	as	well	as	the	
transitory	nature	dependent	upon	who	deems	and	where	the	constructs	
are	 set	 (Gergen,	 1985;	 Hruby,	 2001;	 Hue,	 2011).	This	 meta-cognitive	
ability	to	effectively	understand,	navigate	and	participate	within	given	
societal	constructs	is	dependent	upon	the	societal	framework	in	which	
internal	schema	and	psychological	attributes	were	unconsciously	de-
veloped	(Gergen,	1985;	Hruby,	2001).	Most	crucial	to	understand	and	
acknowledge	are	students’	 individual	views,	attributes,	participatory	
actions,	and	behaviors	are	dependent	upon	early	and	continuing	rela-
tionships	and	interactions	within	this	framework	(Gergen,	1985).
	 Thus,	adolescent	students	with	EBD	in	restrictive	settings	may	not	
respond	favorably	to	traditional	evidence	based	behavioral	methodolo-
gy,	and	prescribed	“one	size	fits	all”	interventions	and	interactions	that	
advocate	fidelity	based	upon	generic	application	of	ascribed	attributes	
and	characteristics.	It	is	the	adult-child	relationships	that	are	integral	
to	the	formation	and	foundation	of	students’	construct	of	knowledge,	
and	social	and	 cultural	 structures	 that	greatly	 impact	all	aspects	 of	
their	life	experiences	(Poulou	&	Norwich,	2002).	While	I	cannot	control	
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the	social	and	cultural	structures	of	my	students’	home	and	community	
environment,	I	most	certainly	have	a	moral	and	ethical	duty	to	exert	
influence	over	their	school	environment	to	increase	quality	outcomes,	
create	change,	and	build	resilience.	The	power	of	adult-student	rela-
tionships	and	my	moral	and	ethical	duty	to	foster	such	relationships	is	
further	evidenced	in	this	I Ching	quote:	“The	universality	of	its	power	
includes	all	levels	in	all	dimensions;	every	seed	that	is	planted	grows	
and	matures	within	its	scope”	(p.	28).
	 It	is	already	well	documented	that	students	with	EBD	have	limited	
or	nonexistent	protective	factors	and	experience	more	significant	and	
prolonged	periods	of	fluctuations	across	most	domains	of	functioning	
(Masten,	 2001;	 Vanderbilt-Adriance	 &	 Shaw,	 2008).	 Thus,	 “atypical”	
patterns	of	development	and	reactions	become	evident	and	more	pro-
nounced	 across	 academic,	 social,	 emotional,	 and	 behavioral	 domains	
(Masten,	2001;	Yeager	&	Dweck,	2012;	U.S.	Department	of	Education,	
2004).	 The	 struggles	 that	 students	 exhibit	 further	 complicate	 their	
abilities	to	foresee	solution-focused	mechanisms	that	can	change	out-
comes.	Yeager	&	Dweck	(2012)	confirm	this	proposition	in	their	discus-
sion	of	student	mindsets	regarding	malleability	and	to	“the	psychology	
underlying	adolescents’	resilient	responses	to	academic	and	social	chal-
lenges.”	(P.	302)	Rather	students	view	and	operate	utilizing	instinctive,	
reactive	coping	strategies	for	participating	in	their	given	environment.	
Thus	resulting	 in	 internal	and/or	external	social,	 emotional,	and	be-
havioral	distress	(	Hue,	2011;	Yeager	&	Dweck,	2012).	
	 Hue	 (2011),	 asserts	 the	 theory	 of	 resilience,	 grounded	 in	 Confu-
cianism,	serves	as	a	foundation	of	self-discovery	of	inner	strengths	and	
abilities	through	the	innate	development	of	the	self.	However,	this	jour-
ney	requires	a	core	structural	base	built	akin	to	a	trellis	for	flowering	
plants,	or	as	a	teacher	in	Hue’s	(2011)	article	states:

If	 there	are	no	bamboo	 frames	 for	 them	to	climb	up	and	grow	over,	
they	 just	grow	everywhere	in	a	mess.	However,	 if	 there	are	bamboo	
frames	set	up	for	them	to	climb	over,	they	can	grow	along	them,	in	very	
beautiful	ways.	(p.	266)	

This	trellis,	or	bamboo	frame	while	built	within	parameters	of	policies,	
procedures,	mandates	and	cultural	and	societal	norms,	is	most	impera-
tive	for	student	growth	and	outcomes.	The	laying	of	these	frames,	the	
very	nature	of	constructing,	is	greatly	affected	by	the	hands	that	place	
them,	carefully	or	haphazardly,	determining	the	path	that	will	be	fol-
lowed	(Gilham,	2011;	Hue,	2011).	
	 At	 this	 juncture,	 I	 must	 again	 hauntingly	 reflect	 upon	 the	 fate	
of	my	 two	students,	and	 the	wise	words	of	my	other	 former	student	
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asking	me,	“Why	didn’t	you	try	hard	enough?”	I	wonder,	what,	if	any-
thing	could	have	been	done	differently	to	change	two	of	my	students’	
life	course?	How	did	I	lay	the	frames	for	their	trellis?	Did	I	try	hard	
enough	to	carefully	lay	enduring,	supportive,	flexible	structures	to	help	
determine	 their	path?	Did	 I	 push	hard	 enough	past	 the	parameters	
and	prescribed	guidelines,	policies,	procedures,	and	mandates	given	for	
building	and	supporting	the	trellis’	to	best	meet	the	significant	needs	
of	my	students?	How	carefully	did	my	staff	and	I	build	these	frames	
and	tend	to	the	seeds	that	were	entrusted	to	us,	already	fragile,	ready	
to	wither	or	grow	within	our	“scope”	of	care?	I	have	already	discussed	
that	the	contemplative	nature	of	this	article	may	not	find	or	answer	
definitive	questions.	I	must	also	note	that,	most	importantly,	I	will	not	
be	able	to	completely	answer	my	own	proposed	questions.	This	is	to	be	
expected,	as	part	of	the	reflexive	process	may	not	always	answer	ques-
tions,	and	in	fact	can	pose	more	for	further	exploration.	Rather,	I	use	
these	questions	to	guide	and	create	a	shift	in	thinking,	understanding,	
and	acknowledging	student	and	staff	relationships	as	the	foundation	of	
all	programming	for	students	with	EBD	in	restrictive	settings.	
	 These	relationships	and	interactions	are	often	the	pivotal	turning	
point	that	can	create	lasting	change	in	the	lives	of	adolescent	students	
with	EBD	(Montague	&	Rinaldi,	2001;	Poulou	&	Norwich,	2002).	Ev-
erything	 else;	 evidence	 based	 practices,	 interventions,	 supports	 and	
services,	are	the	individual	pieces	that	are	placed	upon	this	foundation	
to	collectively	form	the	frame	in	which	resilience	and	change	can	occur.	
I	argue	that	all	adults	within	the	education	system	have	a	collective,	
universal	power	to	make	lasting	impact	upon	students’	lives	and	the	
lens	in	which	they	view	and	experience	their	world.	Thus,	necessitating	
the	need	to	quit	shifting	blame,	making	excuses,	and	critically	examine	
how	this	system	will	uphold	and	support	the	placement	of	each	piece	of	
this	structure	for	students	with	EBD	in	restrictive	settings.
		 I	recall	being	asked,	in	reference	to	the	outcome	of	my	two	students,	
upon	my	insistence	that	programming	be	designed	and	implemented	
for	resilience	building,	if	resilience	is	innate?	Thus,	it	is	“either	there	or	
not”	or	whether	resilience	could	be	developed?	At	this	point	in	my	ca-
reer,	I	assert	as	a	testament	to	the	passion	and	dedication	of	students,	
staff,	and	most	families	I	work	with,	along	with	a	myriad	of	favorable	
outcomes,	that	resilience	in	fact	can	be	fostered	and	developed.	In	hind-
sight,	I	must	honestly	admit	my	limited	past	ability	to	understand	the	
impact	 of	 resilience	 upon	 the	 outcomes	 of	 my	 students-significantly,	
knowing	and	recognizing	that	the	environment	within	my	classroom	
greatly	attributed	to	my	students’	ability	to	gain	resilience	for	increased	
future	outcomes.	I	knew	the	significance	of	creating	an	environment	
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conducive	 to	 learning	and	social/emotional	growth.	 I	also	 recognized	
the	 complexities	 of	 programming	 and	 providing	 the	 needed	 founda-
tions	for	my	students.	Therefore,	I	relied	heavily	on	“expert”	advice	and	
support	that	at	this	point	in	my	career,	admittedly,	was	not	always	best	
for	my	students.	 I	am	not	 in	any	way	attempting	to	 lay	blame	upon	
any	one	person.	Rather,	accepting	that	as	a	less	experienced	teacher,	
I	was	limited	by	my	own	narrow	scope	and	vision	of	programming	for	
adolescent	students	with	EBD	in	restrictive	settings.	These	limitations	
created	opportunities	for	fear	and	powerlessness	to	impede	my	vision	
and	voice	in	creating	a	protective	environment	conducive	to	building	
resilience	and	change:	most	significantly	for	understanding	the	critical	
need	 for	 staff	 that	had	a	 shared	vision	of	 ethical,	philosophical,	and	
theoretical	ideology	in	working	with	adolescent	students	with	EBD	in	
restrictive	settings.	At	this	moment	I	 truly	understand	exactly	what	
was	meant	by	my	student’s	question,	“why	didn’t	you	try	hard	enough?”	
However,	a	more	evocative	question,	posed	by	my	educational	mentors	
and	leaders	should	have	been,	“how	do	we	help	you	to	understand?
	 It	is	at	this	final	stage	of	my	reflexive	journey,	that	I	reflect	upon	
the	meaning	of	this	I Ching	quote	in	support	of	my	call	for	change:

Change	 is	 the	“begetting	of	all	begetting”	 it	 is	said,	 the	overflowing	
abundance	of	the	force	for	which	there	is	never	standstill	nor	cessation.	
It	is	in	constant	change	and	growth	alone	that	life	can	be	grasped	at	
all.	(Javary,	1997,	p.	26)

I	argue	for	a	system	that	works	to	ameliorate	and	change	the	trajectory	
of	decreased	outcomes	for	adolescent	students	with	EBD.	This	system	
of	change	must	begin	at	the	systemic	level	in	which	a	new	way	of	think-
ing	about	philosophical	and	theoretical	perspectives	is	encouraged	and	
embraced.	 The	 core	 tenets	 of	 programing	 must	 address	 the	 critical	
need	to	promote	the	malleability	of	resilience	and	pathways	that	are	
built	through	relationships	(Hue,	2011;	Yeager	&	Dweck,	2012).	This	
understanding	requires	a	shift	in	thinking	that	moves	beyond	the	pre-
scribed,	 institutionalized	practice	of	 implementing	only	“one	size	fits	
all”	evidence	based	policies	and	practices.
	 I	must	also	assert	that	while	I	advocate	having	shared	core	tenets,	
and	 a	 foundational	 philosophical	 and	 theoretical	 basis	 of	 program-
ming,	a	culture	that	values	a	multi-disciplinary	approach	to	collabora-
tion,	 collegiality,	 and	 coordination	 is	 of	 utmost	 importance.	 Systems	
of	change	must	also	possess	the	ability	 to	assess	organizational	risk	
factors,	be	willing	to	change,	rebound,	and	thrive	within	adverse	situ-
ations	(Phillips,	Turner,	&	Holt,	2014).	Significant	aspects	of	organiza-
tional	structure	must	also	encompass	proactive,	 strength	based,	and	
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process	oriented	constructs	of	resilience	and	social-emotional	compe-
tence	of	all	service	providers	with	a	goal	of	obtaining	the	best	possible	
outcomes	 for	 adolescent	 students	 with	 EBD	 (Teasley,	 &	 Cruz,	 2014;	
Daniels,	2006;	Phillips,	Turner,	&	Holt,	2014).
	 At	the	final	writing	of	this	article	that	calls	for	a	system	of	change,	
I	was	confronted	with	the	news	of	the	arrest	of	my	former	student	on	a	
rape	and	murder	charge.	This	tragic	ending	to	two	students	lives,	both	
entrusted	in	the	care	of	myself,	and	a	system	that	is	meant	to	nurture,	
protect,	and	circumvent	such	endings	forces	me	to	wonder	if	this	call	is	
enough.	My	conclusion	is	that	this	call	is	the	beginning.	It	is	with	this	
in	mind	 that	 I	 encourage	open	 thinking	 to	employ	 the	philosophical	
underpinnings	of	the	I Ching	philosophy	to	understand	the	archetypal,	
universal	experience	as	the	basis	of	dynamic	and	transformative	es-
sence	of	change.	The	melding	of	I Ching	philosophy,	Vygotsky’s	social	
constructivist	theory,	and	resilience	theory	can	create	an	understand-
ing	of	the	continual	loop	of	shifting,	emerging,	and	retreating	processes	
that	occur	within	societal	and	cultural	constructs	of	relationships,	in-
teractions,	and	expectations	(Hue,	2011;	Javary,	1997;	Wilhelm	&	Wil-
helm,	1995;	Vygotsky,	1995).	This	knowledge	may	then	allow	 for	 the	
possible	recognition	of	the	crucial	moment	to	intervene	and	alter	the	
course	 within	 the	 natural	 phenomenon	 of	 change	 to	 more	 favorable	
outcomes.	Thus	moving	from	asking,	“what	could	have	been	done	dif-
ferently?”	To	stating,	“I	did	something	different.”
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