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1. ABSTRACT
In Britain, the ‘Building Schools for the Future’ (BSF) programme numbered among its aims:
‘the building of sustainable communities in which students and teachers alike [could] thrive’
(DfES, 2003, p.88). Modern, purpose-built and ecologically efficient architecture was
regarded as central to this. What is less clear is how particular architectural features could
contribute to the positive effects hypothesized in BSF literature.
Vischer (2008) has identified three areas in which environmental psychology research
explores the effects of workspaces and workplace design on individuals: Territoriality and
Belonging (how much users feel a part of the organisation, as a result of using the space);
Productivity (how the space affects the performance of the individual, the team and the
organisation) and Satisfaction (how users feel about the physical and aesthetic aspects of a
space). However, the experiences of children working in schools may be very different to
that of adults working in offices; and the role of the architecture in these different contexts
may also vary between them. In addition, there remains an opportunity to explore these
issues in secondary school settings as BSF was initially set-up in response to concerns
about secondary school architecture. This research re-conceptualized Vischer’s three areas
as Community (Territoriality…), Working Successfully (Productivity) and Well-being
(Satisfaction), to explore experiences of architecture in a school context.
This study over two phases operated from a Realist perspective (Blaikie, 1993) and used an
Exploratory Evaluation Research methodology (Clarke, 2005) to explore the responses of
students and staff to the architecture in 8 secondary schools: Schools A-D in the South-West
of England (total sample n=105 students; n=26 staff) and Schools E-H in London (total
sample n=83 students; n=2 staff). Schools A, E, F and H are BSF schools; B, C, D and G
are non-BSF (mixed architectural styles). Phase 1 used questionnaires and semi-structured
interviews to explore student and staff responses to the architecture in their schools; and
how this architecture affects their sense of Community, Working Successfully and WellBeing. Phase 2 used a classroom-based computer-aided design (CAD) activity to explore
whether participants could offer architectural design solutions for classrooms and schools,
according to their needs.
Thematic analysis revealed common definitions of Community, Working Successfully and
Well-Being across all schools; design choices which aimed to maximize natural light; beliefs
that SEN status is central to school functioning well as a community; and beliefs about the
role of curved architecture in improving acoustical quality. Implications for EP practice are
considered and future research directions proposed.
6

2. INTRODUCTION
2.1 Overview of research
This research was conceived and designed to explore how users interact with school
buildings; the context of school; and, whether school architecture suits the purpose for which
it has been created. Of course, an exploration of exactly ‘what’ that purpose is forms a large
part of this research. This research was also an opportunity to work with schools built as part
of the ‘Building Schools for the Future’ (BSF) programme, where purpose-built architecture
was proposed as a means of improving the quality-of-school-life for students and members
of staff (Mahony & Hextall, 2013); and compare their responses with schools which have not
undergone such extensive architectural reform.
The Literature Review explores some of the research findings around human experience in
the built-environment; but, there is a noticeable gap in the canon. Architectural and design
literature explores what good design looks like, according to principles which govern their
practice (aesthetics, cost, scale and ecological impact, for example). Psychologists and
behavioural scientists explore what the users of buildings feel in their particular contexts.
However, I argue that no single piece of research has captured what it is about school
buildings, in terms of their fabric and design, which elicits particular emotional responses in
users. Craik (1968) has described how humans might operate in the built-environment. The
modern secondary school, however, is arguably a unique environment combining ideas of
community, learning, nurture and identity. For the EP, managing a case-load which is
increasingly complex and which may include young people whose sensory challenges are
linked to the built-environment, research which aims to unpick this relationship can only be a
useful addition to their tool-kit.
Newman’s (1972) work on the theory of ‘defensible spaces’ is an influence on the research:
he suggested that human users interact with their built-environment in accordance with its
level of dis-repair and their perceived ‘ownership’ or sense-of-responsibility for it. This notion
of a dynamic relationship between human-beings and the built-environment, where humans
simultaneously ‘act on’ and are ‘acted on by’ the built-environment, is a key aspect of this
two-phase research, which uses questionnaire, semi-structured interviews and a computerbased small-group classroom exercise, to explore user judgements about the current
architecture in eight schools; and to propose design-solutions according to their own wishes.

7

2.2 Background to research
In a study of the experience of students in a Greek primary school, Christidou, Tsevreni,
Epitropou and Kittas, (2013) suggest that ‘good’ school architecture exerts a positive effect
on the well-being and sense of belonging of those who use it. In Britain, the ‘Building
Schools for the Future’ (BSF) programme numbered among its aims: ‘the building of
sustainable communities in which students and teachers alike [could] thrive’ (Department for
Education and Skills [DfES], 2003, p.88). Modern, purpose-built and ecologically efficient
architecture was regarded as central to this. What is less clear is how particular architectural
features, (such as the materials from which a building is constructed and how it is designed),
contribute to the positive effects reported by Christidou et al. (2013); and to the communities
hypothesised by DfES.
This lack of clarity may arise from the difficulties inherent in applying environmental
psychological principles in a school-setting. In architectural and environmental psychology
Craik (1968) has explored a ‘psychology of architecture in communities’ by focussing on the
question ‘what does the everyday physical environment do to people?’ However, the
functioning of schools as contained communities with particular architectural features is less
well understood. In addition, does the term ‘well-being’, offered by Christidou et al. (2013),
refer to physical or psychological health, or both? Is it a self-defined concept, or something
which only a health practitioner can define? Further complicating the debate, Gislason
(2010) argues that no established framework actually exists for conducting school design
research.
One of the major difficulties in exploring how architecture contributes to a community and to
well-being is that a merging- or ‘blurring’ (Mercer, 1975)- of research disciplines and
approaches may be required: environmental psychology, design, architecture, systems
theories and education may all contribute to an understanding (Burgdorff, Stiftung & Räume,
2011). In addition, there is a complex relationship to consider: Gislason (2010) argues that
‘good’ architecture can be measured objectively, using the engineer’s tools of light refractive
indices, materials science and thermal efficiency measurement. On the other hand, SotoJohnson, Yestness and Dalton (2008) argue that ‘good’ community is an entirely subjective
phenomenon. A research methodology which intends to explore human interactions with the
built-environment arguably has to consider both objective and subjective positions. While
these positions may be debated, they do highlight two questions: what are school buildings
for (and do they achieve this); what does ‘community’ mean in the context of a school?
There is a clear need to develop a framework by which human interactions with the school
environment can be explored.

8

3. LITERATURE REVIEW
3.1 A way to move forward
This review explores literature from a range of disciplines, including environmental
psychology, architecture and community psychology; and examines some of the academic
responses to BSF. The work of Vischer (2008) has provided a conceptual basis for
integrating studies of environment and user. In so doing she has posited means by which
Mercer’s (1975) ‘blurring’ of disciplines might proceed. Vischer (2008) has outlined three
areas which, she believes, can be used to categorize human/built-environment interactions.
This review will look at the three aspects of Vischer’s model, as stand-alone concepts as
well as in relation to the relevant literature which may elucidate them. It will then examine
BSF, in order to determine whether the programme might be understood using Vischer’s
(2008) approach.
3.2 Search Parameters and Strategy
The following electronic databases were searched between December 01st, 2013 and
January 30th, 2014: ASP (1990-2012), EBSCO (2000-2012), Education Research Complete
(1969-2012) and Science Direct (1975-2012). Key search terms were: ‘school architecture,
‘school architecture + sense of community’, ‘community + measure’, ‘architecture + school +
environment’, ‘Building Schools for the Future’ and ‘psychology + environment + school +
community’. These were combined with the keywords ‘evaluation’, ‘self-report’, ‘secondary
school’ and ‘U.K’. Cross referring of reference lists in found studies was also conducted, to
maximize the pool of studies.
In accordance with Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff & Altman (2009), there follows an example of a
full electronic search strategy:


Database Education Research Complete;



Enter search term ‘school architecture’;



Limit to [‘U.K. studies’] [substitute ‘England’];



Limit to ‘Building Schools for the Future’ [substitute ‘new build’] [substitute
‘grammar’];



Limit to ‘2003-2014’;



Enter search term ‘school architecture + sense of community’;



Limit to [‘U.K. studies’] [substitute ‘England’];



Repeat search term ‘school architecture + sense of community’;



Limit to [‘studies in England secondary school’] [substitute ‘urban’] [substitute ‘rural’];



Enter search term ‘psychology + environment + school + community’;



Limit to ‘pupil evaluation’ [substitute ‘self-report’].
9

3.3 Satisfaction, Territoriality and Belonging, and Productivity: Vischer (2008)
Vischer (2008) explores the effects of workspaces and workplace design on individuals, in a
review of environmental psychology literature. She proposes that workplace environment
research may be categorized in terms of: Satisfaction (how users feel about the physical and
aesthetic aspects of a space); Productivity (how the space affects the performance of the
individual, the team and the organisation); and Territoriality and Belonging (how much users
feel a part of the organisation, as a result of using the space).
In addition, Vischer (2008) suggests that each of these categories contains discreet aspects
of the environment, which may be studied: Ambient Environmental Conditions (AEC),
Furniture and Office Layout (FOL), and Process Issues (PI). In this way, a model of
workplace and workspace interactions may be developed. For example, in terms of
Satisfaction one may explore whether people like the lighting in their environment (AEC);
whether people like the furniture (FOL); whether people report more or less satisfaction with
their environment, if they have been involved in decisions about it (PI). Alternatively, one
may be interested in how Productivity (defined as the number of reports completed in a set
period, for example,) is affected by the reported comfort-level of office furniture (FOL).
Vischer’s (2008) review appears to support Gislason’s (2010) notion that ‘good’ architecture
may be measured objectively; and introduces the idea that user feedback is integral to this.
The difficulty in applying this in a school context lies with the categories themselves (which,
as Vischer points out are derived from a review of literature rather than a single piece of
research). What does Satisfaction mean, in a school context? What is Productivity? What is
Territoriality and Belonging?
3.4 Vischer’s approach in a school context: Satisfaction
The concept of Satisfaction, as defined by Vischer (2008), may be a straightforward concept
to understand:
Surveys of occupant satisfaction in specific buildings indicate which features are
preferred and which are disliked by occupants (Walden, 2005; Windsor, 2005, cited
in Vischer, 2008, p.99).
In Vischer’s review, this attitude of ‘to what extent I like…’ can be addressed in terms of
AEC, FOL and PI. Surveys and questionnaires are the measure (Marans & Spreckelmeyer,
1981; Hedge, 1986; Veitch, Charles, Newsham, Marquardt & Geerts, 2004, all cited in
Vischer, 2008). This suggests that using Likert-scales and/or interviews to explore
judgements of satisfaction would be an appropriate and straightforward approach. However,
Vischer’s exploration does bring up a difficulty: in order to assess user Satisfaction in a
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school, one has to distinguish between a range of users. Students, teaching staff and
support staff may have a range of needs which are met more or less satisfactorily.
It may be argued that Vischer’s approach sets up a false assumption: that being satisfied
with one’s environment is implicitly a measure of the effectiveness of the environment and of
‘job satisfaction’. This leads us back to the difficulty inherent in applying environmental
psychology in a school context. That a school environment may ‘work’ for the users
described above does not necessarily mean that it is liked by all of them; further, that users
may describe satisfaction with one aspect of their environment (AEC, for example) does not
necessarily mean that this level of satisfaction is experienced by all users equally. For
example, teaching staff may rate the aesthetic qualities of a classroom in terms of how well
they feel able to ‘do their job’; students may rate the same qualities in terms of how easily
they feel able to avoid doing theirs. This is before one can even decide exactly what the job
of these different users is. Is the ‘job’ of a student, for example, to learn by mechanisms
outlined by the teacher? Is the teacher’s ‘job’ to lead and define the student? This has
implications for the ‘role’ of a school and ideas of Productivity (discussed below).
In exploring Satisfaction, Vischer (2007b, cited in 2008) suggests that:
A workspace cannot be designed to be a one-time, final, and permanent ergonomic
support for all office tasks, but rather needs to be adaptable and ‘negotiable’ to be
most supportive to most users. Users need the skills and opportunities to engage
with and adjust their environment successfully (p100).
Suggestive of a dynamic relationship between user and environment, this sounds like a
reasonable proposal to make in an adult workplace but can it really be applied in a school?
In his critique of the 2010-15 Coalition government’s ‘Troops to Teachers’ proposals (the
fast-tracking of ex-armed services personnel into schools in England as teachers), Tipping
(2013) suggests that the Department for Education (DfE) is keen for:
A restoration of an idealised ‘Golden Age’ of teaching based around traditional
teaching methods coupled with strong discipline. This it seems is the necessary and
urgent antidote to pernicious ‘trendy teaching’, which its critics argue, misguidedly
relies on pupils as partners in learning (p.470).
Whether one accepts or rejects the basis for ‘Troops to Teachers’ proposals, the question
remains: in a climate where a classical pedagogy appears to be regarded as a panacea and
antidote to ‘trendy teaching’, by government, can students really ‘engage with and adjust
their environment successfully’ in order to attain Satisfaction in Vischer’s terms? The main
difficulty with exploring Satisfaction according to Vischer’s proposals is that in a school there
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may be competing/conflicting ideas of what ‘satisfaction’ is, according to who is being asked
and what their role is (student, teacher, support staff, maintenance staff etc.).
3.5 Vischer’s approach in a school context: Productivity
Productivity, meanwhile, is depicted as ‘task performance’ in much of the literature reviewed
by Vischer (2008). For example, studies by Springer (1986) and Adair (1984) (both cited in
Vischer, 2008) are described as looking at the effects of environmental changes (such as the
installation of brighter light-bulbs) on the capacity of workers on production lines to produce
more of a particular product.
The difficulty in applying this conceptualization of productivity to a school comes in trying to
work out what a school ‘produces’. Is a school ‘a machine’ for producing academic results, in
a manner alluded to by Le Corbusier’s famous maxim on the purpose of a house as ‘a
machine for living in’ (Weber, 2009)? This perspective may be criticized as an ‘adult-led
pedagogical trajectory’ (Pooley, Breen, Pike, Drew & Cohen, 2008, p.90), where the school
exists solely to fuel a knowledge-economy by producing graduates; and where education is
a productive asset in this economy. Alternatively, is a school an expression of post-modern
‘choice’, as argued by Haydn (2004) in his exploration of what he calls the ‘abandonment of
the old comprehensive-school model and its vision of socially-engineered equality’ (p.418)?
This perspective may be criticized as ‘parental economic choices over-riding educational
ones’ (Haydn, 2004, p.420), where parents exercise a right to choose the school which
appears to match their socio-economic aspirations rather than the school which might best
serve their children’s needs. The modern academy or free school may fulfil both or neither of
these roles.
Jiddu Krishnamurti even goes so far as to draw a distinction between ‘acquiring knowledge’
and ‘learning’; a distinction which would appear to have profound implications for trying to
work out what a school ‘produces’:
Understanding is not an intellectual process. Acquiring knowledge… and learning…
are two different things, for the knowledge you accumulate… is always of the past
and a mind that is burdened with the past is a sorrowful mind (Krishnamurti, 1969,
p.17).
Krishnamurti appears to be arguing that the accumulation of knowledge, which might be
outlined as the ‘goal’ of a student (so that he or she may pass exams, for example) and,
therefore, the purpose of a school, is to the detriment of a more profound ‘learning’; a
learning that transcends the pedagogical trajectory criticized above by Pooley et al., (2008).
What form this learning takes is not outlined by Krishnamurti, except to say that it should
bring with it a clearer understanding of the individual’s own context as a human-being. This
12

presents a difficulty: to what extent can a modern school balance this suggestion that
learning should be about facilitating a deep level of self-reflection in students, with the
expectations that students will pass exams? Returning to the ‘Troops to Teachers’ proposal
further illustrates the difficulty in defining productivity.
3.5.1 Troops to Teachers: one conceptualization of Productivity Burkard (2008) appears
to argue that the purpose of a school- and by definition the measure of its productivity- is to
avoid pupil-centred, collaborative learning; to focus on an adult-led pedagogy; and to
maximize the attainment of students in adherence with a fixed set of objectives. In support of
the ‘Troops to Teachers’ programme, and citing evidence from its application in the United
States, he suggests that:
Enter “soldier-centered (or centred) teaching” in Google and you will not get a match.
Unsurprisingly, the Army is not keen on letting recruits “investigate” hand grenades;
nor does the RAF take a “learner-centred” approach to aircraft maintenance; and nor
does the Navy’s submarine school “personalise” instruction to suit each
midshipman’s “learning style”. (Burkard 2008, p.10)
Burkard (2008) equates poor discipline with poor attainment in schools. In terms of
measuring the productivity of a school this appears to be a straightforward argument:
schools exist to maximize the attainment of their students while minimizing poor behaviour.
However, there are critics of this view of ‘what education is for’. Giroux, Saltman & Gabbard,
(2010), cited in Tipping, (2013) have argued that such a narrow focus inevitably leads to
corporate involvement in education; where business seeks to maximize economic efficiency
in the running of a school to the detriment of higher ideals of what education might be for,
particularly its role to help shape a more equal society.
The difficulty lies in equating Vischer’s (2008) concept of Productivity, with the lived
experience of education. As Alexander et al. (2009, cited in Tipping, 2013) point out:
[‘Troops to Teachers’] does not advance the debate of “what” an education is for.
Instead, with its focus on traditional values and skills, it privileges a utilitarian and
narrow conception of education and hinders policy-makers or the profession “asking
what in the twenty-first century, is truly ‘basic’ to young children’s education beyond
reading, writing and arithmetic” (p.477).
Tipping (2013) is concerned that ‘Troops to Teachers’ proposals:
[Reflect] the present government’s belief that teaching is a practical, mechanistic
trade, rather than a profession with intellectual and moral foundations… [and] diverts
attention away from a serious and comprehensive attempt to reduce material and
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class inequalities by championing traditional values, teaching and content as the
preferred way to raise educational standards (p.477).
The sides of the debate appear to be obvious: on the one hand, education should be
subject-based and linear, with a focus on attainment managed in a classical pedagogy; on
the other hand, the ability to think critically and independently above all else should be
extolled by schools. Can one have both? Tipping’s arguments are compelling. Burkard’s
arguments seem to be intuitive. For the Educational Psychologist, there are implications
which seem obvious: if we continue to equate behavioural standards with academic ones
how will students with emotional and social difficulties be accommodated, for example? This
point is not a new one and is made succinctly by a sixteen year-old contributor to The
Observer newspaper’s essay competition, in 1967:
I am not educated in the sense that I can hold my own in adult society. I have felt
continually suppressed at school, and any confidence I gained has been thwarted. It
is difficult to imagine what hell a self-conscious child can go through, longing to
express himself yet finding the effort… too painful (Blishen, 1969, pp.21-22).
The problem remains in adequately describing Productivity. Neither Tipping (2013) nor
Burkard (2008) provide a clear definition of what education should be- rather, they offer
reasons why the ‘opposing’ view is not the correct one. Both allude to the idea of preparing
students for a world beyond school. What exactly that world looks like is still debated.
Attainment and success seem to be implicit in both arguments; what form this takes (and
how it is measured) remains unclear. The crux of the problem is one of ideology, according
to Bosetti and Walker (2010), who, in a review of the perceptions of university vicechancellors in the U.K., offer this from Colin Lucas (University of Oxford):
One of the greatest distortions is this sense that the only thing that universities are
for, is to drive the economy. The core mission of universities is threatened by a
narrow value system (p.6).
This may be the point that Tipping (2013) is trying to make with regards to secondary
schools. That it is an ideological point makes his argument a circular one: he describes what
schools should not be, but cannot make explicit what (and how) they should be. Vischer’s
exploration of productivity suffers, arguably, from the context of her review in general: the
experiences of children working in schools may be very different to that of adults working in
offices; and the role of the architecture in these different contexts may also vary between
them.
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3.6 Vischer’s approach in a school context: Territoriality and Belonging
Vischer (2008) argues that the degree to which individuals feel a sense-of-belonging in a
workplace is the strongest indicator of the ‘success’ of its design; more so than ‘Satisfaction’
or ‘Productivity’. Her conceptualization is based on three levels of ‘comfort’:
Physical comfort refers to basic human needs such as safety, hygiene and
accessibility, which must be assured… so that users find their environment habitable.
Functional comfort… refers to the degree to which their environment supports users’
tasks. At a more abstract level… is psychological comfort, including feelings of
belonging, ownership and control over the workspace (p.100).
Vischer’s conceptualization of Territoriality and Belonging appears to mirror those of
Community in the literature. Community continues to be studied as a phenomenon by which
human beings make allegiances with each other, for reasons of physical security (Major &
Winters, 2013), economic sustainability (Born, 2013) and cultural identity (Trimano &
Emanuelli, 2012). However, the concept of school-as-community is debated.
3.6.1 School community and links with well-being Sayer, Beaven, Stringer & Hermena
(2013) have documented the conceptualization of ‘community’ proposed by McMillan and
Chavis (1986) [see p.17] in order to explore the sense of community experienced by primary
school children. Of particular importance is the attribute ‘emotional safety’, a component of
Membership (one of the four factors in McMillan and Chavis’ model). This is mirrored as a
sense of well-being in literature looking at the psychological effects of building design. Smith,
Metcalfe & Lommerse (2012) argue that: ‘socially responsible interior architecture is an
essential factor in providing the conditions for the wellbeing of individuals and communities’
(p.3). Nevertheless, the mechanisms by which this occurs remain unclear and Woolner, Hall,
Higgins, McCaughey & Wall (2007) concede that:
There is an overall lack of empirical evidence about the impact of individual elements
of the physical environment which might inform school design at a practical level to
support student achievement (p.47).
On the one hand, there are ideas of emotional support, physical protection and intellectual
stimulation encapsulated by ‘school’ (Soto-Johnson et al., 2008). On the other hand, there
are references to common purpose, equality and unity (Redding, 1991). While these
contrasting perspectives need not be mutually exclusive, they highlight the on-going need for
clarity in a working definition of community in the context of school. This is particularly
important when individual authors argue that schools are actually (unhealthy) networks, not
(healthy) communities:
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School takes our children away from any possibility of an active role in community
life… by relegating the training of children to the hands of certified experts… and by
so doing it ensures that [they] cannot grow up fully human. Aristotle taught that,
without a fully active role in community, one could not hope to become a healthy
human being (Taylor Gatto, 1992, p.13).
This perspective can be criticized as a ‘lone-voice’ and it fails to define what exactly is meant
by ‘community’ (as distinct from ‘network’). Nevertheless, it implies an association between
‘community’ and ‘well-being’. This is important: might community be a collectivizing context,
and the mechanism for a particular outcome (well-being, in this case)? If this is the case, it
would seem that community is a complex idea to encapsulate with a single definition.
3.6.2 Social Psychology: early conceptualizations of community? It may be argued that
Social Identity Theory (SIT), as proposed by Turner, Brown & Tajfel (1979), is a starting
point for later definitions of community. In order to maximize cognitive processing potential
and minimize error, the individual categorizes social experience, stratifying him- or herself
and other individuals (Gross, 1987). Categorizing others, enables one to achieve positive
self-image by aligning oneself with a favourable ‘in-group’, the characteristics of which i)
maximize self-identity, by association; and ii) maximize the undesirable characteristics of an
‘out-group’, by contrast (Turner et al., 1979).
Cairns (1994) makes the point that a ‘group’ does not have to be an objective entity,
according to SIT: where the individual seeks a common collective, or is labelled by others, is
enough to loosely categorize him- or herself as a member. As a model, SIT appears to be
pre-empting the ideas of emotional support, physical protection and intellectual stimulation
encapsulated by ‘school’ (Soto-Johnson et al., 2008); and, those of common purpose,
equality and unity (Redding, 1991). Where SIT is limited is, arguably, in its depiction solely of
mechanism rather than experience: of ‘how’ or ‘why’ a community might agglomerate, rather
than ‘what it feels like’ for those members who agglomerate into a community. In partial
resolution of this, it is worth considering an alternative model: Psychological Sense-ofCommunity.
3.7 Psychological Sense-of-Community
Psychological sense of community (PSoC) focuses on the experience of community rather
than its structure, formation, setting, or other features. The psychological approach asks
questions about the individual's perception, understanding, attitudes and feelings about
community and his or her relationship to it; as well as the experience of others' participation
in it. Sarason (1974) proposed that PSoC lies at the heart of any conceptual definitions of
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community, asserting that the individual is defined by his or her proximal relationship to the
established norms, values and symbols which identify and provide cohesion in a community:
[PSoC] is the perception of similarity to others, an acknowledged interdependence
with others, a willingness to maintain this interdependence by giving to or doing for
others what one expects from them, and the feeling that one is part of a larger
dependable and stable structure (Sarason, 1974, p.157).
Basing their work on the conceptual outline of Sarason (1974) and, to an extent, Gusfield’s
(1975) two dimensions of community (territorial and relational), McMillan and Chavis (1986)
define ‘sense of community’ (SoC- preferring not to use the term PSoC) in terms of the
feelings members have about other members, how much members matter to one another,
and, how being a member of the community can ensure the meeting of members’ needs.
3.7.1 McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) four-element model of community is widely regarded
in the literature as the most broadly applicable conceptualization (Chipuer & Pretty, 1999;
Garcia, Giulani & Wiesenfield, 1999; Obst & White, 2004, for example). McMillan and Chavis
(1986) propose that community is composed of four elements:
1. Membership includes five attributes: boundaries; emotional safety; a sense of
belonging and identification, personal investment; and, a common symbol
system.
2. Influence- members need to feel that they have some influence in the group, and
some influence by the group on its members is needed for group cohesion.
3. Integration and fulfillment of needs- members feel rewarded in some way for their
participation in the community.
4. Shared emotional connection- the "definitive element for true community"
(McMillan & Chavis, 1986, p.14), it includes shared history- or identification with
it- and shared participation.
Several studies have found evidence for these four elements: residents of new-build and
satellite towns in the United States (Plas & Lewis, 1996), ethnic-Spanish urban
neighbourhoods in Venezuela (Garcia et al., 1999); and African-American single mothers in
Baltimore (Brodsky, 1996). In large factor analytic studies using multiple measures of SoC,
evidence has also been found for the four dimensions in an internet-based virtual community
(Blanchard, 2007; 2008; Obst et al., 2002).
3.7.2 Criticism of McMillan and Chavis’ model Nevertheless, the needs-based logic for
SoC is heavily criticised in the literature (notably by Nowell & Boyd, 2010) because it
conceptualizes community as a resource for the individual, rather than a value:
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Outcomes are valued by an individual to the extent that they satisfy the physiological
or psychological needs of the individual, or to the extent that they lead to other
outcomes that satisfy such needs or are expected by the individual to do so (Miner,
2005, p.76).
Nowell and Boyd (2010) also suggest that the needs-based theoretical underpinnings of the
McMillan and Chavis’ model have assumed more importance than explicit statements of
values in community psychology:
In the field of community psychology, the importance of principled and/or values
driven thought and action figures prominently in our doctrine; it is, thus, incongruous
that we have failed to explore the possibility that [SoC] could be rooted in values and
social responsibility (p.835).
However, McMillan (2011) counters what he regards as Nowell and Boyd’s
misunderstanding of the model by drawing our attention to the first element (‘membership’):
Although [Membership] describes boundaries, emotional safety, and sense of
belonging as essential to sense of community, implied is the responsibility that
members have to protect the community’s boundaries, to be honest, open and
transparent, and to be welcoming and accepting of members. These are social
responsibilities that members have to their community. All of them are implicit in the
first element of sense of community (p.511).
This may actually highlight the fundamental concern around the conceptualization of SoC:
that much is implied rather than explicit makes it difficult to unpick the model. By accepting
the conceptual framework of McMillan and Chavis (1986) as sufficient, Nowell and Boyd
(2010) quite reasonably point out that much of the work in SoC has become concerned with
the question ‘are we measuring things in the right way?’; rather than the arguably more
important question: ‘are we measuring the right things?’ Of course, it is likely that both are
important but, as yet, appear not to have been given equal weight in the literature.
3.8 Attempts to measure community: the Sense of Community Index (SCI)
The Sense of Community Index (SCI) (Perkins, Florin, Rich, Wandersman & Chavis, 1990)
and Sense of Community Index Version 2 (SCI-2) (Chavis, Lee & Acosta, 2008) are
regarded as mapping more accurately onto McMillan and Chavis’ model than any other
(Chipuer & Pretty, 1999; Long & Perkins, 2003). They are the most frequently used
quantitative measure of sense of community in the social sciences (Obst & White, 2004;
Obst, Zinkiewicz & Smith, 2002). Newer, education-specific measures do exist- in particular,
the Sense of Community in School Scale (SCSS) (Admiraal & Lockhorst, 2012). However,
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the array of evidence validating the SCI is compelling. As yet, there is very little literature
examining SCSS in a wider context.
The SCI has been demonstrated to capture the four elements of the McMillan and Chavis
(1986) model and has been used in numerous studies covering different cultures in North
and South America, Asia and the Middle East, in both qualitative and quantitative
methodologies. Its greatest strength lies arguably in the diversity of settings in which it has
been successfully applied. These include: immigrant communities (Sonn, 2002); religious
communities (Miers & Fisher, 2002); and internet communities (Obst et al., 2002).
Furthermore, there is literature which uses SCI-2 to evaluate students’ sense of community
in an Australian university (Obst & White, 2004).
3.8.1 Criticism of SCI However, it is important to suggest caution: all of these studies
recognize that the instruments’ ‘fit’ to McMillan and Chavis’ model demonstrates evidence of
the validity of the model as measured by the instruments; not that the model is the most
appropriate conceptualization of community. There is no current conceptualization of school
architecture as a means by which community is shaped and influenced. In fact, SCI-2
devotes one item only to the role of architecture. Equally, there is no current literature which
attempts to define school architecture’s shaping and influencing role using the lived
experiences of students as the drivers of the research. This is a significant omission,
particularly when one considers that the BSF policy document specified a participatory
approach:
Students themselves... [should be regarded] as stakeholders... [they] should be
involved wherever possible in the design, aesthetic and architectural decision-making
process (DfES, 2003, p.26).
In addition, Cartland, Ruch-Ross & Henry (2003) suggest that SCI does not address ‘social
capital’; what Bourdieu (1986) refers to as:
The aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of
a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual
acquaintance and recognition (p.244).
This is the aspect of community predicated, arguably, on the sense that an intellectual,
economic, social or cultural mobility is afforded by membership of the community- that
membership of the community offers some sort of exclusive potential, which is not available
to non-members. In a school setting, this might be conceptualized as a sporting, academic
or cultural rivalry with another school. This is relevant to considerations of community
because it sets up a question about inclusion: are students who feel excluded within their
school (behaviourally, academically, culturally or otherwise) still able to identify themselves
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as part of a community which is distinct from a rival school? Or, in other words, if a student
feels excluded in their school do they still consider themselves to be a member of that
school? The difficulty is in the interpretation of what SCI actually measures. Does SCI
measure similarity, not sense of community; or, does it measure sense of community which
pre-supposes similarity? A distinction is necessary because, as Cartland et al., (2003) point
out:
[Are we interpreting] the positive feeling of being part of the wider community or the
negative feeling of... excluding others that contributes to the effect of the construct?
(p.307).
For the excluded students hypothesized above, the dichotomy may be an unusual one. It is
clear that there are possible links between ideas of ‘architecture’, ‘community’ and ‘school’;
unfortunately, no single literature has adequately described them. An exploration of BSF
may elucidate these links, by clarifying its objectives as a modern school-building
programme with ‘community’ as a central feature.
3.9 Building Schools for the Future (BSF)
The ‘Building Schools for the Future’ (BSF) programme was the last Labour government's
investment programme in secondary school infrastructure in England. Launched in 2003, it
aimed to refurbish or rebuild all 3500 secondary schools in England over 18 years with an
estimated cost by 2023 of £55bn (Mahony & Hextall, 2013). Fourteen Local Education
Authorities were asked to take part in the Government's first wave, during 2005/6. By
December 2009, ninety-six Local Authorities had joined the programme. In 2007, BSF was
complemented by the announcement of a Primary Capital Programme (PCP), with £1.9
billion to spend on 675 building projects for primary schools in England over three years. On
5th July, 2010 the new Secretary of State for Education, Michael Gove, announced that
following a review, the programme was to be scrapped. BSF projects which had not
achieved the status of 'financial close' would not proceed, meaning that 715 school revamps
already signed up to the scheme would not go ahead.
3.9.1 BSF Aims and Criticism BSF was:
Overtly aimed at remedying the deterioration which had occurred in both the overall
state of school buildings and in their fitness to meet the educational demands of
teaching and learning in the twenty-first century (Mahony & Hextall, 2013, p.854).
At the same time, BSF was intended to play a key part in a new educational and social
policy trajectory, which made explicit links between poor educational outcomes and social
exclusion. The ‘Third Way’ philosophy central to this new model for social justice offered:
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A framework of thinking and policy-making that seeks to adapt social democracy to a
world which has changed fundamentally over the past two or three decades [and is] a
third way in the sense that it is an attempt to transcend both old-style social
democracy and neo-liberalism (Giddens, 1998, p.26).
BSF has met with much criticism, not least from the current [at time of writing] Coalition
government who declared that the programme was beset with massive cost-overrun, missed
targets and poor-quality architecture (Curtis, 2010). In addition, the Campaign for State
Education (CASE) argued that an initiative where fifty percent of costs were met by the
private sector- as was the case with BSF- was a pernicious step towards the privatisation of
educational services; with a subsequent ‘passing-on’ of responsibility for education by local
authorities to the private sector (CASE, 2008).
Mahony, Hextall & Richardson (2011) suggest that some of the motivations of BSF are
regarded as sound; and that the programme was about more than simply constructing new
buildings:
This investment [was] surely to be welcomed given the dilapidated state of school
buildings, which characterised many state schools throughout the 1980s and 1990s.
The negative messages about the respect and value accorded to students and their
teachers working in such schools were inescapable (p.342).
However, the ‘slippery’ key objectives of the programme as set out in the BSF policy
document are identified as a major flaw (Mahony & Hextall, 2013):
[BSF intends to provide] transformational education improvement, especially in areas
of historically low performance; good design; and the provision of other services on
school sites for the wider community (DfES, 2003, p.76).
These competing objectives- of educational improvement, good design and the wider
provision of services- each with unique challenges were difficult to reconcile. As Leiringer
and Cardellino (2011) point out, there was very little indication in BSF literature as to how
‘good design’ might foster ‘transformational education improvement’. Furthermore, it was
unclear as to whether school would be a separated, after-hours site for community-life; or
actually perform an integrative role as a community-centre, in some way. This is important to
consider because the former merely suggests that buildings are used outside school hours;
the latter, however, implies that school actually has a role in the functioning of a community.
3.9.2 BSF core objective: ‘community’ A central BSF objective was that schools must be
communities of and for learning (DfES, 2003). This idea has support in the literature,
particularly from Witten, McCreanor & Kearns (2007) who suggest that New Zealand schools
play a role in supporting a wider community by being a source of community knowledge,
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supplying a common meeting place and offering a point from which to develop networks of
support and friendship. These are communitarian attributes, certainly (Avineri & De-Shalit,
1993). However, there is no proposal as to how the school buildings achieve this; only that
they do. It is possible that BSF authors have ignored the role that architecture may play for
reasons outlined by Walter Benjamin in 1936: “we receive architecture... in a state of
distraction. We never notice our ambient environment until it starts to change” (Burford,
Deckker, Holm, Rattray, Williams & McEwan, 2011, p.4).
3.10 Gap in the literature
Vischer (2008) provides a conceptual basis for exploring the effects of environment on
individuals. However, the principles of Satisfaction, Territoriality and Belonging, and
Productivity cannot easily be applied to schools, or as a critique of BSF objectives. In
addition, current measures of community and McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) model may not
fully explore the role that architecture plays in a school; the responses of people to it; and
whether or not it facilitates the ideas set out by Vischer (2008). Finally, the conceptualization
of ‘a product’- what school is for- has not been clearly achieved.
For example, Pooley et al., (2008) found that primary school children spontaneously defined
community ‘in terms of people, places for activities and interaction, a place for safety, cooperation, influence and functionality’ (p.87), which echoes aspects of McMillan and Chavis’
original conceptualization. Sayers et al., (2013) have recognized the utility of both McMillan
and Chavis’ work, in their work exploring primary school pupils’ sense of community.
However, neither of these studies has integrated adult and child perceptions of the
architecture in the studied schools; emotional responses to it; or evaluations of whether or
not the architecture affects how people learn, work and interact. This is of particular
importance when one considers that:
User participation [is] fundamental to the achievement of a well-designed school
facility… a truly ‘fit for purpose’ educational facility can only be achieved through the
participation of teachers in the design process… [and] the input of pupils has… a
positive impact on innovative design (Leiringer & Cardellino, 2011, p.920).
Furthermore, Higgins, Hall, Wall, Woolner and McCaughey (2005) argue that clientinvolvement in the process of design and related decision-making becomes a predictor for
increased motivation, by increasing feelings of ownership:
There appears to be a strong link between effective engagement with staff, students
and other users of school buildings and the success of environmental change in
having an impact on behaviour, well-being or attainment. The ownership of
innovation, in contrast to the externally imposed solution, appears to tap directly into
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motivational aspects which are key factors in maximising the impact of change.
Changing the environment is ‘worth doing’ if it is done as a design process (p.6).
The current literature does not adequately address issues which may be considered to be
unique to a school context. For example:
1) Does territoriality (as defined by Vischer, 2008 and McMillan & Chavis, 1986) get in
the way of multiple-use scenarios- where a subject classroom may double-up as an
SEN ‘time-out’ space, for example? This is more likely in a school than in a
workplace (which is the focus of much of the current environmental psychology
literature)?
2) Can ‘workplace personalization’, which Vischer (2008) discusses as part of the
process by which the individual expresses territoriality, be achieved in a school with a
common uniform, behaviour and room-usage policy?
3) Is the use of a school room dictated by a systemic hierarchy in the school, where
some users take precedence over others? For example, an SpLD or SEN room may
have to forego its dedicated use, if required at exam time for those with exam
concessions.
4) What sense of territoriality and self-efficacy can students and staff members
experience in an environment which may not provide private spaces or areas for
quiet reflection (‘The open-plan classroom’ Alterator & Deed, 2013); or encourage
individuality (Pooley et al., 2008)?
In addition, and following the questions posed by Nowell and Boyd (2010), there should be
the opportunity to explore community as conceptualized by participants in their own school
context (Woolner, 2011). Finally, there remains an opportunity to explore these issues in
secondary school settings as BSF was initially set-up in response to concerns about
secondary school architecture.
As a first step, Franz (2006) posits a way forward: using a mixed methods approach to
evaluate subjective emotional responses (provided by interview) to lighting design in various
conditions (defined in fixed lumens quantities). Houtkamp, van der Spek & Toet (2007) take
this approach forward by creating virtual environments in architectural-design software
programmes and using affective responses (defined in participants’ own words), to explore
how the quality of light in architectural spaces affects the individual. Nevertheless, both of
these studies rely on artificial, virtual stimuli. In doing so, they arguably fail to address Craik’s
(1968) notion of the everyday physical environment.
Finally, the architectural choices made ‘on behalf of’ school users may not be appropriate to
the users themselves. The opportunity should exist for students and members of staff to
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explore how they might conceive an environment according to their preferences and/or
judgements about their own needs. This may go some way to elucidating the tricky question
of ‘what a school is for’ and how architecture may promote well-being: the stumbling-blocks
in attempts to apply Vischer’s (2008) ideas around Productivity and Satisfaction, in a school
context. Besky (2015) and Higgins et al., (2005) make this argument well:
I do not think we [as architects] know what “the people” or “the silent
majority”…“want.” That is exactly what we have to discover through the process of
architecture. Architects have to figure out the situation they are in, and then have to
do the right thing (Besky, 2015, p.1).
[When] school users are engaged in the school design process, that [is what]
determines the success or failure of the resulting design. The message is clear.
School designs cannot be imposed nor bought off–the-shelf. Success lies in users
being able to articulate a distinctive vision for their school and then working with
designers and architects to create integrated solutions (Higgins et al., 2005, p.3).
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4. AIMS, ONTOLOGY, METHODOLOGY, RESEARCH QUESTIONS and PROCEDURE
This chapter describes the aims, ontology, methodology, research questions and procedure
across both phases of the research. This is organized as follows:


4.1 Specific Aims for both phases of the research;



4.2 Philosophical Assumptions underpinning the research;



4.3 Methodology for both phases of the research;



4.4 Research Questions;



4.5 Participants and Methods.

A diagrammatic overview of the research is presented in section 4.5.1 (p.31) and is offered
to show how the two phases of the research are integrated.
4.1 Specific Aims for both phases of the research
The Literature Review has demonstrated that there remains a need to explore:


What do users feel about the school architecture they operate in?



What purposes does the architecture serve, in terms of Vischer’s (2008) proposals of
Satisfaction, Territoriality and Belonging, and Productivity?



What do these concepts mean for students and staff (are they similar or different)?

The research therefore addresses these specific aims:


The research aims to evaluate student and staff member responses to the
architecture in their schools; how it makes them feel; and whether they identify with
Vischer’s (2008) ideas on Satisfaction, Territoriality and Belonging, and Productivity.



In addition, it aims to identify how students and staff members in these settings
conceptualize community; and what factors they value as important to their sense of
community, with emphasis on the role of school architecture and building design.



The research aims to explore how successfully objectives for school-as-community
are met in BSF and non-BSF schools.



The research aims to explore whether staff and students can offer design solutions
for classrooms and learning spaces, based on their own needs.

4.2 Philosophical Assumptions underpinning the research
Ontology and epistemology do not always align into two camps- ‘hard’ positivist science
versus ‘soft’ social interpretivism. This is reflected in the literature, particularly in the work of
Searle (1995). In addition, much criticism of architectural practice has centred around what
Mercer (1975) identifies as the disproportionate focus on the physical structure of buildings,
in terms of their measurable physical qualities; and less about how those qualities make us
feel. The research operates from a Realist perspective.
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4.2.1 Realism is concerned with what kinds of things there are, and how these things
behave (Blaikie, 1993). Realists recognize that underlying mechanisms can act
independently of observable events, and that events can occur independently of them being
experienced. Hatch and Cunliffe (2006) describe this as a ‘stratified’ form of reality whereby
surface events are shaped by underlying structures and mechanisms but that what we see is
only part of the picture. Realists take the view that researching from different angles and at
multiple levels will all contribute to understanding since reality can exist on multiple levels
(Chia, 2002) and hence Realism may be seen as inductive or theory building. This
perspective allows ‘community-as-a function-of-school-architecture’ to exist as a discreet
proposition, independent of current theoretical models of ‘community’, ‘function’, ‘school’ and
‘architecture’.
According to Flowers (2009), Realism shares with Interpretivism the position that natural and
social sciences are different, and that social reality is interpreted; however, it also holds with
the positivist position that science must be empirically-based, rational and objective. Realism
therefore argues that social objects may be studied ‘scientifically’ as social objects, not only
through language and discourse. This position allows, for example, the research to integrate
a quantitative exploration of Community and Satisfaction (social objects), using Likert-scale
questionnaire responses, with a qualitative analysis of themes generated by the process of
researcher and participants evaluating these ideas through language and design.
According to Pawson (2003), a Realist evaluation seeks to understand whether particular
mechanisms in particular contexts generate particular outcomes: ‘If we provide these people
with these resources it may change their behaviour’ (p.472). Re-visiting BSF literature offers
some evidence of a hypothesized relationship between building-design and a measurable
outcome :
[BSF intends to provide] transformational education improvement, especially in areas
of historically low performance; good design; and the provision of other services on
school sites for the wider community (DfES, 2003, p.76)
Realism allows us to speculate that ‘areas of historically low performance’ are possible
contexts; and ‘transformational education improvement’ possible outcomes. The mechanism
in this example appears to be architectural re-building. However, there is no recognition of
‘how’ or ‘why’ architecture may have the proposed transforming outcome. This research will
attempt to at least partly redress this. The research questions (in section 4.4, p.29) have
been generated according to the Realist principles of: Context → Mechanism → Outcome
(Pawson & Tilley, 2004).

26

Context This describes those features of the conditions in which the architecture of the
school is received, understood and evaluated by its users; context may therefore be different
for students and staff members. Realism uses contextual thinking to address the issues of
‘for whom’ and ‘in what circumstances’ (Pawson, 2003, p.474).
Mechanism Mechanisms describe what it is about programmes, interventions- and
architecture in this case- that bring about any effects. In this research, the Realist approach
is to explore the process of how participants interpret and act upon the architecture in the
context. In accordance with Pawson (2003), where the mechanism is the ‘pathway from
resource to reasoning’ (p.473), the interactions with architecture- the day-to-day use of
buildings and spaces- plus the identifiable features of the architecture are the mechanisms
by which the architecture affects those who use it.
Outcome Because of relative variations in context and mechanisms thereby activated, the
outcome of response-to-architecture is likely to be mixed. Outcomes are effects. They could
be positive feelings, they could be behaviour, and they could be cognition/beliefs. They
might be desirable or undesirable outcomes. The Realist perspective accepts that there may
be differences in outcome between individuals and groups- the outcome for staff may be
different to that for students, for example. Vischer’s (2008) ideas around Satisfaction,
Territoriality and Belonging, and Productivity will be regarded as outcomes in this research.
4.3 Methodology for both phases of the research
This research is interested in how the participants theorize about their own behaviour; how
they generate their own understanding of their context; and if they can propose solutions to
needs generated in their context. This is an Exploratory Evaluation Research methodology
(Clarke, 2005), in two phases. It combines elements of Participatory, Exploratory and
Interpretive methodologies. This research is not intended as two separate papers, with one
being a product of the other, but as a single piece of research in two phases. It uses a mixed
methodological approach that operates from a Realist perspective (Blaikie, 1993).
The research uses both qualitative and quantitative data. While Creswell (2003, cited in
Clarke, 2005) advises on using a single research paradigm (either qualitative or quantitative)
because of differences in the ontological assumptions which underpin each, the use of
mixed data is proposed from a Realist perspective and for the following reasons:


Complementary- data may allow overlapping/different facets of a phenomenon to
emerge;



Initiation- mixed data may allow contradictions and fresh perspectives to emerge (this
may be important when considering how individual students and staff members
conceptualize need, for example);
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Expansion- mixed methods may add breadth to the study (this is relevant to the
Realist position that social objects may be studied ‘scientifically’ as social objects, not
only through language and discourse).

4.3.1 Use of terms in this research For the purposes of this research, the term
‘architecture’ denotes the physical materials from which buildings, spaces and areas in a
school are constructed. It also relates to the usage of classrooms and areas in which
teaching and learning take place (referred to as ‘learning spaces’). The layout of the school
as a whole, as well as the layout of individual learning spaces, is also considered as a part of
the more general term ‘architecture’. In this way, the research aims to explore architecture in
terms of: Materials (what their school and learning spaces are made from); Spaces (what
different rooms and areas of their school are used for); and Design (how different rooms,
indoor and outdoor areas of their school are laid out in relation to each other).
4.3.2 Making Vischer (2008) applicable to school In order to proceed, I propose that
Vischer’s (2008) ideas should be re-designated as the principles of Community (Territoriality
and Belonging); Well-being (Satisfaction) and Working Successfully (Productivity). Vischer’s
work relates to adult-workplace research and may not have applicability in a school context.
The literature review has demonstrated that it is difficult to draw across Vischer’s ideas, from
an adult workplace context to that of a school. The difficulties in conceptualizing Productivity
in school, for example, highlight this. These re-designations follow on from the work of
Higgins et al., (2005) who have demonstrated their suitability in school-based research into
evaluations of the layouts of particular school interiors. My research extends this, to explore
school architecture in a much wider context:


Community- to what extent participants feel a sense of belonging to- or identification
with- their school, and whether the architecture of the school facilitates this;



Well-being- to what extent the architecture of the school creates positive feelings in
participants. Also, to what extent the architecture supports feelings of good health
(and how participants define ‘good health’ in this context);



Working Successfully- to what extent the architecture of the school enables
participants to work in such a way that outcomes they self-identify as ‘success’, (such
as exam success, peer/staff praise or goal achievement for example), are able to be
achieved.
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4.4 Research Questions
Phase One
1) What descriptors/language do secondary school students and staff use to describe
the architecture of their school and its learning spaces, in terms of: Materials (what
their school and learning spaces are made from); Spaces (what different rooms and
areas of their school are used for); and Design (how different rooms and areas of
their school are laid out in relation to each other)?
2) What are users’ judgements about the architecture of their school and its learning
spaces; and how it makes them feel, think and behave?
3) What do the principles of Well-Being (Satisfaction), Community (Territoriality and
Belonging), and Working Successfully (Productivity) mean to students and staff
members?
4) To what extent is the architecture of their school and learning spaces seen to
facilitate these principles?
Phase Two
5) Can students and staff describe the architecture of a school, in terms of Materials,
Spaces and Design, which would serve their needs?
6) Can students and staff offer design solutions for learning spaces, according to their
needs?
4.5 Participants and Methods
Eight secondary schools took part in the research: four are located in the South-West of
England; four are located in Greater London. My work as a Trainee Educational Psychologist
(TEP), and professional contacts generated at the University of Exeter, allowed me to
approach all eight schools between January and November 2014. The research was not
conceived as a comparison study between schools in different parts of the country.
However, there is comparison data between BSF and non-BSF schools. Schools in London
were approached because they afforded more opportunity to conduct research in BSF
schools; simply, I had access to more BSF schools in London, than in the South West. In an
opportunistic manner, staff and student participants in each school were identified by:


A formal approach to key teaching/support staff with whom I work as a TEP, or have
professional contact in all eight schools, to outline my proposal.



Their invitation to potential student and staff participants, in tutorials and lessons to
take part in either or both phases of the research.



Follow-up planning visits to schools, to discuss concerns; to confirm participant
numbers; and, to offer a brief (5 minute) information-session about the research.
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Ziliak and McCloskey (2008) have argued that opportunistic sampling risks a ‘self-selection
bias’: there is a risk of only particular students volunteering (those with design interests, for
example). As a means of addressing this, all schools were encouraged to invite students
with a range of abilities from mixed-ability classes. This was achieved by close liaison with
key staff, through my TEP work, and regular planning-visits. Nevertheless, I acknowledge
that an opportunistic sample may affect the generalizability of the research findings. Table 1
provides an overview of participants across all eight schools:
Table 1
Participant Sample Data: School, Student (Year Group) and Staff (Teaching/Support)1
School (A-H):
Participant Group (n)
Location and Description
Year 11
(n=5)
Students Year 10
(n=15)
Year 9
(n=20)
BSF: New-build, coA South-West
educational, secondary school.
Teaching (n=2)
Staff
Support
(n=3)
Total
(n=45)
Year 11
(n=11)
Students
Year
10
(n=8)
Non-BSF: 1960s-1990s
Year 9
(n=6)
construction, co-educational
B South-West
secondary school with
Teaching (n=1)
Staff
Academy status.
Support
(n=4)
Total
(n=30)
Year 11
(n=9)
Students
Non-BSF: 1950s construction
Year 10
(n=11)
C South-West (ex- grammar-school), coStaff
Teaching
(n=4)
educational secondary school.2
Total
(n=24)
Year 11
(n=4)
Year 10
(n=5)
Students
Non-BSF: 1950s construction
Year 9
(n=5)
(ex- grammar-school), coYear
8
(n=6)
D South-West
educational secondary school
Teaching (n=8)
with Academy status.2
Staff
Support
(n=4)
Total
(n=32)
Year 11
(n=20)
BSF: New-build, coE London
Students
educational, secondary school.
Total
(n=20)
BSF: New-build, coYear 11
(n=20)
F London
educational, secondary school
Students
Total
(n=20)
with Academy status.
Non-BSF: 1960s-1990s
Year 11
(n=15)
construction, girls-only
Year 10
(n=8)
G London
Students
secondary school with
Total
(n=23)
Academy status.
Students Year 11
(n=20)
BSF: New-build, coStaff
Teaching (n=2)
H London
educational, secondary school
with Academy status.
Total
(n=22)
Note:

1Support

staff are Teaching Assistants only; Staff are Subject Teachers only. 2According to
their respective web-sites and brochures, Schools C and D were designed by the same
architectural practice in 1950, and built within two months of each other in 1953.

30

4.5.1 Overview of both research phases The research was conducted using
questionnaires, semi-structured interviews and a computer-based classroom activity. These
methods were selected because they are consistent with a Realist ontology, and allow for
the generation of both quantitative and qualitative data. Figure 1 illustrates how the total
participant sample (n=188 students; n=28 staff, over eight schools) was addressed at each
stage of the research; how many individual participants were involved at these stages; which
subject-class participants were involved in phase two; and which Research Questions (RQ)
were addressed. Initial focus-group work to generate the questionnaire took place in School
A and was piloted with the same focus-group.
Phase One: Exploratory Methodology
RQs 14

1. Focus Group: used to
generate large-scale
questionnaire

Exploratory Methodology
n=10 (conducted in school
A); not part of sample

2. Questionnaire using
Closed and Open questions
for RQs 1-4

8 Schools (A-H):
n=188 students
n=28 staff [total]

3. Semi-structured
Interviews: either as singleinterviews or group
interviews for RQs 2-4

8 Schools (A-H):
n=28 students
n=6 staff [total]

Phase Two: Exploratory and Evaluation Methodology
RQs 56

4. Discussion and
Computer-based design
work in small groups (staff
and students), in the
classroom for RQs 5-6

Evaluation Methodology
8 Schools (A-H)
1 Class per school

School A:
Resistant Materials
n=5 participants

School B:
Art
n=5 participants

School C:
Resistant Materials
n=4 participants

School D:
SEN Support
n=5 participants

School E:
Art
n=5 participants

School F:
Technology
n=5 participants

School G:
Art
n=5 participants

School H:
Design & Tech.
n=5 participants

Figure 1 Schematic of Methodology, Methods and Sample over research phases.
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4.5.2 Procedure: Phase One (Research Questions 1-4)
4.5.2.1 Focus Group As a first step, I ran a small focus group over two one-hour sessions in
School A to generate the large scale questionnaire for Phase One of the research. School A
was chosen because of its geographical proximity to my home. This group consisted of 8
students (Year 10, n=6, all aged 15; Year 9, n=2, both aged 14), 1 teaching and 1 support
member of staff, who had all initially expressed an interest in the research during a TEP visit
to the school in January 2014. The focus group do not form part of the stated participant
sample- their data are not included in the chapter ‘Findings’ (chapter 5, pp.39-105).
The focus group was set up to generate the questionnaire ‘from the ground up’ because I felt
that they would generate a more authentic questionnaire, using their own experiences of
architecture, instead of updating or modifying an existing environmental research
questionnaire. The focus group were offered the opportunity to use cameras, multimedia
devices, notepads and art materials to explore their understanding of Vischer’s (2008)
ideas; and the extent to which they could identify the architectural variables of Materials,
Space and Design. The focus group declined the use of these media, preferring to use the
forum for group discussion. I recorded their ideas and responses using a digital-recording
device, and by note-taking as the discussions progressed. See appendix one for details of
the focus group schedule used to structure the work.
The questionnaire generated by the focus group was titled ‘School Architecture
Questionnaire’ and was piloted on the same focus group before wider dissemination. Initial
difficulties arose around making the architectural language simpler and more accessible.
The focus-group also suggested that potentially different reading abilities of participants
should not adversely impact their accessing of the questionnaires, by: offering large print
text; simplifying questions in discussion with the focus group; and, liaising with key staff to
identify whether particular students/staff participants might need support in completing the
questionnaire. See appendix two for full details of the questionnaire.
4.5.2.2 School Architecture Questionnaire After piloting with the focus group in school A,
the questionnaire was disseminated across all eight schools (refer to figure 1). In total, 188
students and 28 members of staff across the eight schools completed questionnaires. Every
participant returned a useable questionnaire. Through liaison with key staff in each of the
eight schools, I was able to attend year group tutorials, SEN support sessions, mixed-year
group private study sessions, small-group work sessions and house assemblies to
disseminate the questionnaire. At a pre-arranged time, chosen with staff so as to minimize
disruption to students’ curriculum or recreation-time, I offered a brief synopsis of the
research to participants, disseminated questionnaires, waited in the room to answer queries
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or re-iterate completion-instructions; then collected completed questionnaires and precompleted consent forms.
The questionnaire provided an opportunity for participants to indicate whether they would be
interested in taking part in interviews and design-work, by ticking a box on the front. I
selected participants for later stages of the research from the ‘pool’ of those who had
expressed interest on their questionnaires.
4.5.2.3 Semi-structured interviews In order to address the research questions; and to
elaborate further on their evaluations of their school architecture, semi-structured interviews
were offered. An interview schedule was developed using Tomlinson’s (1989) approach to
hierarchical focussing, to explore how participants reflect their understanding of Community,
Well-Being and Working Successfully (using the re-designation in section 4.3.2, p.28).
Interviewees (and later group-work participants) were selected from those participants who
provided questionnaire data that I considered to be interesting and important to further
explore; who offered what I considered to be a unique perspective; who introduced ideas
and answers which required further clarification; and who were available.
I used a Reflexivity Journal, to self-monitor how and why I selected particular participants.
Such a practice is recommended by Braun & Clarke (2006) when conducting exploratory
qualitative studies because it acknowledges the potential for bias brought into the research
domain by the researcher himself; and, that the researcher is an intimate part of the
research process.
The choice of either single or small-group interviews was offered to all schools, so as to
maximize efficient use of research time; to facilitate participants who may prefer one method
of contributing over the other; and to try and ensure as rich an array of exploratory data as
possible. In total, 28 students and 6 members of staff took part in the interviews, across the
eight schools.
Interviewees were assigned coded identification, to preserve anonymity. The code describes
the School, Year Group or Staff Category, Gender of participant and Number (in a list of
interviewees from the same school). For example, interviewee ‘A11F1’ refers to: School A;
Year 11; Female; Interview 1. By way of comparison, interviewee ‘CTSM1’ refers to: School
C; Teaching Staff; Male; Interview 1. Interviews were conducted in pre-arranged quiet rooms
and recorded using a digital recording device and hand-written notes. Rooms were selected
well in advance of prospective interview dates to ensure that they provided a degree of
privacy for both researcher and interviewee/s; but also conformed to safe-working practices.
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4.5.2.4 Quantitative Data Analysis For questionnaire data, the frequency of use of
particular terms and judgement statements was identified (‘80% of students in School A
described their school as…’, for example). Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS v22
software, in order to provide descriptive and complementary data for further exploration in
the semi-structured interviews and group-work.
4.5.2.5 Thematic Analysis (TA) Interview data were analyzed thematically by hand and in
Microsoft Office Word 2013, according to the procedure outlined by Braun and Clarke
(2006). Their approach attempts to pinpoint, examine and record patterns (themes) in data.
This was done in six stages: data familiarization (reading and re-reading); initial code
generation (documenting initial patterns by collapsing data into categories); searching for
themes (combining codes into over-arching themes); review (exploring how themes support
data); defining themes (describing what aspects of data are being captured); and writing-up
(deciding which themes make meaningful contributions to an understanding of the data).
This was an iterative process, meaning that return to previous stages was done in order to
generate as accurate an analysis as possible. Refer to appendix three for an example of an
analyzed transcript.
The rationale for using TA instead of another form of qualitative analysis such as Interpretive
Phenomenological Analysis (IPA), for example, is based on my understanding of Larkin,
Watts & Clifton (2006) and Smith, Flowers & Larkin (2009), who argue that:


IPA is an entire methodology, whereas TA is a method for analysing data;



IPA is informed by phenomenology, whereas TA can be underpinned by a number of
other theories;



IPA has a specific idiographic focus on individual participant characteristics, as well
as patterns across participants. Whereas, TA focuses mainly on patterns across
participants;



As a result, IPA requires small and homogenous samples, and the elicitation of data
through interview (ideally). TA does not require specific sample sizes, and data can
be elicited through a greater array of methods such as focus groups, interviews,
discussions and projects.

It should also be acknowledged that other forms of TA exist. Most notably, Joffe (2011)
recommends the use of multiple researchers and an assessment of inter-rater reliability,
using Cohen’s Kappa. However, Braun and Clarke (2006) argue that coding is a reflexive
process, and one with which the researcher is intimately and subjectively associated. The
logic behind inter-rater reliability appears to be that independent coders can code (or be
trained to code) in an identical way; but arguably this is not the same as coding accurately.
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4.5.3 Procedure: Phase Two (Research Questions 5-6)
Phase two work was conducted as a classroom-based exercise, and took place over a
maximum of three, one-hour sessions in a particular subject, in each school (see figure 1). In
order to minimize disruption for the participants, these sessions were only run for an hour at
a time (so three sessions took place over three different days). During initial planning
discussions in each of the eight schools, it was agreed that three hours should be the
maximum amount of time students could give up to participate, without adversely impacting
their studies. Not all schools used the maximum three hours.
While some participants from the interviews in phase one were involved in this second
phase, the three sessions were structured to allow participants who had only completed the
questionnaire the time to consider responses to their architectural environment, where they
felt this necessary. Not all schools needed/wanted to approach the work in this way. For
example, in work at School C on Day One I met group-work participants and spent the hour
being given a tour of their school, where they verbally discussed architectural features and
ideas, some making notes. On Days Two and Three, we spent the two hours addressing the
research questions as described below. By contrast, in School G we used the three separate
sessions to address the research questions.
4.5.3.1 Stimulus images and discussions After analysis for phase one of the research
was completed, I used the findings to work with the small groups described in figure 1. I
verbally presented the themes generated around architecture and the principles of
‘Community’, ‘Well-Being’ and ‘Working Successfully’, and asked participants to discuss their
own responses and needs.
I then asked participants to discuss eight stimulus images of contemporary secondary school
and classroom design. Participants were asked to critique the images- what they liked and
disliked about them- and to use these discussions as the basis for proposals for architectural
and learning-space design solutions, according to their requirements, needs and wishes.
These discussions were recorded using a digital-recording device. The stimulus images
were full-colour and A4 in size. These images were downloaded from ‘Google Images’ in
January 2014 and were available as ‘stock’ photographs, freely available for research
purposes. The images used were selected to show only architecture, design and materials
(not individual students or school insignia/motifs). See appendix four for details.
4.5.3.2 Computer-Aided Design activity Participants were then able to use SketchUp, to
capture their ideas and design-decisions for a school in order to address research question
6. SketchUp is a Computer-Aided Design (CAD) package and is available as freeware
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software, with basic capabilities, and licensed software with more advanced features. I have
used SketchUp as part of my TEP work with students ranging in age from nine to sixteen
years; and have found it to be a simple-to-use programme. In planning visits and meetings, I
determined that all eight schools used a CAD programme of some description in the school
curriculum. This was not a pre-requisite of the research- in fact, my original proposal had
been to encourage participants to draw/sketch their ideas. However, in these planning visits
key staff and I felt that the ‘professional’ look and quality of the images produced by
SketchUp, combined with its ease of use, meant that participants would not be
disadvantaged if they felt that their drawing abilities were less developed than those of
peers.
Schools A, B, D, F and G used SketchUp in its basic and more advanced forms. I carried
two personal lap-tops with SketchUp installed, to use in all eight schools; schools A, B, D, F
and G also offered the use of computers with SketchUp installed on them. As part of the
three sessions, I gave a brief fifteen minute demonstration of SketchUp in each school. This
enabled participants in all schools (but particularly in schools C, E and H) to familiarize
themselves with a CAD programme they may not have encountered before. Within each
school, participants were given the option to work on one laptop/computer as a whole group;
or divide themselves into pairs and threes. At the end of the second session, I asked each
whole group to decide among themselves how they might combine all of their designchoices into one final set of images; and to use the third and final session to produce this set
of images.
Group-work participants were assigned coded identification, to preserve anonymity, in the
same way that interviewees were in the first phase. The code describes the School, Year
Group or Staff Category, Gender of participant and Number (in a list of participants from the
same school). For example, participant ‘G10F3’ refers to: School G; Year 10; Female;
Participant 3. By way of comparison, participant ‘DSSF1’ refers to: School D; Support Staff;
Female; Participant 1.
As the group-work participants worked, I recorded their rationales for the design-choices
they were making on a digital-recording device. These rationales were analyzed using
thematic analysis, according to the procedure outlined for the semi-structured interview data
in the first phase.
4.5.4 Ethical Considerations across both research phases
This research received ethical clearance from the University of Exeter on 04th June, 2014
(ref. D/13/14/33); see appendix nine. In accordance with British Psychological Society (BPS)
principles on conducting research with human participants, there follows a list of ethical
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considerations and the means by which I addressed them. I used reflective practice,
including the completion of a research journal, regular supervisory contact and adherence to
the BPS principles as defined in the 2010 edition of the Code of Human Research Ethics, to
appropriately monitor and address any concerns as they arose.
Informed consent As described in ‘Participants and Methods’:


I made a formal approach to the designated contact in all eight schools, by
email/letter outlining my proposal, reasons behind it, how the data would be
collected, who would see that data and who would have access to the research.



I then made a series of planning visits to the schools, to discuss with staff any
considerations or concerns on the part of the school.

During each of these visits I provided an exemplar consent form, so that students and staff
who were interested could examine it, take it home to parents/carers and discuss any aspect
of the research with school staff and myself. Consent forms were created using the
University of Exeter pro-forma; but tailored to make them applicable for student and adult
participants (see appendices six-eight). When participants had been identified, I made a
formal request during planning visits that those wishing to take part complete a consent
form, and have parents sign a separate consent form in the case of student participants. I
conducted the research in adherence with BPS (2010) guidelines on working with vulnerable
participant groups:
In research with children under the age of 16... researchers should ensure that
parents or guardians are informed about the nature of the study and given the option
to withdraw their child from the study if they so wish. The principle of monitoring the
assent of the child will also apply (p.31).
None of the participants withdrew from the study; no parents/carers withheld consent.
Anonymity and confidentiality Anonymity rather than confidentiality was offered. While
BPS (2010) suggests that: “participants... have a right to expect that information they provide
will be treated confidentially” (p.22), I felt that this could not be fully guaranteed. My research
supervisors viewed raw qualitative data as part of the supervision process; group-interview
situations meant that individuals shared their experiences around other participants. No
personal data (other than names) were required from participants. All interview data and
group-work data were made anonymous in the manner described in the previous sections
4.5.2 and 4.5.3. Completed questionnaire and interview materials were kept in a locked filing
cabinet in my home office; e-data was stored on an encrypted memory stick; SketchUp data
was downloaded to a personal encrypted hard-drive at the end of each session.
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Right to withdraw from the research was established at first contact with schools and with
potential participants. This was included as part of the consent and ethics paperwork, before
commencement of data collection and afterwards. All participants were given the opportunity
to read, amend or withdraw their interview and/or questionnaire data at any point. No
participants asked to read, amend or withdraw their data.
Feedback and debriefing was offered after each stage of data collection and throughout
the process. De-briefing was offered as: verbally ascertaining how comfortable participants
were after involvement; close liaison with key staff at each school, for guidance around their
own school support mechanisms for vulnerable participants; directing participants to this
support, if required; and re-iterating their right to withdraw.
Safe-working I followed Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) guidance on
sensible safe-working practices, particularly when conducting single interviews. Key
safeguarding-staff were always made aware of my location in the school; single-interview
rooms were kept unlocked and with access doors ajar; signs indicating that interviews were
taking place were fixed to the outside of these doors; school signing-in protocols were
followed rigorously. I conducted the research according to the following considerations:


children’s competencies, perceptions and frameworks of reference, which may differ
according to factors including- but not only- their age, may differ from those of adults;



children’s potential vulnerability to exploitation in interaction with adults, and adults’
specific responsibilities towards children;



the differential power relationships between adult researcher and child participant.
(ESRC, 2012).

Students with a range of academic attainment were offered the opportunity to take part. All
students were from mixed-ability classes in all of the schools. This was achieved by close
liaison with the key staff in each school, through my TEP work, and regular planning-visits to
the eight schools. Schools were encouraged not to simply identify their highest or lowestachieving students to take part; but to invite students with a range of abilities. As a result,
School D participants in the phase two group-work were members of an SEN supportsession, run by a Teaching Assistant and working away from their mainstream classes for
two hours per week.
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5. FINDINGS
The findings are presented according to the two phases of the study. Phase One explores
research questions 1-4; Phase Two explores research questions 5-6.
Phase One: Presentation of Findings
Research questions 1-4 are presented in sections, numbered 5.1-5.4. Question 1 draws on
data elicited using the questionnaire; questions 2-4 draw on data elicited using the
questionnaire and semi-structured interviews. Data from all schools are described in tables;
tables may relate to BSF, non-BSF or all schools.
In total, 216 questionnaires were completed across all eight schools. Please refer to section
4.5 for full details. Twenty-eight students and six members of staff took part in the interviews,
across the eight schools. Participants are identified using the convention described in
‘Participants and Methods’. Table 2 lists the participants by school and interview type:
Table 2
Participants involved in Phase One interviews (Research Questions 2-4): all schools (A-H)
School
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

Participant Code
A11F1
B10M1
C10F1
D8M1
E11F1
F11M1
G11F1
H11F1

A11F2
B11M1
C11F1
D9M1
E11F2
F11F1
G11F2
H11F2

A10M1
BTSF1
CTSF1
D10F1
E11M1
F11F2
G10F3
H11M1

A10M2
BSSF1
CTSM1
D11F1
E11M2
F11F3
G10F4
H11M2

DSSF1

DTSM1

Interview
Type1
Single
Single
Single
Single
Group
Group
Group
Single

Note: 1Single interviews were conducted between the researcher and interviewee only; Group
interviews were conducted between the researcher and all of the interviewees simultaneously.

Phase Two: Presentation of Findings
Findings related to Research Question 5 are presented in tables (section 5.5). Research
question 6 is presented as eight case-studies: schools A-H (section 5.6). Questions 5 and 6
draw on data elicited in the classroom-based activities. Please refer to table 3 and section
4.5 for full details of the students and staff members who took part in Phase Two.

Tables and figures across both phases of the research findings are presented in a two-digit
format, and according to the relevant Research Question. As an example, table 1.0 relates
to Research Question 1 and figure 6.0 relates to Research Question 6. This is to
differentiate them from tables 1-2 and figures 1-4, which provide participant/methodological
overview data.
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5.1 Research Question 1
What descriptors/language do secondary school students and staff use to describe
the architecture of their school and its learning spaces, in terms of: Materials (what
their school and learning spaces are made from); Spaces (what different rooms and
areas of their school are used for); and Design (how different rooms and areas of their
school are laid out in relation to each other)?

Table 1.0
Most frequently used architectural descriptors for BSF schools A, E, F and H

Descriptor
Modern
Well-built
Needing Repair
Light
Dark
Airy
Clean
Untidy
Spacious
Cramped
Attractive
Ugly
Plain
Average
Imposing
Too Many Stairs
Wide Corridors
Complex Layout
Simple Layout
Nicer Inside…
Nicer Outside…
Right Temp.
Exciting
Boring

BSF Schools A, E, F and H (Location)
Percentage of Respondents using Descriptor (No. of Respondents)
School A
School E
School F
School H
(South West)
(London)
(London)
(London)
82 (37)
100 (20)
80 (16)
100 (22)
82 (37)
100 (20)
82 (18)
76 (34)
95 (19)
77 (17)
70 (14)
90 (18)
67 (30)
75 (15)
67 (30)
85 (17)
85 (17)
60 (27)
75 (15)
86 (19)
82 (18)
77 (17)
100 (22)
56 (25)
100 (20)
95 (19)
91 (20)
53 (24)
95 (19)
85 (17)
77 (17)
51 (23)
91 (20)
95 (19)
95 (19)
51 (23)
95 (19)
90 (18)
91 (20)
85 (17)
80 (16)
70 (14)
-

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
Please refer to Appendix Two for full details of all architectural descriptors used.

Section 5.1.1 (p.46) describes data patterns in tables 1.0-1.5, relating to Research Question
(R.Q.) 1.
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Table 1.1
Most frequently used architectural descriptors for non-BSF schools B, G, C and D

Descriptor
Old
Old-fashioned
Well-built
Needing Repair
Poorly-designed
Well-designed
Dark
Clean
Clean-smelling
Untidy
Shabby
Uncomfortable
Cramped
Attractive
Ugly
Plain
Imposing
Accessible
Too many stairs
All on single lev.
Wide Corridors
N’row Corridors
Complex Layout
Simple Layout
Nicer Inside…
Right Temp.
Boring

Non-BSF Schools B, G, C and D (Location)
Percentage of Respondents using Descriptor (No. of Respondents)
School B
School G
School C
School D
(South West)
(London)
(South West)
(South West)
83 (25)
100 (24)
91 (29)
80 (24)
87 (20)
94 (30)
92 (22)
57 (13)
83 (19)
66 (21)
100 (24)
78 (18)
65 (15)
96 (23)
100 (24)
63 (19)
69 (22)
67 (20)
63 (20)
66 (21)
80 (24)
57 (13)
81 (26)
96 (23)
73 (22)
80 (24)
75 (24)
60 (18)
75 (24)
100 (24)
93 (28)
78 (25)
100 (23)
100 (24)
83 (19)
96 (22)
100 (24)
87 (20)
92 (22)
47 (14)
57 (13)
-

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
Please refer to Appendix Two for full details of all architectural descriptors used.
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Table 1.2
Use of all descriptors for Materials and Spaces in BSF schools A, E, F and H.

Descriptor

Materials
Spaces

Glass
Metal
Concrete (block)
Steel
Zinc Sheeting
Copper Sheeting
Wood (Nat.)1
Wood (Eng.)2
Plastics
Stone3
Concrete (poured)
Brick
Textiles
Rubber
Subject Rooms/Areas
Communal Working
Individual Working
Recreation
Quiet Spaces
Walkways
Dining (Off.)4
Dining (Un.)5
Staff Only
Cloakrooms6
Medical/First Aid

BSF Schools A, E, F and H (Location)
Percentage of Respondents using Descriptor (No. of
Respondents)
School A
School E
School F
School H
(South West)
(London)
(London)
(London)
100 (45)
100 (20)
100 (20)
100 (22)
100 (45)
77 (17)
100 (45)
75 (15)
91 (20)
82 (37)
100 (20)
100 (20)
7 (3)
100 (20)
100 (22)
100 (20)
90 (18)
100 (22)
85 (17)
70 (14)
77 (17)
95 (19)
82 (18)
60 (12)
75 (15)
100 (45)
100 (20)
100 (20)
100 (22)
84 (38)
95 (19)
80 (16)
82 (37)
95 (19)
82 (37)
20 (4)
76 (34)
50 (10)
100 (20)
100 (22)
45 (9)
50 (10)
100 (22)
41 (9)
100 (20)
95 (19)
60 (12)
50 (10)
95 (19)
50 (11)

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
1 Wood

(Natural Form, painted and unpainted);

2 Wood

(Engineered Timber, painted and unpainted);

3Stone

(rendered and un-rendered);

4 Dining

(Officially Designated areas: halls, canteens and restaurants);

5 Dining

(Unofficially Designated areas: picnic-tables provided in covered areas);

6 Cloakrooms

(toilets, changing-facilities and wash-rooms).
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Table 1.3
Use of all descriptors for Materials and Spaces in non-BSF schools B, G, C and D.

Descriptor

Materials
Spaces

Glass
Metal
Concrete (block)
Steel
Marley-Tiling
Stucco
Wood (Nat.)1
Plastics
Stone2
Concrete (poured)
Brick
Galvanised Roofing
Tarmac
Subject Rooms/Areas
Communal Working
Individual Working
Recreation
Quiet Spaces
Walkways
Dining (Off.)3
Dining (Un.)4
Staff Only
Cloakrooms5
Medical/First Aid

Non-BSF Schools B, G, C and D (Location)
Percentage of Respondents using Descriptor (No. of
Respondents)
School B
School G
School C
School D
(South West)
(London)
(South West) (South West)
100 (30)
57 (13)
100 (24)
94 (30)
100 (30)
100 (23)
100 (32)
100 (30)
100 (32)
100 (24)
73 (22)
81 (26)
67 (20)
100 (23)
91 (21)
92 (22)
75 (24)
83 (19)
35 (8)
70 (16)
50 (15)
100 (24)
50 (15)
100 (24)
70 (16)
92 (22)
100 (30)
100 (23)
100 (24)
100 (32)
100 (23)
100 (24)
65 (15)
100 (24)
100 (30)
100 (24)
10 (3)
96 (23)
100 (23)
100 (32)
100 (30)
100 (23)
100 (24)
57 (13)
17 (5)
75 (24)
100 (30)
100 (23)
100 (24)
47 (15)
30 (7)
50 (12)
-

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
1 Wood
2Stone

(Natural Form, painted and unpainted);
(rendered and un-rendered);

3 Dining

(Officially Designated areas: halls, canteens and restaurants);

4 Dining

(Unofficially Designated areas: picnic-tables provided in covered areas);

5 Cloakrooms

(toilets, changing-facilities and wash-rooms).
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Table 1.4
Most frequently applied student judgements on layout in BSF schools A, E, F and H.
2

Layout
Statement
1.Getting
around
school is
easy for me

BSF Schools A, E, F and H (Location)
Judgement : Percentage of Year Group Respondents (No. of Respondents)
Year
School A
School E
School F
School H
Group
(South West)
(London)
(London)
(London)
Y11
Nn
Ag
Ag
D
80 (4)
95 (19)
80 (16)
80 (16)
Y10
Ag
47 (7)
Y9
D
60 (12)
1

2.Different
rooms are all
clearly
signposted

Y11
Y10
Y9

Nn
Nn
Nn

60 (3)
60 (9)
35 (7)

Ag
-

95 (19)
-

Ag
-

85 (17)
-

D
-

80 (16)
-

3.A wheelchair user
would get
around sch.

Y11
Y10
Y9

Sd
D
Nn

60 (3)
67 (10)
60 (12)

D
-

85 (17)
-

D
-

80 (16)
-

D
-

85 (17)
-

4.Inside, I
can easily
find quiet
spaces

Y11
Y10
Y9

Nn
D
Nn

60 (3)
40 (6)
80 (16)

Ag
-

95 (19)
-

Ag
-

60 (12)
-

Nn
-

75 (15)
-

5.I like the
way my
school is laid
out

Y11
Y10
Y9

Nn
Nn
Nn

60 (3)
60 (9)
50 (10)

Sa
-

90 (18)
-

Ag
-

85 (17)
-

Sd
-

75 (15)
-

6.Outside, I
can easily
find quiet
spaces

Y11
Y10
Y9

Nn
Nn
Nn

40 (2)
47 (7)
50 (10)

Sd
-

80 (16)
-

D
-

70 (14)
-

A
-

60 (12)
-

7.School
visitors
would get
around sch.

Y11
Y10
Y9

Nn
Nn
D

60 (3)
67 (10)
45 (9)

Ag
-

85 (17)
-

Ag
-

85 (17)
-

D
-

80 (16)
-

8.Layout
makes it
easy to get
to lessons

Y11
Y10
Y9

Nn
Nn
D

80 (4)
53 (8)
50 (10)

Ag
-

75 (15)
-

Ag
-

100 (20)
-

D
-

80 (16)
-

9.Layout
makes it
easy to relax
at break

Y11
Y10
Y9

Nn
Nn
D

60 (3)
60 (9)
55 (11)

Nn
-

55 (11)
-

Nn
-

60 (12)
-

D
-

75 (15)
-

10.School
buildings are
not
overcrowded

Y11
Y10
Y9

Nn
D
D

100 (5)
53 (8)
65 (13)

Ag
-

80 (16)
-

Sd
-

85 (17)
-

Nn
-

80 (16)
-

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
1Judgement-codes:

Sd (Strongly Disagree), D (Disagree), Nn (Neither Agree nor Disagree), A
(Agree), Sa (Strongly Agree);
2Please

refer to Appendix Two for full details of Layout Statements.
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Table 1.5
Most frequently applied student judgements on layout in non-BSF schools B, G, C and D.
Non-BSF Schools B, G, C and D (Location)
Judgement : Percentage of Year Group Respondents (No. of Respondents)
Year
School B
School G
School C
School D
Grou
(South West)
(London)
(South West)
(South West)
p
Y11
Nn
A
A
A
64 (7)
100 (15)
100 (9)
100 (4)
Y10
D
A
A
A
50 (4)
100 (8)
100 (11)
100 (5)
Y9
Nn
Nn 100 (5)
100 (6)
Y8
D
83 (5)
Y11
D
Nn
A
Nn 100 (4)
73 (8)
80 (12)
100 (9)
Y10
D
Nn
A
75 (6)
100 (8)
100 (11) Nn 100 (5)
Y9
D
D
100 (6)
80 (4)
Y8
D
100 (6)
Y11
D
A
A
D
73 (8)
60 (9)
100 (9)
75 (3)
Y10
D
Nn
A
75 (6)
75 (6)
100 (11) Nn 100 (5)
Y9
D
Nn 100 (5)
100 (6)
Y8
D
83 (5)
Y11
Nn
A
Sa
Nn 100 (4)
73 (8)
80 (12)
78 (7)
Y10
D
A
A
D
88 (7)
63 (5)
82 (9)
100 (5)
Y9
Sd
D
83 (5)
100 (5)
Y8
D
100 (6)
Y11
D
Nn
A
D
82 (9)
93 (14)
89 (8)
75 (3)
Y10
D
Nn
A
88 (7)
100 (8)
100 (11) Nn
80 (4)
Y9
D
D
100 (6)
80 (4)
Y8
D
83 (5)
Y11
Nn
D
Nn
Nn 100 (4)
91 (10)
67 (10)
100 (9)
Y10
D
Nn
A
Nn 100 (5)
88 (7)
100 (8)
73 (8)
Y9
D
D
100 (6)
100 (5)
Y8
D
100 (6)
Y11
Nn
Nn
A
Nn 100 (4)
100 (11)
73 (11)
100 (9)
Y10
D
Nn
A
D
75 (6)
75 (6)
100 (11)
80 (4)
Y9
Nn
D
100 (6)
100 (5)
Y8
Sd
50 (3)
Y11
D
Nn
A
D
91 (10)
60 (9)
100 (9)
100 (4)
Y10
D
A
Sa
D
75 (6)
75 (6)
73 (8)
100 (5)
Y9
D
D
100 (6)
100 (5)
Y8
D
100 (6)
Y11
Nn
Nn
A
D
100 (11)
100 (15)
67 (6)
75 (3)
Y10
D
Nn
A
Nn 100 (5)
63 (5)
100 (8)
64 (7)
Y9
D
D
83 (5)
100 (5)
Y8
D
83 (5)
Y11
D
D
A
D
91 (10)
80 (12)
100 (9)
100 (4)
Y10
D
D
A
D
100 (8)
75 (6)
100 (11)
100 (5)
Y9
D
Sd
100 (6)
80 (4)
Y8
D
100 (6)
1

Layout2
Statement
1.Getting
around
school is
easy for me
2.Different
rooms are all
clearly
signposted
3.A wheelchair user
would get
around sch.
4.Inside, I
can easily
find quiet
spaces
5.I like the
way my
school is laid
out
6.Outside, I
can easily
find quiet
spaces
7.School
visitors
would get
around sch.
8.Layout
makes it
easy to get
to lessons
9.Layout
makes it
easy to relax
at break
10.School
buildings are
not
overcrowded

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
1Judgement-codes:

Sd (Strongly Disagree), D (Disagree), Nn (Neither Agree nor Disagree), A
(Agree), Sa (Strongly Agree);
2Please

refer to Appendix Two for full details of Layout Statements.
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5.1.1 Emerging data patterns relating to Research Question 1
There are differences between the descriptors used by questionnaire respondents in BSF
and non-BSF schools. This is to be expected, perhaps, given that the four BSF schools
contain architectural elements completed within the last five years; whereas, the non-BSF
schools are all in a vernacular architectural style. Tables 1.0 and 1.1, for example, illustrate
that:


The majority of respondents in BSF schools A, E, F and H describe their respective
schools as ‘Modern’: A (82%), E (100%), F (80%) and H (100%);



The majority of participants in non-BSF schools B, C and D describe their respective
schools as ‘Old’: B (83%), C (100%) and D (91%), and ‘Old-fashioned’ in School G
(87%).

What is interesting is the range of descriptors used for BSF schools, which may be thought
of as ‘negative’ or ‘critical’ judgements. For example, only participants in BSF schools A and
F describe their schools as ‘Well-Built’ and ‘Attractive’. In fact, a majority of participants in
School H describe their school as ‘Needing Repair’ (82%), ‘Ugly’ (86%) and ‘Imposing’
(100%). The data from school H appears to support criticisms levelled at BSF, and
summarized in the James Report (DfE, 2011); namely, that the program did not always
produce buildings of an appropriate quality and with long-term robustness in-built.
Data from research questions 1-4 explore the ‘lived experience’ of users who are engaging
with their school buildings on a daily basis. This is an important point to make: ‘great’ design
may not actually produce a workable building, if the needs of the users are not adequately
addressed by the architecture. For example, common to all four BSF schools is the
descriptor ‘Too Many Stairs’: A (56%), E (100%), F (95%) and H (91%). In addition, table 1.0
illustrates that schools A and H are described as having a ‘Complex Layout’, and table 1.4
describes how, in response to statement ‘3’, the majority of student participants in all four
schools disagree that a wheelchair user could easily access their school. It is interesting that
the number of different identified spaces, and the range of identified materials do not appear
to act as predictors for complexity/simplicity of layout, and attractiveness respectively:


Table 1.2 suggests that the number of different spaces identified by participants is
smallest in School A (n=5), which is majority described in table 1.0 as having a
‘Complex Layout’, and greatest in School E (n=9), which is majority described as
having a ‘Simple Layout’;



Table 1.2 suggests that the range of materials identified by participants is smallest in
School A (n=5), and greatest in schools F and H (n=7)- both schools A and F are
described as ‘attractive’, while school H is described as ‘ugly’.
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Non-BSF schools offer some interesting comparison data. For example, school C is the only
non-BSF school where a majority of respondents describe it in Table 1.1 as: ‘Well-Built’
(92%), ‘Well-Designed’ (100%), ‘Attractive’ (96%), ‘Accessible’ (100%) and ‘Simple Layout’
(100%). Additionally, in table 1.5, 100% of respondents in both Year Groups in school C
agree that a wheelchair user could easily access their school; and, a majority of Year 11 and
Year 10 participants in School C suggest that they like the layout of their school (statement
‘5’). This compares with a majority of Year 8 respondents in School D disagreeing with
statement ‘1’ (getting around the school is easy for me), compared to other Year Groups;
and disagreeing with statement ‘3’. That schools C and D both use a similar architectural
blueprint from the pen of the same architectural practise and have both enjoyed a previous
incarnation as 1950s co-educational grammar schools in the same county, suggests that the
evolution of layout and functioning in school D is not currently meeting some of the needs of
those year 8 students who returned questionnaire data. Of course, one must be cautious in
this interpretation; not least because there are no Year 8 respondent data for School C, and
100% of Year 11 and Year 10 respondents in both schools C and D agreed with statement
‘1’ in table 1.5.
A final point of interest to emerge in the data from research question 1 is explored by
comparing tables 1.2 and 1.3: ‘Cloakrooms’ are identified by participants in all 4 non-BSF
schools, but only by participants in BSF School E. All four BSF schools use an open-plan
and unisex arrangement for student toilets; the non-BSF schools all use traditional singlesex rooms with doors, containing cubicles and wash-basins. It is a speculative point, but,
nonetheless, one that is worth considering: what are the implications for users of having
open-plan toilet arrangements in their schools? This is considered by some of the BSF
school interviewees in their responses for research question 2; and explored in the data in
table 2.9.
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5.2 Research Question 2
What are users’ judgements about the architecture of their school; and how it makes
them feel, think and behave?
Buildings Table 2.0 illustrates the percentages of respondents in Schools A-H who
indicated via questionnaire that they had:


Favourite Buildings in their schools;



Least-Favourite Buildings in their schools.

Table 2.0
Percentages of respondents indicating Favourite and Least-Favourite Buildings

School

Location

BSF or Non-BSF

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

South-West
South-West
South-West
South-West
London
London
London
London

BSF
Non-BSF
Non-BSF
Non-BSF
BSF
BSF
Non-BSF
BSF

Percentage of Respondents (Number of
Respondents)
Favourite Buildings
Least-Favourite
Buildings
56 (25)
73 (33)
53 (16)
53 (16)
54 (13)
54 (13)
34 (11)
94 (30)
90 (18)
50 (10)
70 (14)
75 (15)
100 (23)
52 (12)
77 (17)
55 (12)

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

Favourite Buildings: In BSF schools A, E, F and H thematic analyses of questionnaire and
interview data suggest five positive qualities about the architecture of these buildings. These
themes and examples of supporting quotes are presented in Table 2.1.
In non-BSF schools B, G, C and D thematic analyses of questionnaire and interview data
suggest five positive qualities about the architecture of these buildings. These themes and
examples of supporting quotes are presented in Table 2.2.
Least-Favourite Buildings: In BSF schools A, E, F and H thematic analyses of
questionnaire and interview data suggest five negative qualities about the architecture of
these buildings. These themes and examples of supporting quotes are presented in Table
2.3.
In non-BSF schools B, G, C and D thematic analyses of questionnaire and interview data
suggest two negative qualities about the architecture of these buildings. These themes and
examples of supporting quotes are presented in Table 2.4.
Section 5.2.1 (p.59) describes data patterns in tables 2.1-2.11, relating to R.Q. 2.
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Table 2.1.
Judgements on the qualities of favourite buildings in BSF schools A, E, F and H.
Theme

Sense of
Uplift

Visible
Construction
Materials

Sense of
Calming

Décor is
Attractive

Sense of
Purpose

Interview Quote (Participant code)
“If I stand in the main reception and look up, I get… I feel… I get like a rush
sometimes…” (A11F1)
“The [Arts complex] is like a light, bright curve. It makes me feel like I am
flying… It’s the best building, easy.” (E11F1)
“I like the main foyer... It is light… I get a good feeling in it. The light, the
space… it makes me happy.” (F11M1)
“The [named building] does give me a physical sensation… definitely…
it’s… you soar…You feel lifted up by it.” (H11F1)
“I like to see [steelwork] because they feel strong… they sound strong when
you tap them… you… trust them.” (A11F1)
“Wood in… not covered. It’s… it reassures you, that it… that the building
can contain you. That you’re safe” (E11F2)
“My favourite bits are when you see the skeleton. Why? It’s… honest. You
can see how it stays up.” (F11F2)
“Integrity. That’s what it has. Architectural integrity means, to me, being
truthful. Not hiding what the building is.” (H11M2)
“The blue light is lovely. Peaceful. It’s why I like [the building]. It’s chilled
out. Makes me chill out!” (A10M1)
“There’s a lot of shit outside, yeah? Sirens, cars and that. But… in here… I
call it the oasis! In the desert. Peace.” (E11M1)
“This area is right next to [large railway station]. But check it: can you hear
anything? It’s just calm, 24-7.” (F11F1)
“I like this bit because it is peaceful. Whenever I can, I come in here… to
think, or just be calm.” (H11M1)
“The classroom I like is painted light blue… it’s the only one that looks nice!
The inside is just as important…” (A11F2)
“The best buildings are comfortable inside, yeah? How they are done outpainted and that- is… it makes them.” (E11F2)
“They’ve put that coir stuff on the floor… I love it. It’s the only room with it. It
feels… like… the countryside!” (F11F1)
“Where they’ve thought about nice floors, colours, wall-coverings and that…
those are the nicest rooms.” (H11F2)
“I like the main area. You feel like you’re here for a reason… it’s a purpose.
School is meant to inspire you, right?” (A10M2)
“The Science rooms are amazing… white, steel worktops. Proper labs. You
feel like a scientist in them!” (E11M2)
“Art… it’s got the set-up… best in the school. It… you know it’s for art. The
room feels creative, yeah?” (F11F3)
“I think the Common Room is the best room… it gives you a sense of
purpose. You’re here to achieve…” (H11F1)

An emerging pattern in table 2.1 appears to be that the BSF schools are judged positively
when respondents perceive a psychological benefit related to the architecture; and on
individual perceptions of attractiveness. This can be compared with data from table 2.2,
where non-BSF schools are judged positively when they articulate an historical context;
design choices from the past which enable users in the present to interact with them; and, a
quality which situates the school in the architecture of the community around it.
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Table 2.2.
Judgements on the qualities of favourite buildings in non-BSF schools B, G, C and D.
Theme

Interview Quote (Participant code)
“I went here. You can see the passage of time in the buildings, but in a good
way. If these walls could talk!” (BSSF1)
“I like the history. The mix. This area is rich with stories. The school reflects
that, for me. The buildings are history.” (G11F2)
Historical
Narrative
“The old quads still work well. You kind of see how they went to school here,
in the 1950s. Not much has changed.” (C10F1)
“The school is a fixture of the area… recognizable. Its history, shown in its
architecture, culturally defines the area.” (DTSM1)
“I know some of [the school] is ropey, but look at the Sports Hall- those walls
are bomb-proof! Proper solid.” (B10M1)
“[Nationally-recognizable feature] is 200 years old. Look at it. It’s beautiful.
Longevity
It’s the history of now and before.” (G11F1)
and
“Built-to-last… no modern school will be standing in 60 years. They knew
Robustness
what they were doing when they built this.” (CTSF1)
“Yeah, it needs work. But it has stood the test of time. Strong built, and built
properly. I like this building.” (DSSF1)
“This building is simple. And it has to be tough. It gets used for all sorts… it
ain’t fancy but it does the job.” (B11M1)
“It has a modern element but it has been designed to work, for us. We use it
every day and it… just works. Simple.” (G10F3)
Function
over Form
“The quads layout is simple, no trendy ‘zones’ like you get in some schools.
They’re my favourite buildings.” (CTSM1)
“I like the assembly room. Floor-to-ceiling windows. Proper benches. Normal
seats. No weird shapes.” (D8M1)
“If you look at the streets round here, this bit of the school fits in with them. It
doesn’t stick out like a sore thumb. It’s not: ‘wow, look at me!’” (BTSF1)
“The buildings are mixed, yeah, but you can see how they match the
Mirroring the terraces. Same bricks, same style. That works. (G10F4)
Community “The buildings here look like they were built at the same time as the houses.
They’re not trying to be different.” (C11F1)
“It suits where it is, really. If it was too modern it might look wrong. Like it
should be in some modern city like Gotham City.” (D11F1)
“The building I like the most is the Hall. I love the stucco... it reminds me of
traditional things. I get nostalgic for stuff!” (BSSF1)
“Because of the area, there are traditions… cultures, mixes. The [feature]
sums that up. Keep the old, not erase it.” (G11F1)
Sense of
Tradition
“A school should, to me, look like a school, not a New York loft! These
classrooms are traditional. They look like… how they should be.” (CTSM1)
“My granddad would still recognize this building. It… the tradition is
important. We are all the same, yeah?” (D9M1)
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Table 2.3.
Judgements on the qualities of least-favourite buildings in BSF schools A, E, F and H.
Theme

No Sense of
Uplift

No Sense of
Nurturing
Users

Poor
Acoustics

No Sense of
Calming

Poor
Construction
Quality

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“The Maths block just makes you feel… flat. The most boring subject in the
most boring building.” (A11F2)
“Ceilings are too low. I am 5 foot 11 and I feel… closed in. You don’t feel
like you could… soar. Not like in Art.” (E11F1)
“I was in [tutor room] for a detention. It’s a prison cell! Designed to crush
your soul! (Laughs) Shit room, man.” (F11M1)
“Boring… square brick room with windows. Doesn’t inspire. Doesn’t
encourage. It’s a waiting-room with desks.” (H11M2)
“A lot of this place… you don’t feel moved by. People get tired, yeah? The
room does it because it’s… so boring.” (A11F2)
“Some buildings… give you energy, right? Tate Modern. This classroom
sucks it out of you. Leaves you drained.” (E11M1)
“I get sick in [MFL room]… actually sick! Like, the room is all wrong: size,
colour, lighting, desks, chairs; the lot.” (F11F3)
“No feeling of anything whatsoever! It is like a showroom for fucking robots.
Horrible room. I hate it.” (H11M1)
“Where we eat… it echoes too much. That’s why I don’t like it. You can’t
hear yourself. Should be damped.” (A10M2)
“The sound of the Year 10 corridor just travels. Deafening. It’s one, long
amplifier. It would be better curved.” (E11F1)
“The bits I don’t like are square, echoey boxes. Noise, no peace, no
escape. Bad design if you ask me.” (F11F2)
“Noise, basically, is what spoils this building. It is just a series of flat
surfaces which reflect noise. It’s ghastly!” (H11F1)
“You get stressed because it’s all… open. The toilets are open, the whole…
no privacy, no calmness.” (A10M1)
“Cross-over time is terrible. I get anxious. It’s not… calm. It’s too crowded in
the building… too many Year 9s.” (E11F1)
“[MFL] doesn’t work because it doesn’t keep you calm. It is a room which
actually makes you angry!” (F11F3)
“I try and avoid it, actually. Chaos. The building is far too small and tinny.
Cheap. You stress just thinking about it!” (H11F1)
“If you are [on the SEN register] you have to work in a dump! It’s cold, it
smells…” (A11F1)
“They put rubber in the Hub. It’s lush. This room is awful… the ceiling is
cracking, the windows look cheap. Rubbish.” (E11F2)
“No care, mate. Look at the plastic. Shoddy. It’s falling to bits already. Why
should we give a shit about this place if that’s all we get?” (F11M1)
“I don’t like the concrete blocks. They look like a bodge job. There’s gaps
and cracks all over them.” (H11M2)

Table 2.3 suggests that BSF schools are judged negatively when negative psychological
effects of the architecture are perceived; and, when the physical properties of their materials
and design are evaluated as being of low quality. In comparison, table 2.4 suggests that nonBSF schools are judged negatively when the physical properties of their materials and
design are evaluated as being of low quality. ‘Poor acoustics’ is a negative judgement
common to all schools.
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Table 2.4.
Judgements on the qualities of least-favourite buildings in non-BSF schools B, G, C and D.
Theme

Poor
Maintenance

Poor
Acoustics

Interview Quote (Participant code)
“What I don’t like is the Marley on the Art block. Or the concrete. Both look
well past their sell-by. Cheap and crappy.” (B10M1)
“Some of the stone work is such a let-down. It needs to be ripped out and
re-done. The repairs are awful.” (G11F1)
“Inside here the wood is just patched up every time. I hate that. They’re
supposed to look after these buildings…” (C10F1)
“The windows, cracked; the frames, buckled; the paint, coming off. It’s a
joke, mate. Bad repairs… looks shocking.” (D9M1)
“That corridor is not nice at all. It’s worst at breaks and that. The noise is so
bad, you can hear it over in Maths.” (B11M1)
“To be honest, the noise travels from end to end [in the canteen]. It’s so
bad, we eat outside. Hate it.” (G10F4)
“My room! It’s the worst one because it backs on to the reception. What a
racket. Nothing has been done.” (CTSF1)
“The [SEN provision] is basically an echo chamber inside a fridge. What do
you expect, though?” (D10F1)

Outside Areas
Table 2.5 illustrates the percentages of respondents in Schools A-H who indicated via
questionnaire that they had:


Favourite Outside Areas at their schools;



Least-Favourite Outside Areas at their schools.

Table 2.5.
Percentages of respondents indicating Favourite and Least-Favourite Outside Areas

School

Location

BSF or Non-BSF

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

South-West
South-West
South-West
South-West
London
London
London
London

BSF
Non-BSF
Non-BSF
Non-BSF
BSF
BSF
Non-BSF
BSF

Percentage of Respondents (Number of
Respondents)
Favourite Outside
Least-Favourite
Areas
Outside Areas
38 (17)
67 (30)
60 (18)
80 (24)
96 (23)
50 (12)
75 (24)
69 (22)
75 (15)
90 (18)
90 (18)
70 (14)
57 (13)
96 (22)
91 (20)
77 (17)

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent.

All eight schools generated six common themes around ‘favourite outside areas’ and three
common themes around ‘least-favourite outside areas’. These themes and examples of
supporting quotes from interviews are presented in tables 2.6 and 2.7

52

Table 2.6
Judgements on the positive qualities of favourite outside areas in all schools A-H
Theme

School
A

Connection to the Natural World

B
C
D
E
F
G
H
A
B
C

Sense of Uplift

D
E
F
G
H
A
B

Sense of Calming

C
D
E
F
G
H

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“The fresh air, the space… that’s the point of it, right? You feel…
connected to nature.” (A11F2)
“I like being able to see trees… change… seasons and that. It makes me
know where… I feel grounded.” (B10M1)
“The feeling of being outdoors in the summer is the feeling of being close
to wild things.” (C11F1)
“All the concrete and greyness… but outside, in the field, I love the…
the… connection with nature.” (D8M1)
“This bit of London is full-on. But in the garden, I can chill… get back to
nature. I love it. Wish it was bigger.” (E11F1)
“The grounds are the best bit here. We always go to our spot- chill, talk,
go back to basics! To nature, man.” (F11M1)
“The bit behind [feature] is gorgeous. All kinds of flowers and plants. I
love that… presence of nature.” (G11F2)
“Where the oak tree is. I go when I need to chill or whatever. Get down
with nature! That… connection.” (H11M2)
“The sky is massive and there is air around me… and I feel great. [Green
spaces] make me feel alive, free and happy.” (A11F1)
“I love the garden bit. It makes me feel… it gives me a boost… you get a
nice feeling…” (BSSF1)
“I feel good when I am outdoors anyway. That’s why I like the space
here, for that lift it gives you.” (CTSM1)
“It’s… I don’t know how to describe it… it’s like… like a… it’s joyful- is
that a word? Yeah, joy…” (D10F1)
“The view, actually, if you catch it right… the sky is open, man… I lie on
my back and look up. Rush! It feels good, you get lifted.” (E11M1)
“I don’t mind the bit where Year 11s go… it’s opened up- you can see for
miles. That makes me feel really good.” (F11F2)
“Walking at the front and looking up at the building, the sky, the
surroundings… it gives you a feeling of... of lift-up, uplift.” (G10F3)
“Some of the top-walk, where you are outside and high up… see all the
way to the Eye. It’s a good feeling, like flying.” (H11M1)
“The bit where you can just sit… near the shelter-thing. I chill there. It’s
mellow, nice… calm and that.” (A10M1)
“Being outdoors… yeah, it is less stressed than in the main building. I
always feel more relaxed than inside.” (B11M1)
“Sometimes, in the outdoor/inside bit of the quads, you can just sit and
look up… that’s really relaxing.” (CTSF1)
“The bits I like are the bits where you can go just to be by yourself and
de-stress. The calmness is good.” (DSSF1)
“We need it here… [well-known inner-city area] is a war, sometimes.
These little zones keep you chilled.” (E11M2)
“I go to wherever is the quietest, calmest, peaceful bit. I love the grassy
bank- it’s a… a stress-free island!” (F11F3)
“Where the different paths sort of lead into each other, you walk
through… it’s lovely and calm.” (G10F4)
“It is my favourite bit because I always feel calm there… then I go back
in… into the madhouse!” (H11M2)
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Table 2.6 cont.
Judgements on the positive qualities of favourite outside areas in all schools A-H
Theme

School
A

Colour of Natural Materials

B
C
D
E
F
G
H
A

Physical Sensation of Being
Outdoors

B
C
D
E
F
G
H
A

Social Interaction is Enabled

B
C
D
E
F
G
H

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“I love the… the grass. The green and in the tree-things is really nice. It’s
not painted bricks, like over the road.” (A10M1)
“When the sun eventually comes out and shines on the roof, that looks
really cool. The colour is amazing.” (B10M1)
“They put some large rocks, to make a sort of shelter for plants. That’s
lovely- the colours are… natural.” (C10F1)
“I like where they have let the tree bark peel off and just fall. The colour
is really nice, all pink and orange.” (D11F1)
“For me, it’s when the sky and the steels sort of touch. Like, you squint
and it blends… silver. Really nice colour.” (E11F2)
“When they painted the wood panels it looked shit. It was much better
when they sanded them back to natural.” (F11M1)
“The stone, where it’s not broken, is a lovely pale grey-yellow. I think
it’s… Portland stone, yeah? It’s really nice.” (G11F1)
“The copper on the roof. I know some don’t get it but I love it… it’s gone
green, like pale green. I love that colour.” (H11F1)
“When you get that wind coming straight across the field and it blows up
leaves… that feels good.” (A10M2)
“The air… especially in the summer… cool. But in the winter, like, it
still… tastes nice? Feels nice, yeah.” (B11M1)
“Where we are is quite rural… it’s nice to be able to sit out… feel the
fresh air. You can take it for granted.” (CTSF1)
“I like just sitting there and breathing in fresh air. It feels… clean.”
(D8M1)
“It’s nice to be out there. It’s not closed-in, or stuffy. It feels good, the sun
or the wind or whatever.” (E11F1)
“You get to run- can’t do that inside… that feels good, like a… nice
feeling, to be in the weather.” (F11F3)
“Sometimes you can get too claustrophobic. Outside you feel… clearer.
You can feel that in your body.” (G10F4)
“Maybe, like, being in class can be… flat? But when you go out the
feeling is… more… physical.” (H11M1)
“We go there to chill, to be with friends… we can talk easier. Plus, it’s the
only place I can meet my boyfriend.” (A11F2)
“Meeting up at break, eating lunch sometimes. The kids just hang out
really. They can’t so much inside.” (BSSF1)
“My group love it. They go out there at breaks to talk, meet their friends,
do homework. Freer interaction.” (CTSF1)
“It allows students to meet up with each other, be themselves. They get
to interact out there, in a different way to being in classrooms.” (DTSM1)
“Hanging out mostly. Getting together with the fellas. Talking to the
honeys! Less hassles from teachers.” (E11M2)
“I use it to meet up with my friends… it’s the best place really, kick a ball
or whatever. Just be together.” (F11M1)
“It’s a nice environment to talk and that in. Plus, you get more privacy
being outside.” (G10F3)
“I feel like I can be myself more and be with my friends more easily than
inside. Inside is work.” (H11M2)
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Table 2.7
Judgements on the negative qualities of least-favourite outside areas in all schools A-H
Theme

School
A
B

No Detail just Flat Space

C
D
E
F
G
H
A
B
C

Too Artificial

D
E
F
G
H
A
B

Poorly Maintained

C
D
E
F
G
H

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“If you look out on tiny spaces with no details… your outlook is tiny, with
no details.” (A11F1)
“The main field is so boring. All it is is one massive… field. Goals and
that’s it. We go round the edge.” (B10M1)
“My main criticism is the landscaping in this area. It is very
unimaginative. Not very inspiring, I’m afraid.” (CTSF1)
“Boring. It’s good, I mean, that we have it I suppose… all it is though is a
field and that’s it. It could be more interesting.” (DSSF1)
“The bit they give Elevens is just a concrete square. Why? What are you
going to do? It’s flat and like a grey field. Don’t like it.” (E11F1)
“It’s bleak, mate. That bit… you get just a load of shit bench things and
nothing else, no view, nothing. No plants or that.” (F11F2)
“That area could be improved, yeah. Massively. There’s no interest. It’s
just a line of bollards. It’s bland. It’s tarmac.” (G10F3)
“Modern building, right? So why not make the chilling areas modern? No
details means no interest means no-one cares.” (H11M2)
“I don’t get it… we are out, not exactly the sticks but it’s still countryside.
But all we get is these plastic fence bits. Like, it’s so fake.” (A11F2)
“Imitation wood rail, plastic picket. Lovely, not! I don’t like artificial effects
at the best of times. Why they chose that is beyond me.” (BTSF1)
“The surface completely spoils the look of the veranda. It’s that tarmac
stuff, like you get in B and Q car parks. Bad.” (C11F1)
“It could be better. The look of it is too artificial. It’s like they thought: let’s
just stick in some fake grass and call it green.” (D11F1)
“This is a modern school, up-to-date and that… but it’s too plasticky in
some bits. Like the area we sit out in. It just looks fake. Cheap.” (E11M2)
“I would like to see more actual trees and plants, not the plastic stuff they
put in. Also, I don’t like the fake leaf effects on the ground.” (F11M1)
“When you look at the old building, you think ‘wow’- then they go and put
those railings in- just looks artificial, fake.” (G10F4)
“I like modern buildings and that but, sometimes, they fuck it up by not
putting enough real plants. The Zone looks plastic.” (H11F1)
“What gets me is, this is a newish building right? Look at the shelter.
Needs painting, sanding, the lot. They’re just lazy.” (A10M2)
“Some of the approach round by the Sports Hall is so crap. The concrete
is cracked, with weeds in it… it looks shit, mate!” (B10M1)
“Also, the tarmac is not even done properly and it’s not looked after… if
you look closely, you can see patches are crumbling away.” (C11F1)
“There is a bit by where you play football which is so bad… it’s all
brambles and rubbish dumped over from the road.” (DTSM1)
“Joke, the bit coming up from Main. You’ve seen the cones, still being
repaired. It’s not looked after properly, so it looks crap.” (E11M1)
“I get really disappointed by how little is done on the second gardeny bit.
It’s left to grow weeds and gets filled up with litter.” (F11F3)
“The stone work in places is really bad. This stone is really old and could
look amazing if it was proper cared for.” (G10F3)
“Well, I’m not over-impressed with a lot of the bit underneath the copper.
It’s what you can see from the outside and it looks uncared for.” (H11F2)
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Table 2.8 (below) organizes and collects the themes generated in the analysis of interview
and questionnaire data, and described in tables 2.1 – 2.4 and 2.6 – 2.7, into super-ordinate
theme-headings. This allows the reader to compare themes across BSF and non-BSF
schools, and between themes generated in response to buildings and outside areas.

Table 2.8
Theme Headings and themes generated across all schools for Buildings and Outside Areas

Buildings
Outside Areas

Theme Heading

Theme/s

PSYCHOLOGICAL
WELL-BEING

Sense of Uplift
Sense of Calming
Sense of Purpose

Theme identified
in BSF and/or
Non-BSF Schools
BSF Schools
BSF Schools
BSF Schools

AESTHETIC
JUDGEMENTS

Visible Construction Materials
Décor is Attractive

BSF Schools
BSF Schools

LEGACY of
HISTORY

Historical Narrative
Sense of Tradition

Non-BSF Schools
Non-BSF Schools

QUALITY of BUILD,
DESIGN and REPAIR

Longevity and Robustness
Function over Form

Non-BSF Schools
Non-BSF Schools

SYMPATHETIC
ARCHITECTURE

Mirroring the Community

Non-BSF Schools
Non-BSF Schools

LACK of
PSYCHOLOGICAL
WELL-BEING

No Sense of Uplift
No Sense of Nurturing Users
No Sense of Calming

BSF Schools
BSF Schools
BSF Schools

LOW QUALITY of
BUILD, DESIGN and
REPAIR

Poor Acoustics
Poor Construction Quality
Poor Maintenance

All Schools
BSF Schools
Non-BSF Schools

WELL-BEINGPSYCHOLOGICAL
and PHYSICAL

Sense of Uplift
Sense of Calming
Connection to the Natural World
Physical Sensation of being Outdoors

All Schools
All Schools
All Schools
All Schools

AESTHETIC
JUDGEMENTS

Colour of Natural Materials

All Schools

FAVOURABLE
USAGE

Social Interaction is Enabled

All Schools

LOW QUALITY of
BUILD, DESIGN and
REPAIR

No Detail just Flat Space
Too Artificial
Poorly Maintained

All Schools
All Schools
All Schools
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How the architecture makes users think, feel and behave
BSF Schools: In BSF Schools A, E, F and H thematic analysis of the interview data
produced five themes about the how the architecture makes users think, feel and behave.
These themes and examples of supporting quotes are presented in table 2.9.

Table 2.9.
How the architecture of BSF schools makes users think, feel and behave.
Theme

Beliefs about
how architecture
might be used to
effect
behaviours
The
psychological
net effect of the
architecture
How the
architecture
separates and
organizes groups
How the
architecture
creates user
identities
How the
architecture
fragments user
identities

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“I don’t like it… there’s no doors on the toilet area, so the cubicles doors look
straight onto main- I bet they did that to stop trouble and skiving.” (A10M1)
“Glass walls are there so that we can be seen at all times from the corridors and
across the well. No privacy means no behaviour they don’t want.” (E11F1)
“[Principal] can see you from his office because he’s got the highest office and
looks down over us. That’s to Big-Brother us, so we don’t muck about.” (F11F2)
“It’s horrible, open, water-fountains and the toilets and that are next to it. Boys
next to girls. All open. It must be to stop stuff going on in the toilets.” (H11M1)
“It’s basically a rectangle with three windows. Boring! You come in through the
airport… and end up in the prison!” (A11F1)
“It’s been done to make you feel sort of, like, ‘we know where you are and we
can see you at all times’.” (E11F1)
“How they’ve done the walkways is so you have to go in one direction. [Year]
Sevens get it wrong and get scalped. You feel… controlled.” (F11M1)
“The outside says, you know, it’s alright and that but inside it’s like: ‘you are a
number and you do this’. The building makes you think like that.” (H11M2)
“If the whole school and the ‘time-out’ room looked like the front, there would be
no difference in us.” (A11F1)
“They have areas, like, where only we go and Year Tens chance but get beatdown! The years don’t mix because the buildings are set up like that.”(E11F2)
“We hang out where I showed you but it’s… the concrete moulded things
separate Twelves off from everyone. Like they’re the Dons.” (F11M1)
“How can you come together and that when they’ve given the lowers a separate
outdoor. Why? They do it to us. Then bitch when no-one gets on.” (H11F2)
“What you see is: staff, classroom support, management. Separate rooms, so
they meet and eat in their own bits. You can pick them out.” (A10M1)
“My take is that the size of the main is so high that the smaller kids are spotted
by how they gawp up at it! You say: ‘they’re juniors!’” (E11F1)
“The badge shows the building. It’s on all the posters and stuff that goes home.
Even the carpets. The building is our identity. It’s everywhere.” (F11F2)
“Put it this way, the colour of this blazer and tie is exactly the colour of the newbuilding. You can spot us in any crowd. We stand out.” (H11F1)
“It’s… I don’t get it properly. It’s, like, ‘here’s a new school- you have to act in a
new way’ but teachers won’t. It’s like we have to change, not them.” (A10M2)
“I’m on the reg right? So, the new bit and it’s all ‘respect your workspaces’.
When I go 1:1, look at it- it’s shit! Peeling paint. So, who am I?” (E11M2)
“Because you naturally team up with your crew, you can’t be anything than that.
The building splits up your old juniors friends, so you’re a split!” (F11M1)
“It’s strange but, I feel like I have to be modern and [traditional] both at once.
Teachers try and act more modern because our building is.” (H11M1)
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Non-BSF Schools: In Non-BSF Schools B, G, C and D thematic analysis of the interview
data produced two themes about the how the architecture makes users think, feel and
behave. These themes and examples of supporting quotes are presented in table 2.10.

Table 2.10.
How the architecture of Non-BSF schools makes users think, feel and behave.
Theme

Beliefs about
how the
architecture
might be used to
effect
behaviours
The
psychological net
effect of the
architecture

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“I… believe that the old ‘upper school’ building, current Year 12, stands
higher to encourage students to reach it, through hard work.” (BSSF1)
“They kept the [feature] because it looks, like something from Egypt and
Ancient Greece. You act more respectful and behave… around it.” (G10F3)
“This was once a Grammar School. The buildings are kept to… to make you
act in a ‘grammar-school’ way. Behave properly in proper buildings.” (C11F1)
“I think the classrooms are stacked, so maths and sciences are at the top.
It’s so you… aspire to the ‘proper’ subjects. Nerds behave. Simple.” (D9M1)
“The site as a whole isn’t perfect. But, overall, it does give you a sense of
‘shaping minds’ but not as full-on as a brand-new school might.” (BTSF1)
“Overall, I probably scored it all high on the questionnaire. The school makes
me feel different to the estates around. Like I can be better.” (G11F1)
“It’s such a simple design, you feel like anywhere you need you can find. You
feel part of the school through using it. Nothing feels alien.” (CTSM1)
“Sometimes, especially when it’s raining, it all looks like Butlins or whatever.
But it doesn’t make you feel like it’s better than you.” (D10F1)

Themes described in tables 2.9 and 2.10 are further organized and collected under the
headings described in table 2.11.

Table 2.11.
Organization of themes under theme headings for all schools (A-H)
Theme Heading

FEELINGS of
CONTROL and
FREEDOM

CONNECTEDNESS

IDENTITY

Theme/s

Beliefs about how architecture might
be used to effect behaviours

Theme identified in BSF
and/or Non-BSF
Schools
BSF Schools and NonBSF Schools

The psychological net effect of the
architecture

BSF Schools and NonBSF Schools

How the architecture separates and
organizes groups

BSF Schools only

How the architecture creates user
identities

BSF Schools only

How the architecture fragments user
identities

BSF Schools only
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5.2.1 Emerging data patterns relating to Research Question 2
5.2.1.1 Buildings When exploring the data around user judgements on the architecture of
their schools, there are differences between BSF and non-BSF schools. Table 2.8 suggests
that the judgements on the positive qualities of buildings in BSF schools can be grouped
according to:


Psychological Well-being;



Aesthetic Judgements.

By comparison, the judgements on the positive qualities of buildings in non-BSF schools can
be grouped according to:


Legacy of History;



Quality of Build, Design and Repair;



Sympathetic Architecture.

This is an interesting comparison because it suggests that the older non-BSF buildings are
more likely to reflect ‘place’, than their modern BSF counterparts.
Table 2.8 suggests that the judgements on the negative qualities of BSF schools can be
grouped according to:


Lack of Psychological Well-being;



Low Quality of Build, Design and Repair.

Similarly, tables 2.4 and 2.8 suggest that Low Quality of Build, Design and Repair is the
over-arching judgement on the negative qualities of non-BSF schools. It appears that
respondents in the non-BSF schools do not make judgements around negative
psychological effects of the architecture, as those in the BSF schools do. Non-BSF schools
are judged negatively when the physical properties of their materials and design are
evaluated as being of low quality. A further point of interest is how the themes which make
up the super-ordinate heading Low Quality of Build, Design and Repair differ between BSF
and non-BSF schools, in table 2.8. In the former, negative judgements are made around
poor quality of construction. In the latter, judgements are made around poor quality of
maintenance.
‘Poor acoustics’ is a negative judgement common to all schools. This has implications for the
data emerging in response to research questions 5 and 6; but, importantly, is a theme which
respondents in all eight schools identify as an aspect of low quality.
5.2.1.2 Outside Areas Whereas BSF and non-BSF schools generated different themes
around positive qualities of the architecture in their schools, there was a broad consensus
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across all schools when describing outside areas. All eight schools provided data in
questionnaires and interviews which generated six common themes around the positive
qualities of ‘favourite outside areas’ and three common themes around the negative qualities
of ‘least-favourite outside areas’. Tables 2.6 and 2.8 suggest that judgements on the positive
qualities of outside areas in all schools (A-H) can be grouped according to:


Well-being- Psychological and Physical;



Aesthetic Judgements;



Favourable Usage.

The consensus occurs across schools (and themes) regardless of whether the respondents
are male or female; in BSF or non-BSF schools; students or staff; in the South-West or in
London. Table 2.6 illustrates similarities between male and female respondents:
“The sky is massive and there is air around me… and I feel great. [Green spaces]
make me feel alive, free and happy.” (A11F1)
“The view, actually, if you catch it right… the sky is massive, man… I lie on my back
and look up. Rush!” (E11M1)
There are similarities between respondents in BSF and non-BSF schools:
“Where the oak tree is. I go when I need to chill or whatever. Get down with nature!
That… connection.” (H11M2)
“All the concrete and greyness… but outside, in the field, I love the… the…
connection with nature.” (D8M1)
There are also similarities between students and staff:
“I feel like I can be myself more and be with my friends more easily than inside.
Inside is work.” (H11M2)
“It allows students to meet up with each other, be themselves. They get to interact
out there, in a different way to being in classrooms.” (DTSM1)
Finally, there are similarities between respondents in the South-West and in London:
“When the sun eventually comes out and shines on the roof- that looks really cool.
The colour is amazing.” (B10M1)
“The copper on the roof. I know some don’t get it but I love it… it’s gone green, like
pale green. I love that colour.” (H11F1)
An emerging pattern appears to be that the majority of positive judgements on outside areas
in all schools (A-H) are around those qualities which provide a sense of well-being.
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Tables 2.7 and 2.8 suggest that judgements on the negative qualities of outside areas in all
schools (A-H) can be grouped according to:


Low Quality of Build, Design and Repair.

It appears that the outside areas in all schools (A-H) are judged negatively when the physical
properties of their materials and design are evaluated as being of low quality. Again, there
appears to be consensus across schools. This is illustrated by the following pairs of quotes.
In this first pair, the first quote is from a female teacher in a non-BSF school in the South
West; the second quote is from a male Year 11 student in a BSF school in London:
“Imitation wood rail, plastic picket. Lovely, not! I don’t like artificial effects at the best
of times. Why they chose that is beyond me.” (BTSF1)
“I would like to see more actual trees and plants, not the plastic stuff they put in. Also,
I don’t like the fake leaf effects on the ground.” (F11M1)
In this second pair, the first quote is from a male Year 10 student in a non-BSF school in the
South-West; the second quote is from a female Year 11 student in a BSF school in London:
“Some of the approach round by the Sports Hall is so crap. The concrete is cracked,
with weeds in it… it looks shit, mate!” (B10M1)
“I get really disappointed by how little is done on the second gardeny bit. It’s left to
grow weeds and gets filled up with litter.” (F11F3)
In this third pair, the first quote is from a female Year 11 student in a BSF school in the
South-West; the second quote is from a male Year 11 student in a BSF school in London:
“If you look out on tiny spaces with no details… your outlook is tiny, with no details.”
(A11F1)
“Modern building, right? So why not make the chilling areas modern? No details
means no interest means no-one cares.” (H11M2)
5.2.1.3 How the architecture makes users think, feel and behave Tables 2.9 and 2.11
suggest that user judgements in BSF schools can be grouped according to:


Feelings of Control and Freedom;



Connectedness;



Identity.

By contrast, tables 2.10 and 2.11 suggest that user judgements in non-BSF schools are
grouped around the heading Influence: Positive and Negative, only. An emergent pattern
appears to be that respondents in the BSF schools are more likely to judge the architecture
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of their schools on a wider range of criteria, than respondents in the non-BSF schools. Table
2.10 suggests that non-BSF respondents do not perceive (or have not identified in their
interview and questionnaire data) the architecture of their schools as having an effect on the
way user identities are formed and collectivized. This contrasts with respondents in BSF
schools, who describe a pervasive quality of the architecture:
“The badge shows the building. It’s on all the posters and stuff that goes home. Even
the carpets. The building is our identity. It’s everywhere.” (F11F2)
“Put it this way, the colour of this blazer and tie is exactly the colour of the newbuilding. You can spot us in any crowd. We stand out.” (H11F1)
There are also interesting judgements where BSF respondents appear to suggest that the
architecture of their schools creates a sense that users have to act in an artificial way, in
order to ‘match’ the expectations they perceive as a function of the architecture:
“It’s… I don’t get it properly. It’s, like, ‘here’s a new school- you have to act in a new
way’ but teachers won’t. It’s like we have to change, not them.” (A10M2)
“It’s strange but, I feel like I have to be modern and traditional both at once. Teachers
try and act more modern because our building is.” (H11M1)
There is a distinct ‘flavour’ to the judgements around Connectedness: BSF respondents
appear to be critical of the architecture in their schools and perceive it as segregating:
“We hang out where I showed you but it’s… the concrete moulded things separate
Twelves off from everyone. Like they’re the Dons.” (F11M1)
“How can you come together and that when they’ve given the lowers a separate
outdoor. Why? They do it to us. Then bitch when no-one gets on.” (H11F2)
Further illustration of these critical judgements can be made by contrasting the themes
generated around Feelings of Control and Freedom. There appear to be distinctions
between the judgements of BSF and non-BSF respondents, with the former more likely to
make negative judgements and the latter more likely to make positive judgements.
Judgements in tables 2.9 and 2.10 which give rise to the theme ‘The psychological net effect
of the architecture’ illustrate this well:
“The outside says, you know, it’s alright and that but inside it’s like: ‘you are a
number and you do this’. The building makes you think like that.” (H11M2) [BSF]
“Overall, I probably scored it all high on the questionnaire. The school makes me feel
different to the estates around. Like I can be better.” (G11F1) [Non-BSF]
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An additional point of interest, when comparing the interview data from BSF and non-BSF
schools, is the difference in judgements giving rise to the theme ‘Beliefs about how
architecture might be used to effect behaviours’. In the following pair of quotes, the first
quote is from a respondent in a BSF school; the second quote is from a respondent in a nonBSF school:
“Glass walls are there so that we can be seen at all times from the corridors and
across the well. No privacy means no behaviour they don’t want.” (E11F1)
“They kept the [feature] because it looks, like something from Egypt and Ancient
Greece. You act more respectful and behave… around it.” (G10F3)
It appears that perceptions in BSF schools are around a purposeful (possibly negative),
designed-in aspect of the architecture to effect behavioural change through perceived
control. By contrast, perceptions in the non-BSF schools are around existing architectural
features effecting behavioural change by imparting an aspirational quality. This distinction is
further illustrated in the following pairs of quotes. Again, the first quote is from a respondent
in a BSF school; the second quote is from a respondent in a non-BSF school:
“[Principal] can see you from his office because he’s got the highest office and looks
down over us. That’s to Big-Brother us, so we don’t muck about.” (F11F2)
“I… believe that the old ‘upper school’ building, current Year 12, stands higher to
encourage students to reach it, through hard work.” (BSSF1)
An emergent pattern is suggested: a difference appears to exist between BSF and non-BSF
users, in how the architecture makes them think, feel and behave. BSF users appear to
perceive a ‘controlling’ element to their architecture; non-BSF users a ‘supporting’ element to
theirs. That BSF users may experience more negative feelings than non-BSF users around
some aspects of their school architecture is an important point to make, when one considers
BSF user thoughts around open-plan toilet facilities, detailed in table 2.9:
“I don’t like it… there’s no doors on the toilet area, so the cubicles doors look straight
onto main- I bet they did that to stop trouble and skiving.” (A10M1)
“It’s horrible, open, water-fountains and the toilets and that are next to it. Boys next to
girls. All open. It must be to stop stuff going on in the toilets.” (H11M1)
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5.3 Research Question 3
What do the principles of Well-Being (Satisfaction), Community (Territoriality and
Belonging), and Working Successfully (Productivity) mean to students and staff
members?
Well-Being (Satisfaction) All eight schools generated two common themes around
definitions of ‘Well-being (Satisfaction)’. These themes and examples of supporting quotes
from interviews are presented in table 3.0.
Table 3.0
Definitions of Well-being (Satisfaction)1 in all schools (A-H)
Theme

Combining psychological health and
physical health

School
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
A

Beliefs about how environments
affect health

B
C
D
E
F
G
H

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“Well-being is… a range of things: food, how you feel, where you live,
how happy you are with your life…” (A11F1)
“I suppose it can be defined as being happy in mind and body, right?
Feeling good because you feel good.” (BTSF1)
“Without it you get down... depressed. Loving life is well-being. And
being well, inside. Not ill.” (CTSF1)
“Like, being positive yeah? But also, feeling like you can do it...
physically too. It’s both.” (D11F1)
“Well-being is when you are happy but also when you are healthy too. I
don’t think you can be one without the other.” (E11F2)
“Being able to cope with life... life not getting you down. Being strong.
Everything working in your body.” (F11M1)
“It’s the feeling of being happy in your body and happy in your mind. It’s
liking being in your own skin.” (G10F3)
“Well-being means, to me, that I am happy most of the time but can cope
when things aren’t great. And being reasonably healthy too.” (H11F2)
“Well-being can be made better or worse too. By where you live and
what’s round you. The countryside or the town or whatever.” (A11F2)
“It’s to do with how you feel able to respond to your surroundings as well.
People in cities can have well-being as much as in villages.” (BSSF1)
“You go to the seaside to re-charge your batteries, yeah? Surroundings.
Too much grey concrete is bad for your health.” (C10F1)
“I like the Lake District. We went with school once. It’s so clean and… it
makes you feel good. That’s healthy too.” (D8M1)
“There is green in London but it’s like a dull kind. Not like where you’re
from! I reckon it can make you depressed, or whatever.” (E11F1)
“Sometimes I want to get away from where I live. I like the Heath
because it is so big. You need that, to feel healthy in your head.” (F11F3)
“This is proper urban. I love it but I need headspace sometimes. Your
health can get affected, definitely. By the landscape.” (G11F2)
“Your well-being is partly about how you think. That can be affected by
what’s around you. Especially if you don’t realize it.” (H11M2)

Note: 1Please refer to section 4.3.2 for full details and rationale of re-conceptualization of
Vischer’s (2008) principles of ‘Satisfaction’, ‘Territoriality and Belonging’ and ‘Productivity’ into
‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’.

Section 5.3.1 (p.67) describes data patterns in tables 3.0-3.2, relating to R.Q. 3.
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Community (Territoriality and Belonging)
All eight schools generated two common themes around definitions of ‘Community
(Territoriality and Belonging)’. These themes and examples of supporting quotes from
interviews are presented in table 3.1.

Table 3.1
Definitions of Community (Territoriality and Belonging)1 in all schools (A-H)
Theme

School
A

People, a common context and
shared values

B
C
D
E
F
G
H
A
B

The Built-Environment

C
D
E
F
G
H

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“People… things in common, neighbours… people helping each other
and that…” (A11F1)
“Community is when people who are the same live and work together
and have the same outlook or whatever.” (B10M1)
“All together, people sharing something… like an identity which they all
recognize… communities are good things, or should be.” (CTSM1)
“Humans who live and work together. Shared values. Respect for
everyone in their community.” (DSSF1)
“What they aren’t is where people who live right next door to each other
don’t even talk to each other.” (E11F2)
“Everyone in a community has something in common. Without that you
don’t have a community.” (F11F1)
“For me, I suppose a community is like where I live. We all know each
other on my road and we all went to the same junior school.” (G10F4)
“You belong, feel that you could belong in your community. But not all
communities want you in them.” (H11F1)
“Areas, like the estate I live on. The [name] road is the boundary, sort of,
of our community.” (A10M1)
“When the houses look the same and the streets. It’s the people who live
in those streets, in those houses. And what the buildings are.” (B11M1)
“A community can be all of the buildings and the parks in a geographical
area, I suppose. Like [names postcode] is a community.” (C11F1)
“Can you build a community? I’m not sure. All of the new estates at
[names area]. Will the people who move in all get on?” (DTSM1)
“Yeah, my community is my house, my road, my block, the park in the
middle, the shops, the pubs... all that makes the community.” (E11M2)
“You need people but you also need them to live together. Like, [estate]
is a big community. You know everyone. Buildings do that.” (F11F2)
“My estate, that’s a props community. It is rough in bits but [name]
House is a good building. It’s full of families, so that’s good.” (G10F3)
“People are boundaried by the buildings in their areas. It’s ok, like, I think
it helps to make the identity. The community is built.” (H11M1)

Note: 1Please refer to section 4.3.2 for full details and rationale of re-conceptualization of
Vischer’s (2008) principles of ‘Satisfaction’, ‘Territoriality and Belonging’ and ‘Productivity’ into
‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’.

65

Working Successfully (Productivity)
All eight schools generated two common themes around definitions of ‘Working Successfully
(Productivity)’. These themes and examples of supporting quotes from interviews are
presented in table 3.2.

Table 3.2
Definitions of Working Successfully (Productivity)1 in all schools (A-H)
Theme

School
A
B

Measurable outcomes

C
D
E
F
G
H
A

Intrinsic beliefs versus the
perceptions of others

B
C
D
E
F
G
H

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“It’s passing your subjects and getting the grades you need to do what
you want after Year 11.” (A10M1)
“Achieving what you set out to achieve. That is what successful working
is to me. And doing it consistently… and consistently well.” (BTSF1)
“It’s when the students do well on their coursework, and OFSTED say
we are doing our jobs properly!” (CTSF1)
“I suppose it’s how you do on exams and if you pass them and what they
can lead towards, like going uni or whatever.” (D10F1)
“You have to show, have something to show for doing it. Certificates or
whatever. That shows you did it. It’s achievements.” (E11M1)
“When I do my mocks and finals. I am on target, so that’s a relief but I
still have to work hard. Passing will be proof of success.” (F11F3)
“Working successfully is doing all you can to achieve something you
want and getting that thing.” (G11F1)
“Getting the grades, doing the coursework, passing all the objectives, so
you can get an exam at the end.” (H11F2)
“I get annoyed sometimes when I think I’m doing ok but a teacher will
say I’m not working or putting enough effort in.” (A10M2)
“Our targets are such and such. That’s all very well but sometimes it’s a
success if the kids just stay in the lesson and concentrate.” (BSSF1)
“I wonder if OFSTED actually understand that some of our kids... it’s
success enough just to get them into school.” (CTSF1)
“I think we TAs are successful, just getting them to engage. But some
teachers expect more, expect them to be going up levels.” (DSSF1)
“So, we are quite academic in my group I suppose. But, like, my parents
think I should be 12 A-stars! Don’t think so, mum!” (E11F1)
“I’ll be honest, I don’t like all lessons. Why would I? But I do well in Art.
Then, teachers are all: why can’t you do that in Maths?” (F11M1)
“We’re all girls here and we have a good rep. I think that other schools
think we’re privileged, just because we do well.” (G10F4)
“I do ok here. Better than my last school. I am clever. I still think some
teachers think I’m just a… a crim or banger or whatever.” (H11M1)

Note: 1Please refer to section 4.3.2 for full details and rationale of re-conceptualization of
Vischer’s (2008) principles of ‘Satisfaction’, ‘Territoriality and Belonging’ and ‘Productivity’ into
‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’.
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5.3.1 Emerging data patterns relating to Research Question 3
The data in tables 3.0 – 3.2 suggest that definitions of Well-Being, Community and Working
Successfully are shared by participants in all schools and in both geographical regions.
Nevertheless, there are interesting individual responses to the three principles:
5.3.1.1 Well-Being (Satisfaction) Under the theme ‘Beliefs about how environments affect
health’, respondents appear to be alluding to the idea that access to natural environments is
important:
“You go to the seaside to re-charge your batteries, yeah? Surroundings. Too much
grey concrete is bad for your health.” (C10F1)
“There is green in London but it’s like a dull kind. Not like where you’re from! I reckon
it can make you depressed, or whatever.” (E11F1)
This compares favourably with data in tables 2.6 and 2.8, which suggest that judgements on
the positive qualities of outside areas in all schools (A-H) are made to a great extent around
the perception of well-being. In other words, user judgements on the value of outside areas,
described in response to research question 2, match user definitions of this value described
above.
A complex, multi-factorial definition of well-being is alluded to by respondents:
“Well-being is… a range of things: food, how you feel, where you live, how happy you
are with your life…” (A11F1)
“Your well-being is partly about how you think. That can be affected by what’s around
you. Especially if you don’t realize it.” (H11M2)
Again, table 2.8 illustrates how the super-ordinate theme ‘Well-Being- Psychological and
Physical’, generated by analysis of data from all eight schools in response to judgements on
outside areas, is created from four separate themes. The complexity defined in table 3.0
appears to reflect the judgements made in response to research question 2. A further point
of speculation is that of well-being not being exclusively a rural phenomenon:
“It’s to do with how you feel able to respond to your surroundings as well. People in
cities can have well-being as much as in villages.” (BSSF1)
5.3.1.2 Community (Territoriality and Belonging) Commonality and the idea that
something has to be shared among members for a community to exist comes across in the
definitions made in table 3.1:
“Community is when people who are the same live and work together and have the
same outlook or whatever.” (B10M1)
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“Everyone in a community has something in common. Without that you don’t have a
community.” (F11F1)
Interesting views from respondents in London schools include those around factors which
might inhibit the functioning of a community:
“What they aren’t is where people who live right next door to each other don’t even
talk to each other.” (E11F2)
In addition, there are views around communities as exclusive entities:
“You belong, feel that you could belong in your community. But not all communities
want you in them.” (H11F1)
The theme ‘The Built Environment’ does offer contrasting views from two respondents on the
role of architecture in forming a community. In the following pair of quotes, the first quote is
from a respondent in the South-West; the second is from a respondent in London:
“Can you build a community? I’m not sure. All of the new estates at [names area].
Will the people who move in all get on?” (DTSM1)
“People are boundaried by the buildings in their areas. It’s ok, like, I think it helps to
make the identity. The community is built.” (H11M1)
This is an interesting comparison because table 3.1 describes a view on the role of the built
environment which appears to be common to all respondents, with the exception of DTSM1.
This particular respondent also made the following judgement on positive qualities of
buildings in his school (see table 2.2):
“The school is a fixture of the area… recognizable. Its history, shown in its
architecture, culturally defines the area.” (DTSM1)
Are individual views related to an individual context: teacher, non-BSF, male, South-West?
This is an important point to consider, in light of the discussion of data relating to research
question 2, Outside Areas, and the complexities of applying standardized design to support
a common principle, which may not take into account the elements of a unique context or the
characteristics of individual users.
5.3.1.3 Working Successfully (Productivity) The theme ‘Measurable outcomes’ offers
arguably the clearest illustration of a broad consensus across schools and regions, when
defining the principle of working successfully. From table 3.2, the following pair of quotes
compares the definition from a teacher in a non-BSF school in the South-West, with that
from a Year 11 student in a BSF school in London:
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“It’s when the students do well on their coursework, and OFSTED say we are doing
our jobs properly!” (CTSF1)
“Getting the grades, doing the coursework, passing all the objectives, so you can get
an exam at the end.” (H11F2)
While it may be argued that a common, or ‘typical’, definition is more likely to occur when
asking school users to define the principle of ‘working successfully’ (than ‘well-being’ or
‘community’, perhaps), data in table 3.2 highlights some interesting individual perceptions;
particularly in how students, support staff members and teachers define the principle:
“I get annoyed sometimes when I think I’m doing ok but a teacher will say I’m not
working or putting enough effort in.” (A10M2)
“Our targets are such and such. That’s all very well but sometimes it’s a success if
the kids just stay in the lesson and concentrate.” (BSSF1)
“Achieving what you set out to achieve. That is what successful working is to me.
And doing it consistently… and consistently well.” (BTSF1)
Table 3.2, while illustrating that a consensus appears to exist on ‘what’ successful working
is, also suggests that a ‘hierarchy of pressures’ to conform to definitions of success offered
by a ‘higher level’ is felt by respondents:
“You have to show, have something to show for doing it. Certificates or whatever.
That shows you did it. It’s achievements.” (E11M1)
“I think we TAs are successful, just getting them to engage. But some teachers
expect more, expect them to be going up levels.” (DSSF1)
“I wonder if OFSTED actually understand that some of our kids... it’s success enough
just to get them into school.” (CTSF1)
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5.4 Research Question 4
To what extent is the architecture of their school and learning spaces seen to
facilitate these principles?
Well-Being (Satisfaction)
Table 4.0
Most frequent responses to statements about how school architecture makes users feel
Statement
School (A-H)
Most frequent response1 to statement
(Percentage of Respondents)
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

1.Generally, I like the way my
school looks

1
(47)

-1
(40)

1
(96)

-1
(56)

1
(85)

1
(60)

1
(57)

0
(73)

2.The buildings in my school help
me to stay positive about school

0
(49)

-1
(43)

1
(83)

0
(91)

1
(60)

0
(70)

1
(65)

0
(68)

3.I feel happy about the layout of
rooms in my school

0
(58)

-1
(53)

1
(96)

-1
(69)

1
(100)

1
(80)

0
(70)

-2
(91)

4.I do not feel happy about the
design of rooms in my school

0
(49)

1
(63)

-1
(100)

1
(66)

-1
(90)

1
(65)

0
(74)

1
(82)

5.I believe that buildings can affect
people’s mood

1
(42)

1
(63)

1
(83)

1
(66)

2
(75)

1
(85)

1
(87)

2
(77)

6.My school is a happy school
because of how it is designed

0
(44)

-1
(60)

1
(83)

-1
(63)

1
(80)

0
(75)

0
(78)

-1
(73)

7.I believe that more schools
should be designed like my school

0
(42)

0
(63)

1
(79)

-2
(63)

1
(75)

-1
(75)

0
(74)

-1
(77)

8.The materials used to build my
school do not help it to look good

-1
(53)

1
(67)

-1
(79)

1
(63)

0
(70)

0
(75)

0
(96)

2
(68)

9.I believe that buildings can affect
people’s health

1
(40)

1
(70)

1
(88)

1
(69)

1
(75)

2
(70)

1
(87)

2
(77)

10.I would not describe my school
as a positive place to work

0
(60)

1
(43)

-1
(83)

0
(78)

-1
(70)

-1
(65)

-1
(70)

2
(91)

11.Visitors describe my school as
‘having a good feeling about it’

0
(56)

-1
(63)

2
(75)

0
(81)

0
(75)

0
(70)

1
(74)

-2
(91)

12.I believe that my school is a
healthy school

0
(58)

-1
(63)

1
(92)

-1
(69)

1
(60)

0
(70)

1
(74)

-2
(91)

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
1Judgement-codes: -2 (Strongly Disagree), -1 (Disagree), 0 (Neither Agree nor Disagree), 1
(Agree), 2 (Strongly Agree); Refer to Questionnaire (Appendix Two), question 21, for full details.

Section 5.4.1 (p.76) describes data patterns in tables 4.0-4.4, relating to R.Q. 4.
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While table 4.0 presents the most frequently applied judgements to statements about how
the architecture of schools A-H makes users feel, this requires further exploration. Although
some responses appear to be unequivocal- 100% of all respondents in School E agreeing
with the statement ‘I feel happy about the layout of rooms in my school’, for example- there
are findings which stand out. In selecting interviewees, these findings were considered as
offering unique perspectives. These data are presented in table 4.0a:

Table 4.0a
Summary of Additional Well-being data for all schools (A-H)
School

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

Additional contextual findings including percentage of respondents, number
of respondents and judgement codes1
 31% (n=14) respondents indicating ‘1’ for statement 1 were Year 9s;
 40% (n=18) respondents indicated ‘0’ for statement 1;
 40% (n=18) respondents indicated ‘1’ or ‘2’ for statement 11;
 All support staff (n=3) indicated ‘2’ for statement 9.
 Teaching and support staff (n=5) indicated ‘1’ for statement 6;
 All Year 10 respondents (n=8) indicated ‘2’ for statement 9;
 40% (n=12) respondents indicated ‘-2’ for statement 2;
 Teaching and support staff (n=5) indicated ‘1’ or ‘2’ for statement 12.
 Teaching staff (n=4) indicated ‘2’ for statements 6 and 9;
 A single Year 10 student indicated ‘-2’ for statements 1-3 and 6;
 This student is on the autistic spectrum and has a Statement of SEN;
 This student indicated ‘2’ for statement 10.
 Teaching staff (n=8) indicated ‘2’ for statement 11;
 Teaching and support staff (n=12) indicated ‘1’ for statements 6 and 7;
 All Year 8 respondents (n=6) indicated ‘2’ for statement 9;
 44% (n=14) respondents indicated ‘1’ for statement 1.
 5 students indicated ‘2’ for statement 9;
 100% (n=20) respondents indicated ‘1’ or ‘2’ for statement 9;
 School E is the only school where no responses to statement 9 were ‘-2-0’;
 25% (n=5) respondents indicated ‘-2’ for statement 11.
 30% (n=6) respondents indicated ‘-2’ or ‘-1’ for statement 2;
 25% (n=5) respondents indicated ‘1’ or ‘2’ for statement 7;
 These same 5 respondents indicated ‘2’ for statements 2, 6, 11 and 12;
 School F is the only school where no responses to statement 12 were ‘-2’.
 There were no ‘-2’ or ‘-1’ responses for statements 1-3;
 Student G10F4 was the only respondent to indicate ‘-2’ for statement 2;
 In interview she stated: “The buildings inside don’t help me stay positive…
the outside bits and the outside features are what make me positive”.
 Both teaching staff indicated ‘-2’ for statements 1-3, 6,7, 11 and 12;
 Both teaching staff declined to be interviewed;
 100% (n=22) respondents indicated ‘1’ or ‘2’ for statement 5;
 100% (n=22) respondents indicated ‘1’ or ‘2’ for statement 10.

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
1Judgement-codes:

-2 (Strongly Disagree), -1 (Disagree), 0 (Neither Agree nor Disagree), 1
(Agree), 2 (Strongly Agree).
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Community (Territoriality and Belonging)
Respondents were asked to rate their own ‘sense of belonging’ at school- to what extent
they feel they are a member of their school- using a Likert-scale, with possible responses
from ‘1’ (do not feel at all) up to ‘10’ (strongly feel). Table 4.1 summarizes these data:
Table 4.1
Mean responses to ‘sense of belonging’ self-measure for all schools (A-H)

A

B

C

D

E
F
G

H

School
Respondent Group (n)
Year 11
Students
Year 10
Year 9
Teaching
Staff
Support
Total
Year 11
Students
Year 10
Year 9
Teaching
Staff
Support
Total
Year 11
Students
Year 10
Staff
Teaching
Total
Year 11
Year 10
Students
Year 9
Year 8
Teaching
Staff
Support
Total
Year 11
Students
Total
Year 11
Students
Total
Year 11
Students
Year 10
Total
Students
Year 11
Staff
Teaching
Total

(n=5)
(n=15)
(n=20)
(n=2)
(n=3)
(n=45)
(n=11)
(n=8)
(n=6)
(n=1)
(n=4)
(n=30)
(n=9)
(n=11)
(n=4)
(n=24)
(n=4)
(n=5)
(n=5)
(n=6)
(n=8)
(n=4)
(n=32)
(n=20)
(n=20)
(n=20)
(n=20)
(n=15)
(n=8)
(n=23)
(n=20)
(n=2)
(n=22)

Mean Response

Standard Deviation

5.20
4.80
3.15
8.50
7.00
5.73
6.55
7.00
5.67
9.00
8.00
6.77
8.87
8.89
9.25
8.54
7.25
7.60
7.80
7.32
7.88
6.75
7.47
5.75
5.75
6.55
6.55
7.93
7.92
7.91
3.40
5.00
3.56

1.48
2.40
1.46
0.71
1.00
2.07
1.21
0.93
1.37
0.82
1.33
0.78
1.27
0.50
1.10
0.96
1.34
0.84
0.75
0.84
1.89
1.08
1.45
1.45
0.94
0.94
1.03
0.84
0.95
1.98
0
1.96

There was a difference between respondents from BSF and non-BSF schools, in how they
evaluated the extent to which their school architecture facilitated the principle of ‘community’.
Two common themes emerged in interview; made distinct by emerging in either BSF or nonBSF schools. These themes and examples of supporting quotes are presented in table 4.2.
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Table 4.2
Judgements on the extent to which architecture facilitates ‘community’ in all schools (A-H)
Theme

Negative divisions not addressed by the architecture in
BSF schools

School
A

E

F

H

Positive inclusions facilitated by the architecture in nonBSF schools

B

G

C

D

Interview Quote (Participant Code)
“If the whole school… looked like the front, there would be no difference
in us… that would be more of a community” (A11F1)
“I’ve done time-out in [provision] and it’s crap, like… well, it’s not so
much the room but how it’s stuck out the back. Separated.” (A10M1)
“The reception looks good but it’s done so visitors get impressed. Most
teachers still think we’re chavs and that. It’s attitude not bricks.” (A10M2)
“Community is that we come from [estate]. But at school, you get some
teachers treating you like shit because of your postcode.” (E11M1)
“I like the buildings but they don’t make me feel part of anything, except
for highlighting how [poor] this area is. I don’t want that.” (E11F1)
“Our outside bit is shit concrete. You feel like a number, like anonymous.
If you can’t be yourself, how do you be a community?” (E11M2)
“Year 12s being separated off is not good. A community is supposed to
be sharing. No-go areas stop that, right?” (F11F2)
“There are notices everywhere saying don’t do this or that... I don’t feel
like I can involve myself in this building… that’s not community.” (F11M1)
“You have to feel like you can contribute to feel a community. This place
is so… zoned, one-way traffic, you just feel like it’s a machine.” (F11F3)
“I get space is the thing. But cramming loads of people into a box and
not giving them room to breathe does not make a community.” (H11M2)
“It’s simple, mate. If they put more green space here somewhere, we
could be, sound out whatever. You can’t force community.” (H11M1)
“Don’t get me wrong, I like a lot of it but it doesn’t make us a community.
It’s too complicated inside to ever allow you just to stop!” (H11F1)
“It’s not pretty [laughs] but at least you don’t feel like you can’t touch
anything like at [School A]! You feel like you can belong here.” (B11M1)
“The community thing is there… our room is quite nice, modern and we
don’t stand out as SEN. Overall, I feel included, yes.” (BSSF1)
“Tens get all of their subjects in one place That’s what helps you feel
included- not having to walk all over the place.” (B10M1)
“Firstly it’s all on the same level, so wherever you need to be, you don’t
get split-up. Secondly, they’ve kept the different bits distinct.” (G11F2)
“Because it’s got a really old bit and the newer bits, it’s not just a modern
box. It feels like a community because it works like one.” (G10F3)
“Controversial but… this feels like we belong because the architecture is
not macho- steel and glass and that. It’s for girls.” (G10F4)
“The quads make it so you have year areas but they’re all connected and
anyone can go in them… it’s a community.” (C10F1)
“When I walk around I see kids interacting because it’s all opened. They
learn in areas but can socialize all together if they want.” (CTSF1)
“How the classrooms can open onto verandas, like, outside-inside
spaces. I love that… connected to everyone, in a community.” (C11F1)
“Ok, it’s not brilliant architecture but it feels inclusive because each year
have displays… it’s personalized in areas.” (DTSM1)
“Some of the design is crap but one bit doesn’t stand out as being miles
better, so there’s no jealousy. Compare us with the College.” (D11F1)
“The [SEN provision] is horrible inside but it’s not stuck out away from all
the other rooms. That’s how inclusive community should look.” (DSSF1)
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Working Successfully (Productivity)
Table 4.3
Most frequent responses to statements on the role of architecture in successful working
Statement
School (A-H)
Most frequent response1 to statement
(Percentage of Respondents)
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

1.Being creative in your work

1
(84)

0
(90)

1
(92)

0
(91)

1
(85)

1
(80)

1
(74)

1
(86)

2.Conducting quiet work and
concentrating

-1
(51)

-1
(80)

1
(83)

0
(91)

0
(65)

0
(80)

1
(61)

0
(77)

3.Working on a PC

0
(89)

0
(83)

0
(100)

0
(97)

0
(95)

0
(90)

0
(100)

0
(91)

4.Meeting deadlines

0
(93)

0
(90)

0
(83)

0
(97)

0
(90)

0
(85)

0
(87)

0
(91)

5.Revising for exams (if
applicable)

0
(73)

0
(93)

1
(92)

0
(97)

0
(90)

0
(85)

1
(65)

0
(91)

6.Minimizing errors in your work

0
0
(96) (100)

0
(92)

0
(97)

0
0
0
(100) (100) (100)

0
(86)

7.Group work- informal, planning,
brain-storming

0
(76)

0
(80)

1
(92)

0
(63)

1
(65)

0
(85)

1
(83)

0
(91)

8.Group work- formal,
presentations, projects

0
(69)

0
(83)

1
(96)

0
(75)

0
(90)

0
(85)

1
(87)

0
(86)

9.Holding private face-to-face
conversations2

0
(73)

0
(90)

1
(83)

0
(72)

0
(80)

0
(85)

1
(78)

-1
(91)

10.Team-working

0
(84)

0
(90)

1
(88)

0
(97)

0
(80)

0
(90)

1
(65)

-1
(91)

11.Meetings3

0
(76)

0
(90)

1
(88)

0
(75)

0
(85)

0
(80)

1
(65)

-1
(86)

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole percent;
1Judgement-codes:

-2 (Strongly Disagree), -1 (Disagree), 0 (Neither Agree nor Disagree), 1
(Agree), 2 (Strongly Agree);
represents all ‘types’ of private face-to-face conversation (where applicable): StaffStudent, Staff-Staff, Student-Student;

2Data

Data is for all ‘types’ of meetings (where applicable): Staff-Student, Staff-Staff, StudentStudent;

3

Refer to Questionnaire (Appendix Two), question 22, for full details
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Table 4.4
Judgements1 on the role of architecture in interviewee self-perceptions of successful working
THEMATIC CATEGORY
Participant Code: Interview Quote
I FEEL SUCCESSFUL IN MY WORK AND FEEL THAT THIS IS TO DO WITH THE
ARCHITECTURE
C10F1 “I am inspired by it. The school feels like a place where you succeed.”
C11F1 “The buildings do help me, yeah. The layout, all the open bits. You feel positive.”
CTSF1 “I do like it. I feel like I work in a real place of learning. It pushes me to strive.”
G10F4 “All in all, yes, I would say the architecture makes me a better learner. It inspires.”
G10F3 “Coming here, you feel like you can be a success. The site feels like it does that.”
G11F2 “I am in a top set. We all say that [feature] inspires you to be a success.”
G11F1 “I complain about bits but overall I feel like I do well here. These buildings help.”
DTSM1 “Generally, yes. Where I work, I achieve what I want to. The architecture works.”
DSSF1 “I mostly support D and T. That building feels good… that helps me work well.”
BTSF1 “It’s not all good but it does feel like you can do well. The architecture does.”
D11F1 “Overall, yes, I really like working here… the building is good for my work.”
E11F2 “Art is my thing, yeah, and the complex is… it brings out the best in you.”
F11F3 “I like the [name] block. I work well there because it is a good space to work in.”
I FEEL SUCCESSFUL IN MY WORK BUT FEEL THAT THIS IS NOT TO DO WITH THE
ARCHITECTURE
CTSM1 “I like it but it’s not everything. I work well because I feel motivated by family-life.”
A11F1 “I do ok but like I said, a lot of this place is not inspirational, whatever.”
BSSF1 “I get done what I need to and well, but because of my team, not the building.”
B11M1 “Doing alright, mate! I don’t think it’s to do with the buildings. I just want to do ok.”
A11F2 “I work hard, simple as. I did so before I moved here and that wasn’t a new build.”
H11F1 “End of the day, whatever I achieve is down to me, not this new school.”
H11F2 “It’s a struggle, sure, but it’s what I can do, not what the architecture does for me.”
F11F1 “It’s good in bits but my predicteds are down to me not the new build or design.”
F11F2 “Some of it is beautiful. It’s not the reason I do well, though. Revising at home is!”
D10F1 “It’s because I just work, not hard, but enough. It’s not the design or whatever.”
E11F1 “I just try as much as I can. The buildings don’t make me try harder.”
I FEEL LESS SUCCESSFUL IN MY WORK AND FEEL THAT THIS IS TO DO WITH THE
ARCHITECTURE
H11M1 “I do ok, but not as good as I could. But it’s mostly this place- it’s too much row.”
H11M2 “Not great, average mate. I find it hard to focus. There’s too much noise. Bad.”
A10M1 “I just feel I’m struggling some days. It’s too noisy in here. Plus, no privacy.”
D9M1
“I get [SEN support]. It does me in. The place is loud. It’s why I struggle, I think.”
F11M1 “I’m failing MFL and Maths. This school… there’s not enough quiet space.”
E11M1 “All said and done, yeah, this place is new but it’s just too loud. I struggle.”
E11M2 “Not enough peace to get my bearings is why I am not doing as well as last year.”
B10M1 “I find it hard here overall. It’s too untidy, squashed and noisy. That affects me.”
I FEEL LESS SUCCESSFUL IN MY WORK BUT FEEL THAT THIS IS NOT TO DO WITH
THE ARCHITECTURE
D8M1
A10M2
Note:

“It’s not the buildings… I just get distracted by anything. Even a blank wall.”
“It’s probably down to me really. I can’t blame the building… I actually like it!”
1Respondents

generated four thematic categories describing perceptions about successful
working and the role of architecture. They were asked to judge overall whether they felt they
were working successfully and whether their school’s architecture played a role in this
perception.
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5.4.1 Emerging data patterns relating to Research Question 4
5.4.1.1 Similarities across schools Tables 4.0 and 4.0a suggest that the majority of
questionnaire respondents in all eight schools believe that ‘buildings can affect people’s
mood’ (statement 5, table 4.0); and, that ‘buildings can affect people’s health’ (statement 9,
table 4.0). An emerging pattern, therefore, is that respondents in all eight schools have firm
beliefs about the effect of their schools’ architecture on psychological and physiological wellbeing. This supports the data from table 3.0, where interviewees across all eight schools
offered ‘beliefs about how environments affect health’ as underlying a common definition of
well-being.
In addition, across schools A-D and H, the mean ‘sense-of-belonging’ score for teachers is
higher than all other student groups in the respective schools. This is an interesting finding
because it generates at least two possible hypotheses. Firstly, teachers across schools A-D
and H do feel a greater sense-of-belonging to their school, by mechanisms which are
unclear but possibly related to their status. Alternatively, teacher respondents in these
schools felt pressure to indicate a high sense-of belonging; a pressure through mechanisms
which are unclear but possibly related to their status. There are, of course, no teaching staff
data from schools E-G for comparison.
Of the eight interviewees in table 4.4 who attributed their feelings of being less successful in
their work to the architecture in their school, six are from BSF schools. All eight are male
students. These students all appear to attribute their judgement to a noisy environment. This
would appear to be consistent with data from tables 2.3, 2.4 and 2.8, where ‘poor acoustics’
is a judgement made across all schools. Its importance here is that the eight respondents
attribute it directly to their own perceptions of less successful working. For these students,
there appears to be an association with poor design, leading to negative experience of the
environment and a deleterious effect on their work. By comparison, of the thirteen
interviewees in table 4.4 who attributed their feelings of being successful in their work to the
architecture in their school, all but one are female. An additional point of interest for further
exploration (albeit outside the scope of this study) is this apparent gender-difference in user
judgements: male students appear to be more likely to attribute less successful working to
their school architecture; students who attribute successful working to their school
architecture are more likely to be female.
5.4.1.2 Creativity An interesting finding from the data in table 4.3 is that the majority
judgement for statement 1 across BSF schools A, E, F and H is that respondents agree that
the architecture of their schools facilitates ‘creative working’. While data from research
questions 1-4 has highlighted many apparently negative judgements of BSF architecture
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(table 4.2 particularly illustrates a stark contrast between non-BSF and BSF schools, in
terms of the architecture facilitating community), this is a surprising finding. In an exploration
of creativity in adaptive educational environments, Loi and Dillon (2006) suggest that
eccentric, unexpected or unanticipated artefacts in a specific context are memorable,
encourage people to stop and consider them and open up the way they perceive the world
and themselves. One may speculate that some of the facets of the architecture in these
schools are having exactly this effect:
“The copper on the roof. I know some don’t get it but I love it… it’s gone green, like
pale green. I love that colour.” (H11F1)
A possible tension may arise out of matching different expectations of architecture. Table 4.3
suggests that the responses from these schools are less positive around quiet-work and
concentrating. Particular elements of the design of these schools may facilitate creativity, but
not concentration. Are these elements linked to the open-plan environment criticized in table
2.9?
5.4.1.3 Schools C and G Only schools C (non-BSF), G (non-BSF) and E (BSF) report a
majority of respondents agreeing with statement 2, ‘the buildings in my school help me to
stay positive about school’. It can be argued that this pattern is partly reflected in table 4.4,
where three-out-of-four school C interviewees and four-out-of-four school G interviewees
suggest that they feel successful in their work and that this is because of the architecture in
their schools.
The ‘community’ data from schools C and G stands out. Schools C and G report the highest
overall mean ‘sense-of-belonging’ scores, in table 4.2: C (8.54), G (7.91). In addition, small
standard deviations (C= 1.1, G= 0.95) suggest that individual scores in both schools are
similar to the mean score. Schools C and G report the highest mean ‘sense-of-belonging’
scores for Year 11 students and Year 10 students: C (8.87- Year 11, 8.89- Year 10); G
(7.93- Year 11, 7.92- Year 10).
5.4.1.4 Comparing schools C and G with school H Ordering all eight schools according to
their overall mean ‘sense-of-belonging’ scores gives:
1. C (8.54, sd1 1.1): non-BSF school

5. F (6.55, sd 0.94): BSF school

2. G (7.91, sd 0.95): non-BSF school

6. E (5.75, sd 1.45): BSF school

3. D (7.47, sd 1.08): non-BSF school

7. A (5.73, sd 2.07): BSF school

4. B (6.77, sd 1.33): non-BSF school

8. H (3.56, sd 1.96): BSF school
[1sd: standard deviation]
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Schools C and G are the only two schools where a majority of respondents agree or strongly
agree with the statements:


Visitors describe my school as ‘having a good feeling about it’ (table 4.0);



The architecture at my school facilitates: ‘Conducting quiet work…’ ‘Revising for
exams’ ‘Formal group work’ ‘Private conversations’ ‘Team-working’ and ‘Meetings’
(table 4.3).

These data contrast with those for School H, where:


The overall mean ‘sense-of-belonging’ score is the lowest of all eight schools (3.56);



A majority of students:


Do not describe [their] school as a positive place to work (91%, table 4.0);



Strongly disagree with statements 11 (‘Visitors describe my school as ‘having
a good feeling about it’) and 12 (‘I believe that my school is a healthy school’)
in table 4.0;



Disagree with statements 9-11 (‘The architecture facilitates private
conversations/ team-working/ meetings) in table 4.3- the only school to
provide this response as the majority judgement for these statements.

The emerging pattern- that respondents in non-BSF schools (C and G particularly) appear to
experience a higher degree of ‘sense-of-belonging’- is reflected in the data in table 4.2. In
addition, the positive judgements in table 4.2 are made by interviewees from non-BSF
schools; the negative judgements are made by interviewees from BSF schools.
5.4.1.5 Comparing groups within and between schools Data from Schools A-D and G
includes data from more than one student year group. Table 4.1 suggests the following
pattern:


Sense-of-Belonging in School A increases from Year 9 (3.15) to Year 11 (5.2);



Sense-of-Belonging in School B is highest in Year 10 (7.0) and drops in Year 11
(6.55);



In schools C and G, sense-of-belonging scores between Years 11 and 10 are almost
identical (C: 8.87/8.89, G: 7.93/7.92 respectively);



In school D, sense-of-belonging is highest in Year 9 (7.8) and drops to its lowest in
Year 11 (7.25).

Data from schools B, C and G may offer partial elucidation of this pattern. Consider the
following quotes from table 4.2:
“Tens get all of their subjects in one place. That’s what helps you feel included- not
having to walk all over the place.” (B10M1)
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“The quads make it so you have year areas but they’re all connected and anyone can
go in them… it’s a community.” (C10F1)
“Firstly it’s all on the same level, so wherever you need to be, you don’t get split-up.
Secondly, they’ve kept the different bits distinct.” (G11F2)
These interviewees appear to be suggesting that school-community is facilitated by having a
single, common area for learning; by having interconnections between year group areas;
and, by having all facilities on a single-level, but ensuring that different areas maintain their
distinct identity.
Support staff in school D score lower on the ‘sense-of-belonging’ measure than support staff
in schools A and B. In addition, they score lower than the student groups and teachers in
their school (table 4.1). This is an interesting finding because table 4.0a highlights that
teaching and support staff (n=12) indicated ‘1’ for statements 6 and 7: they agreed with the
statements ‘My school is a happy school because of how it is designed’; and, ‘I believe that
more schools should be designed like my school’ in table 4.0. In other words, support staff in
school D appear to equate a positive feeling (happiness) with the architecture of their schooland believe this design should be adopted by other schools- yet feel less a part of their
school than the teaching and student interviewees. One might speculate from this apparent
contradiction that, according to the support staff interviewed in school D, their school
architecture is less successful in supporting their sense-of-belonging than it is for teaching
colleagues and students. This finding has to be considered carefully:


Do the data describe a phenomenon whereby users are positive about the effects of
school architecture on others, but do not perceive a similar effect on themselves?



Do the data suggest that ‘well-being’ and ‘sense-of-belonging’ are not necessarily
associated, and that one can experience the former without experiencing the latter to
a similar extent (or even at all)?



Do the data point to a failure of the questionnaire wording, and a less than adequate
exploration of the principle of ‘community (territoriality and belonging)’?
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5.5 Research Question 5
Can students and staff describe the architecture of a school, in terms of Materials,
Spaces and Design, which would serve their needs?
Thirty-two students and four members of staff took part in the group-work activities, across
the eight schools. Participants are identified using the same coding-convention as that for
the interviews in Phase One. Table 5.0 lists the participants by school and subject:
Table 5.0
Participants involved in Phase Two (Research Questions 5 and 6): all schools (A-H)
School
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

A11F1*
B11M1*
C11F1*
D8M1*
E11F1*
F11F2*
G10F1
H11F1*

Participant Code
A11F2*
A11F3
B11F1
B11F2
C11F2
C11F3
D8M2
D9M2
E11F2*
E11F3
F11F3*
F11F4
G10F2
G10F3*
H11F2*
H11F3

A11F4
B11M2
CTSM2
D10F2
E11F4
F11M3
G10F4*
H11F4

ASSM1
BSSF1*
DSSF1*

H11M3

Subject/Lesson
Res. Mat.1
Art
Res. Mat.
SEN Support2
Art
Technology
Art
D. and Tech.3

Note: *Participant also took part in interview for Phase One;
1Resistant

Materials; 2Structured SEN support time; 3Design and Technology.

Thematic analysis of group-work interview data generated seven needs, which can be
categorized in terms of participant beliefs on how Materials, Spaces and Design would
address these needs. Analysis also demonstrated that the participants were able to use their
understanding of the principles of ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’, to
further organize these needs (see table 5.1, below):
Table 5.1
Needs generated by group-work participants across all schools (A-H).
Principle

Well-Being

Working Successfully
Community

Need
1)
2)
3)
4)

Integrity/honesty of structural materials
Use of natural/ tactile materials
Natural-light filled environment
More and varied green-space access
(impacting positively on behaviour)
5) Less reverberant design and layout
6) High-quality SEN provision
7) Clear room identity related to subject

Architectural
Element
Materials

Design
Spaces
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Further thematic analysis of the group-work data generated a range of beliefs and
judgements underpinning the needs identified in table 5.1. These themes and examples of
supporting quotes from interviews are presented in table 5.2.
Table 5.2
Judgements on the type of school architecture which users believe would serve their needs.
Theme

1. The benefits of a lightfilled environment

Materials

2. Responses to natural/
tactile materials

3. Responses to
structural ‘honesty’

4. Beliefs about clear
room identity

Spaces
5. Beliefs about SEN
status and rooms

6. Beliefs about green
spaces and behaviour

Design
7. Beliefs about
acoustics and behaviour

Group-work Quote (Participant Code)
“We should use glass blocks, to let in light but not fully
clear so there is privacy but the benefit of light.” (A11F4)
“Light-filled space is clean… it’s pure. The view isn’t
important but the light would be calming.” (G10F1)
“Natural light, coloured glass or whatever. But natural
light, it’s to create peace in a building.” (H11F4)
“Grass roofs, so you can touch it. It makes you connectthat makes you care about it.” (B11F2)
“Natural wood, not plastics. The feel of them is warm
and real. That makes me feel positive.” (H11F3)
“Rocks, plants, trees, natural things that you can touch
or see change. It connects you, grounds you.” (G10F3)
“Visible materials, not covered up. Truthful, not hiding,
makes you believe in the place. And yourself.” (D9M2)
“We need to see the skeleton. It re-assures you that you
are protected. That helps you work.” (E11F3)
“The framework columns or whatever should be visible,
to show the strength and realness of it.” (C11F3)
“Rooms shouldn’t double-up. Each room needs an
identity and that is what then motivates you.” (F11F4)
“Science rooms are always labs, so Art should be a
studio. It’s about status and respect.” (CTSM2)
“We need to have identifiable rooms, which are only that
subject. You care more for a clear identity.” (G10F1)
“Time-out shouldn’t just be a box. If you preach ‘SENfriendly’, show it by giving us quality space.” (DSSF1)
“You have behavioural needs, you get rooms that don’t
inspire you to behave better. Lower status.” (ASSM1)
“My 1:1 room should look as good as any other. I’m not
second-class, so why is my room?” (D8M2)
“You need green access, to help calm you, to help
motivate you, to show life to you.” (F11F2)
“Not just a grass field but proper wildness and trees
makes you feel happy stops you playing up.” (A11F3)
“When you can connect to green spaces, you feel more
hopeful. Hopeful people behave better.” (E11F1)
“Students with complex sensory-needs… get rooms with
horrible echoes. No surprise they lose it, right?” (BSSF1)
“Physics, we did how sound bounces off walls and that.
Curved walls might limit the noise-chaos!” (D9M2)
“If you can hear yourself or at least cope with the level of
noise, you behave better cos you feel better.” (H11F3)
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5.5.1 Emerging data patterns relating to Research Question 5
Tables 5.1 and 5.2 illustrate that the needs of group-work participants across all eight
schools are broadly similar. Individual variations may occur in the way beliefs underlying
these needs are conceptualized (see table 5.2 for examples) but at a thematic level there is
consensus across schools as to what needs look like. This is an important point to make:
irrespective of context (the individual schools), a general picture of seven important needs,
emerges. In addition, the categorizing of these needs according to how they may be
addressed is generated by participants themselves. This suggests that group-work
participants were able to perform a sequence of integrative operations:


Reflect on their own experience of school architecture and make judgements about it;



Reflect on the definitions of ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’
generated by peers (and themselves in some cases), and make judgements on these
definitions;



Respond to these judgements by identifying needs, which are not currently met or
which resonate as the most salient needs for participants;



Define these needs, so that they may be understood by a third-party (the researcher,
in this case);



Infer how these needs may be met by architectural variables;



Make associations between the meeting of these needs, architectural variables and
‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’.

5.5.1.1 Making associations between needs and principles In table 5.1, participants are
able to demonstrate how they believe that the ‘need for a natural-light filled environment’, for
example, may be addressed by making particular ‘Materials’ choices (table 5.1). More
importantly, they demonstrate the underlying beliefs which prioritize this need in table 5.2,
and which associate an effective meeting of this need with a positive outcome (increased
‘Well-Being’):
“Light-filled space is clean… it’s pure. The view isn’t important but the light would be
calming.” (G10F4)
A second participant offers the following belief, which appears to suggest that positive
environmental change as a result of increased natural-light provision is associated with
‘Well-Being’:
“Natural light, coloured glass or whatever. But natural light, it’s to create peace in a
building.” (H11F4)
A narrative ‘thread’ emerges, where it is possible to trace the judgements and beliefs about
‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’ across both phases of the research, to
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the synthesis of need and architectural application explored in research question 5.
Importantly, there emerges in the data across both research phases evidence that
participants are able to make links between ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ by using environmental-effects-on-behaviour as a common factor; and, to
explore why their subsequent design choices in response to need conceptualization may
address this complex relationship. This is a useful finding because the Literature Review
demonstrated that making these links in the context of an individual’s relationship to his or
her architectural environment is problematic. An exploration of how these narrative threads
appear follows:
5.5.1.2 Narrative threads Taking ‘Working Successfully’ and school H as examples, tables
2.1 and 2.8 illustrate that participants associate many of the positive qualities by which they
describe their favourite school-buildings and outside areas, with their individual
conceptualization of working successfully. Table 3.2 then suggests that these
conceptualizations- or definitions- are actually common to users across all eight schools
involved in the research. Tables 4.3 and 4.4 then illustrate the extent to which the current
architecture of their school supports their conceptualization, according to the users
themselves. At this point, the second phase of research allows participants to make choices
and design-decisions, such that their conceptualizations of working successfully may be
more adequately met- most importantly, these second phase participants offer beliefs and
judgements on why ‘Working Successfully’ is associated with behaviour-as-a-function of the
environment. This can be demonstrated by considering the following series of quotes, by
participants from school H, as narrative thread components (Alorrie, 2004):
1.

“I think the Common Room is the best room… it gives you a sense of purpose.
You’re here to achieve…” (H11F1) [Table 2.6];

2. “It is my favourite bit because I always feel calm there… then I go back in… into
the madhouse!” (H11M2) [Table 2.6];
3. “Your well-being is partly about how you think. That can be affected by what’s
around you. Especially if you don’t realize it.” (H11M2) [Table 3.0];
4. “I get space is the thing. But cramming loads of people into a box and not giving
them room to breathe does not make a community.” (H11M2) [Table 4.2];
5. “Not great, average mate. I find it hard to focus. There’s too much noise. Bad.”
(H11M2) [Table 4.4];
6. “If you can hear yourself or at least cope with the level of noise, you behave
better cos you feel better.” (H11F3) [Table 5.2].
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Quote 1 defines a positive quality of a favourite building by its association with an individual
conceptualization of successful working:


Thread component- architecture can support work.

Quote 2 makes an association between access to a green space and its ability to support
feelings of calmness:


Thread component- environment can support well-being.

Quote 3 alludes to the idea of cognitions as an aspect of well-being; and, how these
cognitions can be affected by one’s environment:


Thread component- environment can affect how we think, which can affect how we
feel.

Quote 4 makes an association between community cohesion and access to space, by
suggesting that high densities of people cannot function as a community:


Thread component- because well-being is related to environment, cohesion can be
affected by not giving people who are expected to function in the same environment
enough space to do so.

Quote 5 makes an association between working less successfully and an adverse (for this
individual) environment defined by noise:


Thread component- architectural environment cannot support successful working if it
cannot mitigate the effects of noise.

Quote 6 makes an association between positive behaviour and well-being, by
conceptualizing them as a function of the environment.


Thread component- the environment has an effect on behaviour, which is itself
predicted by one’s sense of well-being.

In this way, narrative threads present a much richer, nuanced picture of experiences in
individual schools; and, how associations and links may be made between judgements in the
areas of architecture, conceptualization of principles and beliefs about behaviour or
performance.
5.5.1.3 Interesting associations: Community and SEN status Tables 5.1 and 5.2
illustrate how group-work participants were able to make some interesting associations
between need, principle and the architectural decision-making required to address the need.
A striking example of this is how participants across all eight schools offered judgements on
the quality of SEN provision being central to a cohesive school-community; and how this
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might be addressed by high-quality space. This finding is all the more important when one
considers that the research was not conceived to specifically explore the beliefs and
judgements of SEN populations in each of the eight schools. Nor do students with SEN form
the majority of participants in either of the research phases. Nevertheless, SEN provision is
regarded as being indicative of status by both students and staff alike:
“You have behavioural needs, you get rooms that don’t inspire you to behave better.
Lower status.” (ASSM1)
“My 1:1 room should look as good as any other. I’m not second-class, so why is my
room?” (D8M2)
This narrative emerges in table 4.2, where BSF and non-BSF schools are compared in terms
of how their architecture facilitates community, by the perceived quality of SEN provision:
“I’ve done time-out in [provision] and it’s crap, like… well, it’s not so much the room
but how it’s stuck out the back. Separated.” (A10M1)
“The [SEN provision] is horrible inside but it’s not stuck out away from all the other
rooms. That’s how inclusive community should look.” (DSSF1)
5.5.1.4 Acoustics An important finding across schools, which has bearing on the design
solutions offered in research question 6, and which is related to the consensus on SEN
provision is that of the need for a ‘less reverberant design and layout’. While participants
make an association between ‘better’ acoustics and the principle of ‘Working Successfully’,
there is some exploration of the perceived inequalities of acoustic environments; and beliefs
about the effects of these environments on students’ behaviour:
Students with complex sensory-needs… get rooms with horrible echoes. No surprise
they lose it, right?” (BSSF1) [Table 5.2]
“If you can hear yourself or at least cope with the level of noise, you behave better
cos you feel better.” (H11F3) [Table 5.2]
That judgements on acoustics should be common across all schools is not, perhaps,
surprising: data from phase one has illustrated that school architecture judged less positively
is judged, partly, on its acoustic environment. The ‘surprise’ may be that BSF schools are as
likely to offer poor acoustic environments as their non-BSF counterparts. It would appear,
therefore, that designing-in high quality acoustic environments is a complex undertaking.
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5.6 Research Question 6
Can students and staff offer design solutions for school architecture, according to
their needs?
School A
i.

Rear View

Moveable Glass Wall/Window
ii.

Front View

Single Central Corridor

iii.

Green Roof, Rock Garden and Glass-block Wall

Figure 6.0 School A: Proposed Design (i-iii).
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Reflecting on the definitions (D) of principles ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ gathered in Phase One (tables 3.0-3.2); their own understanding of these
principles; the needs (N) identified in table 5.1; and, the underlying themes (T) described in
table 5.2, School A group-work participants provided a rationale for their design choices.
Table 6.0 shows how their design choices directly relate to principles:
Table 6.0

Well-Being

School A: Rationale for design choices
Definition (D), Need (N)
Group-work Quote (Participant/s Code)
and/or Theme (T)
“Light in all of the rooms is important. The sun goes around
[local landmark] here and so some rooms are dark in the
afternoon. The glass-block wall means that the whole of the
interior would be light.” (A11F1, A11F3, A11F4 and ASSM1)
“The rear of the building should get as much natural light as the
front… we have broken up the arrangement of windows, so that
Natural- light filled the light isn’t uniform, like at the front… so different rooms can
environment (N)
be arranged according to the need for light.” (A11F4 and
ASSM1)
“On the [stimulus] pictures you showed us, all the windows are
uniform and can only face one way. We have incorporated a
sliding set and roof windows, so that as much of the building as
possible is lit as the sun changes position through the year.”
(A11F3 and A11F4)
“We wanted to incorporate a ‘green-roof’ because this allows all
of us to have green access space... The roof should curve over
the entire structure to protect it and allow wheel-chair access.
More Green Space
This would be easier on this type of design, than it is currently.
(N) and HighAt the moment, the outside ‘rec’ area is stepped. The curve
quality SEN
looks steep in our CAD, but it can be designed to be gentle.
Provision (N)
Community has to include everyone and everyone should get
decent green-space access.” (A11F1, A11F3, A11F4 and
ASSM1)
“Firstly, the design would hopefully be unique to us so our
school wouldn’t look like any other. Secondly, everyone here
People, a common
could use the green roof and the rock garden because the
context and
access and walls sliding out over them means that they’re not
shared values (D)
just for able-bodied. Thirdly, the design would promote a healthy
eco school community.” (A11F1, A11F3, A11F4 and ASSM1)
“The central corridor would be curved at the top to match the
roof and would have acoustic damping, like we saw in
Less reverberant [Auditorium Parco della Musica] in Italy. It’s got panels in odd
design and layout shapes which stop sound reflecting, so it doesn’t echo for ages.
(N)
This would make it quieter, even at changeover… it would mean
that you could hear to work in the rooms off it and work better
because of the lowered noise.” (A11F3, A11F4 and ASSM1)
“The front part would have the reception and all of that stuff but
would also double-up as a display space, for all student
Measurable
successes, competitions, art- like a massive gallery, so when
outcomes (D)
you visit it’s not like a… a waiting room but somewhere where
you can see how achievements are happening. And are
measured.” (A11F1, A11F3, A11F4 and ASSM1)

Well-Being AND
Community
Community

Working Successfully
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School B
i.

‘Liquid’ Roof and Front View

ii.

Rear View with Glass Walls

iii.

Stepped Rear with Light-Wells

Figure 6.1 School B: Proposed Design (i-iii).
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Reflecting on the definitions (D) of principles ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ gathered in Phase One (tables 3.0-3.2); their own understanding of these
principles; the needs (N) identified in table 5.1; and, the underlying themes (T) described in
table 5.2, School B group-work participants provided a rationale for their design choices.
Table 6.1 shows how their design choices directly relate to principles:
Table 6.1

Well-Being

School B: Rationale for design choices
Definition (D), Need
Group-work Quote (Participant/s Code)
(N) and/or Theme (T)
“Our design has loads of light coming in. A lot of our buildings
now get light but at different times. This design gets it all the
time, especially through the liquid roof. This is water, to be
Natural- light filled heated by sunlight but also so that it produces a calm interior.
It’s like, no-one is stressed when they go swimming right? So,
environment (N)
we think that working sort of under a pool would be good for
and
Beliefs about how you.” (B11M1, B11M2, B11F1 and B11F2)
environments
“The light-wells at the back are where we think quiet spaces,
affect health (D)
for working or meetings might be. The coloured glass is blue
to reflect the water-roof but also to create an environment that
is designed to help you feel better if you are stressed.” (B11F1
and B11F2)
“The colour of our design is largely to show our school colours,
so it has a strong identity. Most importantly, we think that the
roof, which is natural-lighting and heating would actually mean
People, a
something when we say ‘we are a healthy community’. It’s so
common context
our building uses the heat we produce as people to warm the
and shared
water in winter, and the sun does the rest in summer. Our ecovalues (D)
values that they are always going on about, are actually there
in how we help the building help us.” (B11M1, B11M2, B11F1,
B11F2 and BSSF1)
“The time-out rooms would be at the back, maybe having light
wells. They might be in the area where there’s no view to
distract you but you would still have a room that is as nice as
High-quality SEN
any of the others. No-one would feel excluded by having a
Provision (N)
worse room than people in mainstream classes. This would be
the quietest bit of the school and a place where you would
want to work in. ” (B11M1, B11M2, B11F1, B11F2 & BSSF1)
“Have all the traffic and footfall at the front, so there aren’t
loads of corridors going off everywhere- this could minimize
Less reverberant noise and help everyone relax more and work because they’re
design and layout in a quieter place. Also, how much echo do you ever hear at a
(N)
Sea-Life Centre when you walk under the tanks? Not much.
We want the roof to have the same effect.” (B11M1, B11M2,
B11F1, B11F2)
“We’ve made the front of the building more... traditional, long.
So, when you come in, this bit would be where all of the art
and sculptures we do could be presented. Plus, those posters
Measurable
where they list the people who get 13 A stars and that. But all
outcomes (D)
achievements could go in here, on the walls, like we used to
do at primary school. This is supposed to be about showing
our successes.” (B11M1, B11M2, B11F1, B11F2 and BSSF1)

Community

Working Successfully
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School C

i.

Single ‘Services’ Staircase

ii.

Internal Glass-block walls and Outer Corridor

iii.

Top View- Outer and Inner Corridors.

Figure 6.2 School C: Proposed Design (i-iii).
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Reflecting on the definitions (D) of principles ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ gathered in Phase One (tables 3.0-3.2); their own understanding of these
principles; the needs (N) identified in table 5.1; and, the underlying themes (T) described in
table 5.2, School C group-work participants provided a rationale for their design choices.
Table 6.2 shows how their design choices directly relate to principles:
Table 6.2

Well-Being and
Community

School C: Rationale for design choices
Definition (D), Need
Group-work Quote (Participant/s Code)
(N) and/or Theme (T)
“The outside of our proposal is clad in larch because it grows
Use of
nearby and there are a couple of houses which have used it and
natural/
it looks amazing. Plus, it is such a nice wood to touch and watch
tactile
as it changes colour. It would blend the school in to the
materials
surroundings so that it looks like it’s part of the community. This
(N) and
is important because it’s an unusual shape. You can’t make it
People, a
out on the design but the octagon would be timber-framed and
common
this would be visible inside, for two reasons: one, it would feel
context and
solid and reassuring to touch and two, we think it would be like
shared
a massive forest-school, where you feel happy to be around
values (D)
natural materials (C11F1, C11F2, C11F3 and CTSM2)
“We take trying to be inclusive quite seriously, yeah? So, we
already do quite a lot here anyway. The design of our quads
People, a
means that you are able to access everywhere if you have a
common
wheelchair, for example. It’s good but we could make it better
context and by making the quads rings, all on one level, that we have called
shared
corridors in the design. But they are half-in, half-outdoors- can
values (D)
you see that? They are partly covered with glass which could
and Highretract in good weather. This way the school community can
quality SEN see or be in more than one quad. Concentric rings, unlike
Provision (N) squares in a grid, mean that you feel enclosed and safe. Plus
you get to go to any of the bits that other students go to.”
(C11F1, C11F2, C11F3 and CTSM2)
“For us, working successfully is going to be a direct result of the
environment. We want the school to be a reflection of the place
Intrinsic
we are in, so we believe it’s low impact… not some huge glass
beliefs
box. Also, success is going to be statistics up to a point but
versus the
mostly having happy students who continue to want to work
perceptions here, whatever levels they are. Our design is about what we
of others (D) think working successfully means: and that starts with an
environment that you want to be in.” (C11F2, C11F3 and
CTSM2)
“The central staircase is just for services, like all the wiring and
piping etc. The team who do maintenance and repairs would be
Less
the only ones who use this. All of the teaching would take place
reverberant on the ground floor. We think that putting electrical-wiring, IT
design and
cables and heating ducts in a central column would isolate it
layout (N)
from the rest of the building, so there would be less interference
from it. The hexagonal design is to break up reflective surfaces
and sound.” (C11F1, C11F2, C11F3 and CTSM2)

Community

Working Successfully
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School D

i.

Whole Site

ii.

Fish-Tank Wall and View to Outside

iii.

Curved Desks and Glass Walls

iv.

View from Outside

Figure 6.3 School D: Proposed Design (i-iv).
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Reflecting on the definitions (D) of principles ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ gathered in Phase One (tables 3.0-3.2); their own understanding of these
principles; the needs (N) identified in table 5.1; and, the underlying themes (T) described in
table 5.2, School D group-work participants provided a rationale for their design choices.
Table 6.3 shows how their design choices directly relate to principles:
Table 6.3

Well-Being

School D: Rationale for design choices
Definition (D), Need
Group-work Quote (Participant/s Code)
(N) and/or Theme (T)
“Getting light into the buildings is important, but having the
The benefits right… quality? Like, our dividing walls are fish-tanks because
of a lightthey mean that walls can be see-through, so the room seems
filled
bigger, but also they have fish in them! And fish are chilled out,
environment so hopefully, it would chill us out too. The glass could be tinted,
(T)
but we think it should be like those sunglasses which react to
light and darken when it’s too bright.” (D8M1, D8M2 and D9M2)
“Our site is arranged around a central area, where everyone
can meet, play, fire practise and all of the things a community
needs to do together. But also, it is surrounded by a wilder area,
with trees and bits cut into the wild grass. This would be for
People, a
subject-teaching, like biology or just on a nice day, as well as
common
areas where you could relax and take stock. The buildings
context and facing in makes you feel more a part of community. This design
shared
gives you that but it doesn’t crowd everyone together, so a real
values (D)
community can develop but not be forced.” (D8M1, D8M2,
D9M2, D10F2 and DSSF1)
“The buildings all face each other, so you can see other people
working and sort of know that you’re all doing something
together.” (D10F2 and DSSF1)

Community

Working Successfully

Less
reverberant
design and
layout (N)

Beliefs about
green spaces
and
behaviour (T)

“We have curved everything! It’s weird but it just seems that this
would help [dissipate] noise better, like it would travel away
instead of coming back. We did this in Physics. The desks
should be curved too so when you have a group of people
talking and doing group work, like we are now, other tables can’t
hear or hear as much. This would help everyone to concentrate
more because you wouldn’t have to shout as everyone else
gets louder and louder. A teacher standing up could still see
everyone working but all of the sound would be kept in the
group.” (D8M1, D8M2, D9M2, D10F2 and DSSF1)
“The outdoors areas are… you can almost feel like you can
touch them because the windows facing in are so big. So the
outdoors are never far away, like in bad weather when you
might not want to go out, there would be the green to make you
feel that connection that helps you behave or whatever. Of
course, there could be outdoor shelter in the central bit but the
main thing is being able to look out at a calm, green, interesting
area.” (D8M1, D8M2, D9M2, D10F2 and DSSF1)
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School E
i.

Configuration of Geodesic ‘Pod’ Rooms

ii.

Pod’ Rooms with Natural-Material External Panels

iii.

Geometric Walkways and Picnic Tables

iv.

Close-Up of ‘Pod’ Entrance showing Glass Walls

Figure 6.4 School E: Proposed Design (i-iv).
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Reflecting on the definitions (D) of principles ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ gathered in Phase One (tables 3.0-3.2); their own understanding of these
principles; the needs (N) identified in table 5.1; and, the underlying themes (T) described in
table 5.2, School E group-work participants provided a rationale for their design choices.
Table 6.4 shows how their design choices directly relate to principles:
Table 6.4
School E: Rationale for design choices
Definition (D), Need
(N) and/or Theme (T)
Integrity/
honesty of
structural
materials (N)

Well-Being

Use of
natural/
tactile
materials (N)

Natural- light
filled
environment
(N)

Community

People, a
common
context and
shared
values (D)

Working Successfully

Less
reverberant
design and
layout (N)

Group-work Quote (Participant/s Code)
“All of the classrooms are pods and built on a… geodesic
model. We have clad some in wood, others in waterproof green
fabric. But you can see what each one is. Plus, inside, the
wooden framework of the triangles is bare. It looks more solid
than if it was covered up with plasterboard. This makes you feel
good. You trust it.” (E11F1, E11F3, E11F2 and E11F4)
“The fabric, for example, is meant to be like a puffa-jacket. We
saw it on another building and it looks really good. It looks like
you would want to touch it and it would be like one of those
leather sofas. The feeling of that is so different on the outside of
a building, to bricks or whatever. Pleasing to touch. Makes you
feel happy and wrapped-up snug.” (E11F1, E11F3, E11F2)
“All of the classrooms would be naturally lit from all angles
because of the ‘igloo’ shapes and that the triangles in the
framework mean that you can have windows at different angles,
especially on the tops of the domes of the igloos. We want this
because it means that you get light without necessarily having
to look out at grey buildings. Especially with the trees
surrounding the whole site.” (E11F1, E11F3 and E11F4)
“First of all, all of the classrooms face in to each other, so, like,
the school- it all leads in to the centre. In the summer you could
sit out at the benches in any area, that would be the hope
because all of the green space is for everyone. Secondly, you
would feel more linked as a community because all the igloos
look the same, but they don’t look like any other school probably
in the country! That uniqueness would define our community.
Thirdly, we are supposed to have a Maths specialism here. It’s
on our notice boards and that. The pathways and the shapes of
the igloos make that common identity, with the geometric
shapes.” (E11F1, E11F3, E11F2 and E11F4)
“Each igloo pod is isolated from any other, so noise is contained
and doesn’t travel. They could be more than one-storey, or if we
could have the wasteland next to this school, we could make
our design bigger. We thought about covering the walkways
with a curved roof but no walls, so you wouldn’t get wet going to
different classes. The pods would have sound-deadening up in
the domes if they needed it. This containing would, we think,
mean a much better working environment for everyone. Much
more serene and calm because there isn’t constant noise.”
(E11F1, E11F3, E11F2 and E11F4)
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School F
i.

School Site within the Estate

ii.

Grounds

iii.

View across Central Grass Area

Sound-absorbing latex paint
iv.

Site and Outer Grass Area with trees

Figure 6.5 School F: Proposed Design (i-iv).
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Reflecting on the definitions (D) of principles ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ gathered in Phase One (tables 3.0-3.2); their own understanding of these
principles; the needs (N) identified in table 5.1; and, the underlying themes (T) described in
table 5.2, School F group-work participants provided a rationale for their design choices.
Table 6.5 shows how their design choices directly relate to principles:
Table 6.5

Well-Being

School F: Rationale for design choices
Definition (D), Need
Group-work Quote (Participant/s Code)
(N) and/or Theme (T)
“First of all, it’s all single-level. We think our school at the
moment has too many stairs. The front walls of each block are
Natural- light
glass. We are surrounded by [estate] on all sides, but having
filled
the buildings face each other brings light, without the tower
environment
blocks. We think that natural-light is one of the best resources
(N)
for well-being and concentration and it’s free!” (F11F2, F11F3,
F11F4 and F11M3).
“On a bad day, which to be honest, is most days in the year,
natural light changes colour… or with the seasons. But if you
The benefits
have enough, you can always see what time of day it is. It’s like,
of a lightnatural light… regulates your emotions. Sometimes we get sick
filled
of coming to school in the dark, putting on strip-lights all day,
environment
then going home in the dark. With natural light, ok, it might be
(T)
grey in winter but at least you feel connected to the outdoors
and have a sense of who and what you are. Instead of being in
an artificial box, lit by artificial light.” (F11F2, F11F3 and F11F4)
“Our design faces each other, in blocks of threes. This is just
one example, but, like all of the subject areas could be
organized in this way. But also, if you look at the design, it’s
done to… accept that we are surrounded by [estate]. You can’t
People, a
hide from that. And we reckon that a really good design,
common
bordered all around by trees like we have done, would be like
context and
a… a place to be proud of, in the heart of the community which
shared
has features that mirror the buildings in the community. And,
values (D)
like, the community would overlook it of course, because the
blocks are high, but we would still have privacy. Our school
doesn’t look like a prison in the middle of the urban jungle, but
an oasis in the middle of the urban community.” (F11F2, F11F3,
F11F4 and F11M3)
“We have coated the inside walls, frames of the glass walls with
Less
a latex paint. We googled this when we knew you were coming
reverberant here to work with us! It’s a latex paint that gives a rubbery finish
design and
but absorbs sound. We want to have good acoustics for
layout (N)
concentration, but still allow lots of people to be together in the
same space.” (F11F2, F11F3, F11F4 and F11M3)
“The worse the sound, the worse the behaviour, the lower the
ability to concentrate and the lower the amount of completed
Beliefs about
work. We want buildings that are quiet to work in because in
acoustics
that sort of environment, people can relax between questions,
and
not feel stressed into answering and teachers don’t feel
behaviour (T)
stressed by shouting. The more even the acoustics of a place,
the better.” (F11F2, F11F3, F11F4 and F11M3)

Community
Working Successfully
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School G
i.

External Wall- recycled bottles and planted area

ii.

Light Interior with fish-tank desks

iii.

Full-length folding glass roof

iv.

Front of Art Room

Figure 6.6 School G: Images of Proposed Re-Design of Art Room (i-iv).
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Reflecting on the definitions (D) of principles ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ gathered in Phase One (tables 3.0-3.2); their own understanding of these
principles; the needs (N) identified in table 5.1; and, the underlying themes (T) described in
table 5.2, School G group-work participants provided a rationale for their design choices.
Table 6.6 shows how their design choices directly relate to principles:
Table 6.6

Well-Being

School G: Rationale for design choices
Definition (D), Need
Group-work Quote (Participant/s Code)
(N) and/or Theme (T)
“Our before and after screengrabs1 show that the art room,
where we are working right now, is actually a pretty bleak room.
It could be amazing, though- that’s why the re-design shows so
much done to the outside area as well. It’s about making your
Combining
environment better, so you feel healthier. But also, all the plants
psychological
are psychologically good for you but giving out loads of oxygen,
health and
right? So, all that pollution from where we are is turned into
physical
something good for your physical health too. We are trying to
health (D)
re-design so the space is good for all aspects of your health.
The fish-tank desks are calming, the recycled bottle-walls are
eco, so you feel less wasteful, but also they’re beautiful, so you
feel good.” (G10F1, G10F2, G10F3 and G10F4).
“We do art in here, right. Look at the windows and the view. It’s
The benefits not the best. So, just from a subject point of view, the blue
of a lightglass, the retractable glass roof, the additions of glass-blocks
filled
high up in the walls: these all add to make a workspace for art
environment somewhere where you can be inspired, but, as well, somewhere
(T)
where the light, which is what the artist uses as much as paint
or pencil, is… there is so much of it.” (G10F1, G10F2, G10F3
and G10F4)
“Look, there’s no getting away from where we are. But that’s
fine, you know. Somedays, that sprawl can be inspiring but
other days not as much. That’s life in the city! We accept that
our school is in the community and it reflects it, so we don’t
want to design some ultra-modern thing. But the thing about our
The Builtdesign is that it frames the estates and the streets and sets
Environment them off against a peaceful, colourful vibe. The area around this
(D)
school is the community we come from and what shapes us and
the school, so, but we can still have something clean,
something bright, something fresh in it. We are all girls here,
after all. So, our design is… subtle and feminine and doesn’t
radically alter the architecture which already exists here.”
(G10F1, G10F2, G10F3 and G10F4)
“We’re really pushed for space here, so, as much as we would
like to, we can’t really include an orchard- though we said that’s
Beliefs about what we would do, when we were brainstorming this! But
green spaces natural and that type of space just… protects you against the
and
whole weight of city life. We think it gives you… resilience.
behaviour (T) Armour, like a psychological armour. Places where you can see
life continuing and flourishing give you the confidence to
continue.” (G10F1, G10F2, G10F3 and G10F4)

Community

Working
Successfully

Note: 1Screengrabs of Art Room in its current configuration may be found in appendices (Appx. Five)
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School H
i.

Front View

ii.

Close-Up Front View

iii.

Rear View

Figure 6.7 School H: Proposed Design (i-iii).
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Reflecting on the definitions (D) of principles ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’ gathered in Phase One (tables 3.0-3.2); their own understanding of these
principles; the needs (N) identified in table 5.1; and, the underlying themes (T) described in
table 5.2, School H group-work participants provided a rationale for their design choices.
Table 6.7 shows how their design choices directly relate to principles:
Table 6.7

Well-Being

School H: Rationale for design choices
Definition (D), Need
Group-work Quote (Participant/s Code)
(N) and/or Theme (T)
“They call this area Deep South, not a lot of lovely parkland like
North but plenty wild! The design uses a lot of wood, inside and
outside and this is so you can always be in touch with it. The
Use of
wood, and surrounding the school with trees, just makes it a
natural/
more natural-looking and feeling place. You feel good when you
tactile
can feel certain surfaces, like when you do a duvet-Saturday on
materials (N) the couch, like, it makes you feel warm and happy. So, our new
school is natural, and can be interacted with- not steel, like a
new hospital. Natural materials are warmer, in the way they look
and make you feel and that makes you feel happy.” (H11F1,
H11F2, H11F3, H11F4 and H11M3)
“The design is called an earth-shelter. Basically, the entire
Combining
school is under a hill, so it is insulated and that makes for a
psychological warmer building which needs less power from outside to heat.
health and
And also, it has the hill over the top of it for people to run on,
physical
walk on, grow things on and chill on. All on one site. So, it
health (D)
combines both of those things: a healthy body and a healthy
mind.” (H11F1, H11F2, H11F3, H11F4 and H11M3)
“Something like this is designed so that it is simple to navigate
inside and outside. It is basically a huge timbrel-arch, like in
buildings in Catalonia. We know that because our teacher is
from Barcelona. What it does is make one massive space
People, a
underneath which gets divided up on two sides with a corridor
common
from front to back. Simple arrangement and no stairs. But it
context and
would, we would all be under this hill, safe, almost like camping
shared
in a weird way. Our community would be because we all come
values (D)
to a place which is designed to protect us. It is also designed to
nurture us. Like, we wouldn’t be in the dark because of the huge
front glazed bit, but we would be like plants, growing up through
the years.” (H11F1, H11F2, H11F3, H11F4 and H11M3)
“Our design is meant to be unique, but not so much that it
stands out as an eyesore or makes the area worse. It is
designed so that you will be motivated to come to school,
because it addresses basic wants or needs. Everyone wants to
Intrinsic
be nurtured, sheltered and that, so this building does that. But
beliefs
then, it goes further than that. Because everyone can do
versus the
something, this building gives you the spaces or the
perceptions
opportunities to see what it is that you can do. It’s more natural,
of others (D)
more free, so you feel like you can achieve your little niche or
whatever. There would be more outdoor-related stuff as well as
the academic, because the building would allow you do this. To
find yourself.” (H11F1, H11F2, H11F3, H11F4 and H11M3)

Community

Working Successfully
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5.6.1 Emerging data patterns relating to Research Question 6
With the exception of School G, group-work participants offered design solutions which
focussed on the external design of their schools. The stimulus pictures show classroom
interiors (see appendices), so this finding is particularly interesting. Group-work participants
do provide limited data on internal features of their proposals but their focus appears to be
on a holistic re-invention or re-imagining of a school. In this respect, one can argue that they
have taken research question 6 at its most literal and offered solutions which they believe
would suit them.
5.6.1.1 Common design features: natural light and light-filled interiors Figures 6.0-6.7
suggest that the provision of natural light is important to all of the group-work participants,
across all eight schools. This supports data from table 5.2, where beliefs about ‘the benefits
of a light-filled environment’ are articulated. Inevitably perhaps, individual schools have
adopted different solutions for incorporating light into their designs:


Schools A and C suggest the use of internal glass-block walls (figures 6.0 & 6.2);



Schools B, F and G suggest glass or transparent roofing (figures 6.1, 6.5 & 6.6);



Schools D, F and H suggest full-height glazed external walls (figures 6.3, 6.5 & 6.7);



School E suggests incorporating glass into their geodesic framework (figure 6.4).

A pattern across the eight schools is that natural-light provision appears to be most
important for well-being. For example:
“The light-wells at the back are where we think quiet spaces, for working or meetings
might be. The coloured glass is… to create an environment that is designed to help
you feel better if you are stressed.” (B11F1 and B11F2) [Table 6.1]
We think that natural-light is one of the best resources for well-being and
concentration and it’s free!” (F11F2, F11F3, F11F4 and F11M3) [Table 6.5]
Participants seem able to consider the wider implications of natural-light provision. Tables
5.1 and 5.2 demonstrate the associations between light and well-being for users; their
design-rationales take this further. School F group-work participants offer the following,
which appears to make an association between light, well-being, feelings of connection to
nature and identity:
Sometimes we get sick of coming to school in the dark, putting on strip-lights all day,
then going home in the dark. With natural light, ok, it might be grey in winter but at
least you feel connected to the outdoors and have a sense of who and what you are.
Instead of being in an artificial box, lit by artificial light.” (F11F2, F11F3 and F11F4)
[Table 6.5]
102

5.6.1.2 Common design features: ecologically-sensitive design Several of the schools
make associations between their design-choices and potential environmental impacts or
considerations. This is an important point to recognize because it suggests that, at the heart
of their rationales, is the need to balance innovative design with environmental sensitivity.
For example, the following quote from School B participants describes a feature where the
roof of their school acts as a natural light-source, thermal mass and acoustic-damping
mechanism:
“The liquid roof… is water, to be heated by sunlight but also so that it produces a
calm interior… we think that the roof, which is natural-lighting and heating would
actually mean something when we say ‘we are a healthy community’. It’s so our
building uses the heat we produce as people to warm the water in winter, and the
sun does the rest in summer. Our eco-values that they are always going on about,
are actually there in how we help the building help us.” (B11M1, B11M2, B11F1,
B11F2 and BSSF1) [Table 6.1]
Alternatively, the following quote from School H participants describes a design where
thermal efficiency of the building as a whole is associated with what appear to be beliefs
about Maslow’s (1954) Hierarchy of Need:
“The design is called an earth-shelter. Basically, the entire school is under a hill, so it
is insulated and that makes for a warmer building which needs less power from
outside to heat… it addresses basic wants or needs. Everyone wants to be nurtured,
sheltered and that, so this building does that. But then, it goes further than that… this
building gives you the spaces or the opportunities to see what it is that you can do.”
(H11F1, H11F2, H11F3, H11F4 and H11M3) [Table 6.7]
A further example is offered by School C participants, who make one of the clearest
statements about the perceived effects of environment on ability to work successfully; but
also make an association between how a building designed to support successful working
should also be sensitive to its context:
“For us, working successfully is going to be a direct result of the environment. We
want the school to be a reflection of the place we are in, so we believe it’s low
impact… not some huge glass box… Our design is about what we think working
successfully means: and that starts with an environment that you want to be in.”
(C11F2, C11F3 and CTSM2) [Table 6.2]
In addition, Schools A and H offer ‘green roofs’ as integral to their proposals. The benefits of
these structures have been documented across North America, Australasia and Northern
Europe, and include thermal mass loading, acoustic damping and rainwater-harvesting
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(EPA, 2013). They are proposed here as being important for green-space access and wellbeing; and how this may be associated with community:
“We wanted to incorporate a ‘green-roof’ because this allows all of us to have green
access space... The roof… allow wheel-chair access. Community has to include
everyone and everyone should get decent green-space access.” (A11F1, A11F3,
A11F4 and ASSM1) [Table 6.0]
“[The] hill [is] over the top of it for people to run on, walk on, grow things on and chill
on. All on one site. So, it combines both of those things: a healthy body and a healthy
mind.” (H11F1, H11F2, H11F3, H11F4 and H11M3) [Table 6.7]
Again, participants appear to making complex associations: their proposals do not address
issues in isolation. Tables 1.0-1.5, 2.6 and 2.8 suggest that participants in phase one were
able to make critical judgements about acoustic quality in current buildings and green-space
provision, for example. Group-work participants have offered designs which integrate
acoustic-quality and green-space solutions according to beliefs about their effects on ‘WellBeing’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’. These are complex proposals; whether they
are architecturally feasible is a matter for other researchers to explore. What they do suggest
is that the participants in the group-work activities are able to offer sophisticated proposals
which aim to address multiple, rather than single, objectives. The solutions across all eight
schools are distinct; however, they appear to be offered as proposals which link the needs
and beliefs defined and explored in tables 5.1 and 5.2. Moreover, this linking appears to be
predicated on the idea- common across all eight schools- that a school is first and foremost
a place of nurture:
“Our community would be because we all come to a place which is designed to
protect us. It is also designed to nurture us. Like, we wouldn’t be in the dark because
of the huge front glazed bit, but we would be like plants, growing up through the
years.” (H11F1, H11F2, H11F3, H11F4 and H11M3) [Table 6.7]
5.6.1.3 Common design features: building community The group-work participants have
offered design-solutions which appear to combine their beliefs about community; what a
community can look like; and ideas about building around a central focus:
“The design of our [corridors] means that you are able to access everywhere if you
have a wheelchair… They are partly covered with glass which could retract in good
weather. This way the school community can see or be in more than one quad. [The
design makes] you feel enclosed and safe.” (C11F1, C11F2, C11F3 and CTSM2)
[Table 6.2]
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“Our site is arranged around a central area, where everyone can meet, play, fire
practise and all of the things a community needs to do together. The buildings facing
in makes you feel more a part of community. This design gives you that but it doesn’t
crowd everyone together, so a real community can develop but not be forced.”
(D8M1, D8M2, D9M2, D10F2 and DSSF1) [Table 6.3]
“All of the classrooms face in to each other… it all leads in to the centre. In the
summer you could sit out at the benches in any area… because all of the green
space is for everyone… you would feel more linked as a community because all the
igloos look the same, but they don’t look like any other school…That uniqueness
would define our community.” (E11F1, E11F3, E11F2 and E11F4) [Table 6.4]
“Our design faces each other, in blocks of threes… in the heart of the community
which has features that mirror the buildings in the community… the community would
overlook it… because the [tower] blocks are high, but we would still have privacy.
Our school doesn’t look like a prison in the middle of the urban jungle, but an oasis in
the middle of the urban community.” (F11F2, F11F3, F11F4 and F11M3) [Table 6.5]
5.6.1.4 Idiosyncratic design The judgements on well-being and its importance in underlying
participants’ experiences of ‘Working Successfully’ and ‘Community’, allows for some
unexpected, perhaps idiosyncratic, design choices. Schools D and G incorporate fish tanks,
the rationales for which are predicated on beliefs about the benefits to well-being:
“Our dividing walls are fish-tanks… fish are chilled out, so hopefully, it would chill us
out too.” (D8M1, D8M2 and D9M2) [Table 6.3]
“The fish-tank desks are calming…” (G10F1, G10F2, G10F3 and G10F4) [Table 6.6]
5.6.1.5 School G: an individual approach Table 6.6 and figure 6.6 illustrate a re-modelling
of the existing classroom space; rather than offer a complete re-imaging of the school site as
the participants in other schools appear to have done. In addition, the all-female participants
in School G make the only reference of any of the schools’ participants to the idea of a
‘feminine architecture’ being able to integrate with its wider context:
“Our design… frames the estates and the streets and sets them off against a
peaceful, colourful vibe. The area around this school is the community we come from
and what shapes us and the school, so, but we can still have something clean,
something bright, something fresh in it... our design is… subtle and feminine and
doesn’t radically alter the architecture which already exists here.” (G10F1, G10F2,
G10F3 and G10F4) [Table 6.6]
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6. DISCUSSION
Figure 2 presents an overview of how the Realist principles of Context → Mechanism →
Outcome (Pawson & Tilley, 2004) may be used to ‘map’ the findings from Phase One and
augment the discussion.
Context: BSF
Schools

Context: All Schools

Context: Non-BSF
Schools

Context-specific data

Data emerging in all schools

Context-specific data

E.g. tables 1.0-1.5;
tables 2.0-2.11.

Common themes on, e.g.
‘Outside Areas’ (table 2.8)

E.g. tables 1.0-1.5;
tables 2.0-2.11.

Mechanism: Interaction with and
experience of school architecture

Context-specific
Outcomes:
Positive and
Negative
judgements about
individual schools.

Shared Outcomes:
Beliefs and Judgements about
school architecture

Context-specific
Outcomes:

Definitions of Well-Being,
Community and Working
Successfully

Positive and
Negative
judgements about
individual schools.

Context-specific data

Data emerging across all schools

Context-specific data

E.g. tables 2.0-2.11.

Shared Beliefs and Judgements
about school architecture

E.g. tables 2.0-2.11.

Differences between
interviewee groups
within individual
schools e.g. tables
1.4, 1.5, 4.0a and
4.4.

Common definitions of WellBeing, Community and Working
Successfully (e.g. tables 3.0-3.2)

E.g. the extent to which
interviewees experience WellBeing emerges as underlying
most positive beliefs and
judgements about the
architecture across all schools.

Differences between
interviewee groups
within individual
schools e.g. tables
1.4, 1.5, 4.0a and
4.4.

Figure 2 Situating data from Phase One in Realism
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6.1 Linking Phase One to Phase Two
Findings from research questions one and two suggest that participants are able to make
sophisticated judgements about the architecture of their schools. This is important when
considering feedback from the James Report (DfE, 2011), which criticized the level of input
students appeared to have in BSF design. Higgins et al., (2005) suggest that involvement in
the design-process increases feelings of ownership on the part of school-users. This is vital
when considering criticism levelled at the ‘lay-person-designer’ (Besky, 2015), by
publications such as the James Report. The participants in this research have demonstrated
that they are able to make the first approach to Newman’s (1972) theory of ‘defensible
space’- that of being able to identify and describe the architectural parameters of their builtenvironment. The James Report, arguably, fails to see the relevance of this:


Identification of architectural variables leads to the development of an architectural
vocabulary (Mercer, 1975);



An architectural vocabulary allows one to critique design-choices made on one’s
behalf, and offer considered alternatives (Smith et al., 2012);



The ability and opportunity to offer criticism and alternative design-choices may
encourage one to feel part of a democratic process, of consultation and exchange, in
the provision of public buildings (Burford et al., 2011);



The feeling of being part of a design-process may increase one’s sense of ownership
of the completed building (Higgins et al., 2005);



A sense of ownership of a building or space may encourage users of that building or
space to identify a relationship with it, that both building and user are linked, and, that
the ‘fortunes’ of building and user are dependent on each other (Craik, 1968);



Identifying with a building or space increases the likelihood of making choices to
conserve and protect it as a ‘defensible space’ (Newman, 1972).

While I accept that the James Report had to consider the economic ramifications of BSFoverspend, it seems remiss of the authors not to acknowledge the possible associations
between student participation in school-design, and their subsequent care for the building.
This research offers a tangible link between an architectural language and response to
context, in phase one, with some very particular design choices in phase two. These
choices, particularly when exploring what ‘community’ might be, are detailed and complex;
and, appear to offer nurture, protection and commitment to others as values exemplified by
the building. This is discussed further in section 6.4 (p.111). Participants across both phases
of the research appear to have begun a process in response to research question one that
incorporates McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) four-element model of community into the designs
in research question six.
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6.2 Differences between BSF and non-BSF schools
BSF schools are judged positively when respondents perceive a psychological benefit
related to the architecture; and on individual perceptions of attractiveness. Non-BSF schools
are judged positively when they articulate an historical context; design choices from the past
which enable users in the present to interact with them; and, a quality which situates the
school in the architecture of the community around it. This is an interesting comparison
because it suggests that the older non-BSF buildings are more likely to reflect ‘place’, than
their modern BSF counterparts. When considering appropriate parameters for residential
developments, the National Planning Policy Framework document suggests that:
[Development should] take account of the different roles and character of different
areas… contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment… respond
to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and
materials… address the connections between people and places and the integration
of new development into the natural, built and historic environment (Department for
Communities and Local Government, 2012, pp. 11, 12, 21)
One might argue, therefore, that the school developments described by respondents in BSF
schools are less likely to achieve these aims. A reasonable question then emerges: should
architectural proposals for schools be judged according to the principles adopted for
residential development? While an exploration of this is outside the scope of the current
study, and situated to a large extent in planning considerations rather than psychology, it has
implications for user responses to buildings which have been designed, according to
statutory guidelines, with these users in mind.
That this apparent difference between schools should exist relates back to Vischer’s (2008)
conceptualization of Territoriality and Belonging, as a triumvirate of physical, functional and
psychological comfort. While I have argued that Vischer’s proposal does not fully capture the
essence of what ‘community’ might mean in a school context, I suggest that the findings
from BSF schools reflect a perceived ‘lack’ in any one of these ‘comforts’. Lack of a
psychological benefit to the architecture in BSF schools appears to be a function of the
materials and design choices critiqued in phase one. The importance here is that the
complexity of the human-environment interaction is such that neither Vischer (2008) nor
McMillan and Chavis (1986) fully explore how these design choices impact negatively on the
ability of school users to experience a sense of community and well-being. The consensus
across schools that poor acoustics, for example, is a mechanism by which school-users’
experience of well-being may be compromised sums this up. In response to Woolner et al.,
(2007), this research proposes that acoustics should be considered as exerting a
simultaneous effect on Community, Well-Being and Productivity.
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6.3 An interdependent model
The majority of positive judgements on outside areas are around well-being. Data in table
3.0, for example, suggest that user definitions of ‘well-being’ are common across all schools.
A question arises: if ‘well-being’ is a construct common to and commonly understood by
different groups of school users, in different geographical and cultural contexts, can a
standardized design of outside spaces be formulated to address it? After all, the James
Report, in response to perceived and documented failings in the BSF program, offered the
following recommendation for future school architecture:
A suite of drawings and specifications should be developed that can easily be applied
across a wide range of educational facilities. These should be coordinated centrally
to deliver best value (DfE, 2011, p.69).
However, the Knight Report, completed during Gordon Brown’s Labour government in
support of BSF, suggested that:
The grounds are a dynamic environment which will change over time... In this way
the changing needs and character of the school community can be accommodated,
maintaining the school as a living part of the community it serves (DfES, 2006, p.12).
That these views are products of opposing political ideologies is missing the more important
question: if ‘well-being’ is a common principle and a function of outside spaces in schools,
which themselves are an aspect of an overall community, can standardized planning truly
accommodate the idiosyncrasies and unique qualities of particular communities? An
alternative question may also be posed: are the communities understood as such by the
respondents in all eight schools inherently similar?
This relates back to the explorations in the literature, of well-being and community. Findings
from phase one suggest that these may be unhelpful distinctions, and that the judgements
on outside areas particularly suggest that well-being is, partly, a product of the builtenvironment that underpins the mechanisms by which one feels a sense of community and
the ability to work successfully. These ideas mirror McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) but also
Maslow’s (1954) Hierarchy of Needs. The implication for school-design is that design
choices which may address one consideration- open-planning to maximize one idea of a
‘community-space’, for example- may have an adverse effect on well-being; and
subsequently limit the extent to which community is experienced by diverse users. A
possible solution is that an interdependent model should be considered, where Community,
Well-Being and Productivity are all partial functions of the built-environment; and whose
effects are not separable from each other. Attempting to separate these functions is,
arguably, why Vischer’s (2008) proposals cannot easily be applied to schools.
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Figure 3 presents an overview of how the Realist principles of Context → Mechanism →
Outcome (Pawson & Tilley, 2004) may be used to ‘map’ the findings from Phase Two and
augment the discussion.

Context:
School (A-H)

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

Mechanism:
Reflection on- and further exploration of the definitions of ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’
and ‘Working Successfully’ generated in Phase One
Outcome:
Generation of seven common needs, addressed by Materials, Spaces and Design;
and functioning as aspects of ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’
(tables 5.1 and 5.2)

Context:
School (A-H)

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

Mechanism:
Exploration of the seven common needs, addressed by Materials, Spaces and
Design; and functioning as aspects of ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working
Successfully’

Outcome:
Generation of Design Solutions and Rationale

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

8 individual school designs with architectural aspects common to all 8 schools
Figure 3 Situating data from Phase Two in Realism
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6.4 Further explorations of community
For the group-work participants in phase two, ‘Community’ is a concept which appears to be
contextualized in individual schools, and has beliefs about SEN at its heart; beliefs which
then influence the design choices made by these participants. Without overtly stating a
position, participants appear to be combining McMillan’s (2011) view with that of DfE (2014).
Participants appear to reconcile ‘community’ as a resource for the individual, with
‘community’ as a value, by exploring through design its relationship with SEN status,
proximity to green-space, nurture and topographical context.
The importance here is that participants in phase two appear to deem SEN provision as
partly indicative of the ‘success’ of the architecture in facilitating community, in individual
schools. That SEN provision in BSF schools would appear to be less successful at
facilitating community is an important finding: a stated objective of the BSF programme was
that schools become communities of and for learning (DfES, 2003). Community is an
interesting principle here because group-work participants appear to consider it as
functioning only when basic (Maslowian?) well-being needs are met. Or, in other words, it
does not function as a stand-alone concept for these participants. In order to design-in
community to a school, they seem to be suggesting that its associations with well-being (and
how that is conceptualized)- and working successfully to a lesser degree- have to be
recognized. This cannot be overstated: in their design solutions, participants appear to be
acknowledging that the principles of ‘Well-Being’, ‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’
co-exist in a complex relationship; and that architectural proposals have to recognize this.
The beliefs and judgements around community, described in tables 5.1 and 5.2, are also
unusual because they relate solely to school, rather than any wider community. BSF
literature describes a key aim of the programme as “the provision of other services on school
sites for the wider community” (DfES, 2003, p.76). However, group-work participants in
phase two appear to have centred their judgements on community as a function of school:
the school as [self-contained] community. While definitions of community in phase one (table
3.2) appear to suggest that interviewees across schools do conceptualize ‘community’ as
related to people, a common context and shared values- and, in part, as a function of the
built environment- the judgements applied to design solutions for research question 6 are
very much focussed on experiences within schools. The emerging narrative across both
phases of the research is that defining ‘community’ can incorporate observations of the wider
context in which a school may find itself; that a community can be a function of the wider
systems around the individual; and, that consensus on definitions of these wider systems
can occur across non-BSF and BSF schools.
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However, when group-work participants consider ‘community’ in terms of their needs, the
relationship between these needs and school architecture and how architectural choices
may support community, the focus becomes much more specific; becomes related to their
experience of school as independent from a wider context. This is an interesting finding. Not
only does the narrative across both research phases suggest that there are conceptual
differences between ‘school-as-community’ and ‘wider-community’, the focus on need as a
function of school-experience only (or, at least, something which may be addressed by
school architecture) suggests that participants across both phases are able to conceptualize
‘community-as-school-need’, as distinct from needs which may arise in- or be a function ofthe wider context. This appears to make the case for the interdependent model proposed in
section 6.3 (p.109).
Of course, the needs described by participants in tables 5.1 and 5.2 may ‘exist’ outside
school and be part of more generalized needs. For example, one may speculate that ‘beliefs
about green spaces and behaviour’ (table 5.2), which underpin the need ‘more and varied
green-space access (impacting positively on behaviour)’ (table 5.1), may be an exploration
of the general idea that access to green space promotes well-being. This general conclusion
is made by Mitchell and Popham (2008) and summarized by Public Health England as:
There is significant and growing evidence on the health benefits of access to good
quality green spaces. The benefits include better self-rated health; lower body mass
index, overweight and obesity levels; improved mental health and wellbeing;
increased longevity (PHE, 2014, p.3).
Nevertheless, it is important to recognize that group-work participants have based their
research question 6 designs (and the rationale for these designs) on the school-ascommunity context. That they include SEN status as a key determinant of the cohesion of
school community is particularly interesting. The current [as of January 2015] SEN Code of
Practice document specifies that schools have a duty to promote inclusivity; to make
anticipatory explorations of what reasonable adjustments might be required to facilitate
inclusion; and, to:
Ensure that children and young people with SEN engage in the activities of the
school alongside pupils who do not have SEN (DfE, 2014, p.81)
This appears to mirror McMillan’s (2011) notion that:
[Community] members have to protect the community’s boundaries, to be honest,
open and transparent, and to be welcoming and accepting of members. These are
social responsibilities that members have to their community (p.511).
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6.5 Acoustical considerations
Not only do the data suggest that complex associations exist between SEN status and
acoustic environment; between acoustic environment and well-being; and, between wellbeing and positive behaviour, they appear to be consistent with governmental policy on the
provision of good-quality acoustic environments in schools:
In a school with a good acoustic environment, people will experience: good sound
quality- enabling people to hear clearly, understand and concentrate on whatever
activity they are involved in; minimal disturbance from unwanted noise… Pupils with
special needs may need to be taught in spaces with lower noise levels and shorter
reverberation times than in mainstream classrooms... [These spaces] therefore
require designing to a higher acoustic standard (DfE, 2013, pp.9, 10-11).
There is a wealth of literature which suggests why good acoustics are important: as an
example, Cheryan, Ziegler, Plaut and Meltzoff (2014) review literature from North America
and Scandinavia, in secondary and primary settings, in rural and urban contexts and find
consistently that “classrooms with greater… noise are more likely to have lower student
achievement” (p.5). In addition, the belief that good acoustics are necessary for well-being,
concentration and achievement seems intuitive. The belief articulated in the following quote
is interesting because it describes a specific design solution, which is adopted by several
schools in research question 6:
“Physics, we did how sound bounces off walls and that. Curved walls might limit the
noise-chaos!” (D9M2)
The reflection of sound waves of varying frequencies, amplitudes and wavelengths as one
might expect in a busy school, is a complex phenomenon to model; certainly, a full
discussion of the design and engineering considerations involved is beyond the scope of this
research. However, the implications of using curved architecture to change an acoustic
environment are discussed in the literature; and there is evidence that some curved
surfaces, which essentially comprise multiple ‘planes’ of reflection, are highly problematic:
Concavely curved surfaces in rooms are generally considered as critical or even
dangerous in that they concentrate the sound energy in certain areas and thus
impede its uniform distribution throughout the room (Kuttruff, 2009, p.110).
If the room has a hard plane floor and a focusing hard ceiling such as that shaped by
a spherical shell with a large radius of curvature, there may be echo… because of
repeated reflection (Kleiner & Tichy, 2014, p.302).
The use of convex-curved sound diffusing panels is accepted in the literature as a useful
solution for producing a less reverberant acoustic environment; and is modelled largely on
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John Volkmann’s seminal 1942 paper “Polycylindrical Diffusers in Room Acoustic Design”.
However, Volkmann was concerned with engineering an acoustically-viable space for
recording and reproducing music. What is of interest here is the pervasive belief that curved
architecture might bring about positive changes to the acoustics of schools. This belief may
appear to run contrary to the evidence from acoustical-engineering research. However,
creating an environment where sound is diffused evenly for the purposes of high-fidelity
music reproduction, and one where sound reflections from groups of noisy students are
minimized, are two different objectives. This gives rise to further questions:


Are participants making judgements based on a technical or experiential
understanding of the behaviour of sound waves?



Are beliefs about concave-curved architecture a misunderstanding (or
misrepresentation) of beliefs about convex-curved surfaces?



Is the experience of sound in curved spaces qualitatively different to that experienced
in conventionally-shaped [cuboid] spaces (for these participants)?



Do the aesthetics of a space impact on the perceived acoustic-quality of the space?

In the move to standardize school-architecture proposed in the James Report (DfE, 2011),
acoustic ‘grading’ of spaces through the use of tools to measure sound reflection is
proposed. Might it be suggested that this is missing an important point; one to which the data
here alludes? Group-work participants in phase two do not appear to be calling for silent
environments; rather, the quality and subsequent emotional experience of the acoustic
environment appears to be something they wish to explore.
6.6 Natural-light considerations
An interesting association made by group-work participants is that between natural-light and
feelings of well-being. This association, where well-being is considered to be the primary
function of a naturally-lit environment, compares with Education Funding Agency (EFA)
advice for architects and designers; this governmental position appears to be that lightdesign and provision is first and foremost crucial to teaching and learning:
Good quality daylight within the learning environment is essential. The aim of the
daylight design should be to ensure sufficient levels of balanced glare-free light to all
teaching spaces… Black out is required in science rooms where physics experiments
will be carried out… Dim-out may be needed where legacy data projectors are
used… Sport in schools should be undertaken under daylight… It is also important to
note that many sports halls are used for exam purposes (EFA, 2014, pp.4 and 8).
Technological advances in glazing and architectural design mean that ‘smart windows’,
which are able to respond to changing external light-levels by reflecting or absorbing light at
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particular wavelengths, are a commercial possibility (albeit an expensive one). Baetens,
Jelle and Gustavsen (2010), for example, review the current literature and explore how
smart-window technologies may form an integral part of a Climate Adaptive Building Shell,
where the internal environment of a building is dynamic rather than static; and, how the
effects of external environmental changes can be mitigated by smart-technologies. One
outcome they discuss is an even, internal ambient temperature made possible all year round
by smart-technologies, rather than introduced (and fuel-hungry) heating and ventilation
systems. The key point here is that participants in School D, particularly, appear to be
alluding to this sophisticated technology. It might be suggested, therefore, that this
demonstrates a sophisticated awareness of modern architectural technologies and their
implications. In addition, it points towards the ideas around ecologically-sensitive design
described in section 5.6.1.2 (p.103).
6.7 Unique solutions
The use of fish-tanks offered by Schools D and G has some support in clinical literature.
Katcher, Segal and Beck (1985), for example, discuss the self-reported relaxing effects on
dental patients of contemplating an aquarium in a waiting-room. The design offered by
School G, however, is particularly interesting because it also offers a rationale in gendered
language, unlike any of the other seven schools.
If I generalized ‘feminine’ and ‘masculine’ architectural styles into ‘organic, graceful, curving
forms’ and ‘technical, thrusting, phallic structures’ respectively, I might, not unreasonably, be
criticized. Nevertheless, Barletta (2001) points to the Architectural Orders in classical Greek
buildings. These lay out the principles, or ‘language’, by which a structure may be interpreted
and its use within anticipated; this language is predicated on the proportions, measurements
and details of the structure. Barletta (2001) compares the masculine (and functional) Doric
order with the more feminine (and decorative) Corinthian order. The relevance here is twofold. Firstly, Barletta (2001) argues that the proportionality and gender-specificity of this
conceptualization continues to appear in much modern and post-modern architecture- and
cites brutalism as masculine architecture at its most functional and totalitarian. Secondly, it
suggests that the experience of architecture is gendered; in other words, we make
associations with the fabric of the built-environment according to our beliefs and judgements
about gender-specific traits. This is important when exploring the rationale from School G:
participants have made their design-choices using the language of gender. What is
interesting, is that their proposal to re-design an existing space rather than ‘build’ anew
mirrors a conceptualization of feminine architectural principles made by Kennedy (1981):
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The 'female' principle opposite the 'male' principle may be defined as: more user
oriented than designer oriented; more ergonomic than large scale/monumental; more
functional than formal; more flexible than fixed; more organically ordered than
abstractly systematized; more holistic/complex than specialized/one-dimensional;
more social than profit-oriented; more slowly growing than quickly constructed (p.79)
Arguably, it is difficult to separate the design offered by this school from the gender-specific
position of the participants. In this way, their ideas about green-space, for example, take on
a unique sense. When, in the following quote, they discuss the greenery in their design as
facilitating ‘resilience’, it might be argued that this concept of resilience is specific to their
context and defined by their gender:
But natural [features] and that type of space just… protects you against the whole
weight of city life. We think it gives you… resilience. Armour, like a psychological
armour. Places where you can see life continuing and flourishing give you the
confidence to continue.” (G10F1, G10F2, G10F3 and G10F4) [Table 6.6]
Two questions arise:


Is there a gender difference in how participants experience any protective qualities of
their school architecture?



What might be the implications of this difference, when designing architecture and
considering its protective value, in the future?

Considering the judgements described in table 4.4, where an apparent gender difference
exists between female and male judgements on the facilitation or prevention of successful
working, these may prove to be important questions for future research.
6.8 Strengths and Limitations of the research
According to Creswell (1994), a ‘thick description’ in thematic analysis is one that explains
not just the behaviour, but its context as well, so that the behaviour becomes meaningful to
an outsider. The discussion of findings across both phases achieves this. The research
findings reveal the limitations of Vischer’s (2008) ideas and how they might be broadened to
incorporate an interdependent model of interactions, between Community, Well-Being and
Working Successfully. The findings address the research questions successfully. As an
example, the research question ‘Can students and staff offer design solutions for school
architecture, according to their needs?’ may be answered very simply as ‘Yes, and in great
detail’.
Engagement An important acknowledgement to make is the level of engagement
demonstrated by participants; particularly those in the SEN support session in School D,
116

where students with behavioural and emotional challenges worked tirelessly to create their
design. This research was not curriculum-based, and carried no advantage for courseworkcredit. It is a testament to the commitment of participants, that they engaged with and
completed the work. This suggests that, given an appropriate context and pedagogical
approach, hard-to-engage students can produce work of a high quality.
Future research directions The research suggests several interesting new directions of
exploration. While this research has made a small contribution to an understanding of
human-built-environment interactions in a school context, it has highlighted the complexity of
these interactions and the need to conduct further research. I believe that the most exciting
new questions this research has highlighted are the following ones:


Do the aesthetics of a space impact on the perceived acoustic-quality of the space?



Is there a gender difference in how participants experience any protective qualities of
their school architecture?



What might be the implications of this difference, when designing architecture and
considering its protective value, in the future?

This is important when considering a response to the James Report (DfE, 2011), which
states:
Staff and pupils in BSF schools had an unusually high level of input in the design
process. The Review team were troubled by elements of this involvement. While it is
clearly right to work hard to get excitement and buy-in from all stakeholders including
students, we were not convinced that there should be significant input by pupils into
the design for each school (p.21).
If particular aspects of school architecture do provide a protective factor- and we may argue
that results across the eight schools have described a nurturing factor at the very least- and
this factor is experienced differently by males and females, surely it is worth considering the
very input from pupils of which the James Report is critical.
6.8.1 Limitations of the Research The implications of using an opportunistic sample have
to be acknowledged as a possible limitation in the research. In order to conduct research
across eight schools on opposite sides of the country, time and logistical considerations
meant that key staff in the schools played a major role in promoting the research and
identifying participants. This is particularly relevant for the second phase, where three hours
of school time was given up by each group-work participant. Only those students in a
position to do so, could therefore offer design input in the CAD exercise. One may speculate
that other students, who could not give up their time, were excluded from an opportunity to
engage with research; and, perhaps, change the eventual design-solutions. It should be
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recognized that figures 6.0-6.7 represent the choices of a relatively small number of
individuals; they cannot be considered to be representative of whole schools. In interpreting
the group-work design choices, one has to accept that:


These design choices may not be appropriate for peers who were not involved in the
research;



These design solutions are a response to their conceptualization of needparticipants in a different eight schools (or a different set of participants in the same
school) may have conceptualized need in a different way;



These design solutions offer less detail about the configuration of interior spaces
(and any subsequent effects on teaching and learning), than they do about how a
school might appear in its context and any subsequent effects of a general
environmental change on participants’ conceptualizations of ‘Well-Being’,
‘Community’ and ‘Working Successfully’.

Additionally, this method of sampling means that participant numbers between schools are
different.
6.8.2 Limitations in the application of Thematic Analysis The data in the second phase
presents the emergence of narrative thread components (Alorrie, 2004). The producing of
narrative threads is an entirely post-hoc analysis: my interpretation of these threads is
predicated on the idea that during thematic analysis, a narrative can (but not necessarily will)
emerge from collected data. Popper and Miller (1983) caution against the predictable-world
bias in inductive reasoning, where the researcher seeks to impose simplistic and ‘grounding’
patterns onto data, rather than fully explore whether or not these patterns actually exist.
Without corroboration of findings by another researcher, the criticism may be made that my
description of narrative threads is exactly this type of imposition. My maintaining a Reflexivity
Journal, in accordance with Creswell (1994) and Braun and Clarke (2006), so that analysis
decisions and rationale at every stage of the thematic-analysis process can be explored and
considered is an attempt to mitigate against my own biases. Nevertheless, wider
extrapolation from the results in both phases- but particularly around the emergence of
narrative threads in this second phase- must offer the caveat mentioned. While I disagree
with Joffe’s (2011) position, that inter-rater reliability checking makes for a more robust
analysis (for the reasons provided in the section on TA), I have to acknowledge that my
description of emerging narrative threads is open to criticism.
6.8.3 Limitations around application of designs This is not an architectural or engineering
study; it intended to explore and evaluate human interactions with the built-environment. It
must be recognized that the design-solutions offered by group-work participants are not
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factored by cost, engineering parameters or building schedules. They are offered as
examples of how the users of school buildings conceptualize architecture based on their
needs. The James Report (DfE, 2011) argues for the standardization of school architecture,
largely in response to perceived failings in BSF. That participants in the group-work offered
non-standard designs in many cases does not adequately make the case for architect-led,
individual design-solutions; nor is it intended to do so. More research, in a greater variety of
schools and which explores the costing implications of bespoke solutions, is required to
make adequate representation against the drive for standardization. This research goes a
little way to making the psychological case for context-specific architecture; it falls a long
way short of making the economic or pragmatic case.
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7. CONCLUSION: IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY
The Educational Psychologist moving into the future may want to consider the complexity of
schools, and the systems around schools, in order to make relevant and robust contribution
to multi-agency teamwork. This has to include an exploration of how the built-environment in
a school interacts with pedagogical, socio-cultural, curricular, motivational and socioeconomic factors. The results of this research suggest that well-being can be a function of
green-space and natural-light provision, and the tactile qualities of building materials. The
results of this research also suggest that well-being is a predictor for how successful
students feel in their work, and peer relationships. If these architectural variables are
mechanisms by which students experience well-being, the EP will need to consider the builtenvironment when exploring the circumstances of those children who are experiencing
anxiety, lack of well-being or sensory difficulties (Ayres, 1971).
The findings across all schools, that acoustics have an impact on working and, in turn, wellbeing, are not new findings. However, this research suggests that students are more
interested in the quality of the sound around them. This is a useful area of exploration for the
EP, working alongside Speech and Language or Occupational Therapy teams: can
classroom environments be adapted to change the quality of sound, rather than a narrower
focus of removing sound altogether? The participants in this research offered beliefs around
curved architecture. Might it be useful for the EP to consider whether students experiencing
anxiety related to large and crowded spaces in their schools, are focussed to a greater or
lesser extent, on the way sound behaves in particular spaces?
The gender-differences, between students’ attributions of successful working, are also
important areas for the EP to consider when formulating hypotheses. My own TEP caseload, for example, includes a majority of male secondary-school students who demonstrate
challenging or anxious behaviours in the busier areas of their schools. Associations between
environment and behaviour seem to be likely; yet, as this research and the Literature Review
which informs it have demonstrated, the relationship is a complex one. Nevertheless, the EP
is uniquely placed to apply his or her research background to an exploration of hypotheses
which combine behaviour presentation in school settings, with environmental context.
The findings where school is seen to be a place of nurture- reflected particularly well in the
design-choices made by School H group-work participants- are important. EPs may consider
Maslowian ideas when formulating hypotheses in particularly challenging cases: what needs
are being met and is the school environment facilitating or impeding this? Figure 4 below
offers a schematic as to how the EP may proceed when considering the environment and
the findings from this research, as possible variables to be unpicked in case-work.
120

7.1 Generalizing implications for EP practice
Figure 4 illustrates how the EP may structure hypothesis generation around an exploration of
human-environment interactions, based on the findings of this research. Working from the
centre (‘Context’) and moving outwards, the EP may use their data-gathering skills to
describe the individual’s response to their environment in terms of Well-Being, Community
and Working Successfully; and, compare this with general responses from the same context.

Physical and
Psychological
Health

Well-Being

Community

What is the
individual’s
experience?
Self-report,
other
professional
input, EP
observation

Response:
Individual
needs and
behaviours

Context:
Buildings,
Outdoor
Spaces,
Natural Light.

Response:
Generalized
needs and
behaviours

Working
Successfully

What is the
individual’s
experience?
Self-report,
other
professional
input, EP
observation

Hypothesis
generation:
envt/human
interactions

Figure 4 Moving from the environmental context to generation of hypotheses.
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7.2 Implications for inter-disciplinary design
The future role of the EP in a changing, increasingly-traded world, is debated at length.
Brahm Norwich has written extensively on this topic and offers this conceptualization of the
tension experienced by a profession which is evolving:
The more you take a systemic psychology perspective, the less you are working in
distinctive ways from other allied professional groups; but the more you take an
individual child focussed perspective, the less you can intervene in wider systemic
factors impacting on children (Norwich, 2005, p.391).
He appears to be describing the difficulties in trying to fashion a professional identity on the
type of work we might offer. Should we focus on working ‘at a distance’, as part of a multiagency system around children and families (where our contact with individual children may
be minimal)? Or, in a hands-on advocate-of-the-child role (direct intervention, in the
classroom or living room, perhaps)? With implications for maintaining status, and
continuation of the EP role, the tension is one of positioning: where should EPs ‘sit’ to effect
the best possible outcomes and preserve the qualities which (should) make them unique?
This research suggests that both may be achievable, by working with young people, parents
and other professionals, to maximize the chances of their needs being met in the
environment built on their behalf. Design and construction of the country’s school estate is
still a feature of the wider systems to which Norwich (2005) alludes. Regardless of the rise of
Academy schools, and more control over budgets at school-level, buildings are subject to
planning and construction regulations. These regulations may appear at local level, but they
are part of a much bigger national picture. A combined approach may be what is needed.
The EP should contribute to governmental debate on the design of schools because this is
decision-making which occurs at levels removed from individual children and their families;
but which has considerable impact on them. This contribution, through research and its
application in practice, should be augmented by the EP facilitating the ‘voice-of-the-child’.
Of course, no position appears to exist currently for the EP-as-member-of-architecturalpractice. But, the EP is uniquely placed in the school context to ascertain, through the
creative and robust application of psychology, those user views which should be considered
in the planning of humane architecture; users of whom the James Report seems to be
critical. Architects study psychology (Besky, 2015). Perhaps new TEPs should consider the
study of architecture and development of competencies in the psychology of school-design.
From the world of architecture, Niels Prak recognizes how, in the process of building, the
needs of the end-user may become secondary to the aesthetic vision of the designer (Prak,
1984). Allowing the EP on board in school design is potentially one way of avoiding this.
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Appendices
Appendix One Focus-Group Schedule (Stage 1: Questionnaire-design)
According to Krueger (2002) the recommended pattern for introducing the group discussion
is: (1) Welcome; (2) Overview of the topic; (3) Ground rules; and (4) First question.
Section 1: (5 mins)
“Hello and welcome to our session. Thank-you all for taking the time to join us. My name is
Dan Sheehan and assisting me is [name of key staff member: RG]. I am a Trainee
Educational Psychologist at the University of Exeter. [RG] is the [subject teacher] at your
school. This session should take about an hour; please let us know if you want to leave early
or require a comfort-break. [Indicate water provision, where nearest toilets are and
emergency-exit protocols].
I am conducting research into the architecture and design of schools and how this
architecture makes you, as students and staff members, feel, think and behave. Part of this
research involves making a questionnaire, which I will send out to four schools including
yours. [RG] and I want to explore with you specific aspects of architecture and design; and
use your ideas to write the questions.
There are no wrong answers but rather differing points of view. Please feel free to share
your point of view even if it differs from what others have said. Keep in mind that we are just
as interested in negative comments as positive comments, and at times the negative
comments are the most helpful.
[Indicate a digital recording device on the table] We are tape recording this session because
we don't want to miss any of your comments. People often say very helpful things in these
discussions and we cannot always write fast enough to get them all down. Also, there are
pens, post-it notes and paper on the table [indicate]. Please feel free to jot down ideas and
make suggestions.
I won't use any of your names or details in the questionnaire and you may be assured of
complete confidentiality. [Remind participants of consent form details]. If anyone feels unable
to continue with this session, please let us know now- you can leave at any time.
Well, let's begin. Let's find out some more about each other by going around the table. Tell
us your name and what the word ‘architecture’ means to you.”
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Section 2 (10 mins)
Let’s think about the design and architecture of your school. What questions could we ask to
describe it? I am interested in how you would describe the physical aspect of your school.
Let’s talk specifically about ‘Materials’, ‘Spaces’ and ‘Design’.


What do these terms mean to you?



How could we describe architecture using these terms?



Taking each term in turn, what [Materials/Spaces/Design] do you see around your
school?

(Prompts) Please consider areas, rooms, layouts and anything you think is interesting in
your school, to help me understand how you view these things. I am particularly interested in
the following things:


what the buildings are made of;



what the rooms and outside areas are used for;



what the layout of your school is like.

Section 2 (10 mins)
I want to find out how we rate, judge and evaluate in this question. The first question was
more about descriptive terms for the physical aspect of the architecture. This is more about
describing how the architecture makes us feel. I am interested in how your experiences,
activities, relationships etc. are affected by the buildings in your school. Again, I am
particularly interested in the following things:


what the buildings are made of;



what the rooms and outside areas are used for;



what the layout of your school is like.



How do the buildings make you feel?



Are there areas/buildings you like the look and feel of, more than others?



What are the similarities and differences between these areas?



Are there areas/buildings you dislike; and why?

Section 3 (20 mins)
Next, I want to explore how the architecture of a school affects three specific areas of school
life. These are: ‘Community’, ‘Well-being’ and ‘Working Successfully’.


What does Community mean to you?



Is your school a Community/ not a community, in your view?



How would you define ‘working successfully’?



Are definitions different between students and staff members?



Do the buildings in your school help /hinder you in working successfully?
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Are there things about the buildings and the layout of your school which prevent
successful working?



How do the buildings and outside spaces in your school make you feel?

Remember, these are not the questions from the questionnaire- we are using this focus
group to come up with ideas to explore the three areas I described, in the questionnaire. I
want to explore what these three areas mean to you.”
Section 4 (10 mins)
This question is a follow-on from the last one. Having explored what the three areas of
‘Community’, ‘Well-being’ and ‘Working Successfully’ might mean to you, I now want to
explore whether you think the architecture of the school has an impact on them.


Do the buildings/spaces help you feel part of a community? Why?



What do you think it is about the buildings/spaces that makes you feel this way?



Do the buildings/spaces help you feel happy? Why?



What do you think it is about the buildings/spaces that makes you feel this way?



Do the buildings/spaces help you work successfully? Why?



What do you think it is about the buildings/spaces that makes you feel this way?”

Section 5 (5 mins)- Reflection
“Thank-you all so much for taking part in this focus group. Of all the things we have
discussed, what to you is the most important?
[After providing a brief oral summary] Is this an adequate summary of what we have
discussed today?
[After reviewing the purpose of the focus group] Have we missed anything?
Thank-you once again for your hard work”
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Appendix Two SCHOOL ARCHITECTURE QUESTIONNAIRE
Introduction
My name is Dan Sheehan. I am a Trainee Educational Psychologist at the University of
Exeter. I am conducting research into the architecture and design of schools and how this
architecture makes you, as students and staff members, feel, think and behave.
This research involves you completing a questionnaire, which looks at your experience of
the architecture in your school; what words you might use to describe it; whether it affects
how you work; and whether it helps you to feel part of your school.
I would also like to interview a small number of you to gain a greater understanding of your
views. These interviews can be just you and I; or, they can be in a small group of up to four
others- the choice is yours.
Following these, I would like to do some small-group work, where you have the chance to
design your own school building/s. You can do either, or both the interview and group work.
If you are interested, please provide your name and tick the box/es below.
All of your answers will be anonymized in the research report. If you only want to do the
questionnaire, you do not need to give your name. Please also read and sign the consent
form/s provided. If you are a student, please ensure that your parent/guardian reads and
signs a form too.
Thank-you for your time and agreeing to take part.
Background Information

1) Name: ………………………....................(Interview: ‘Yes’

2) Are you a student

□

or a member of staff

□

3a) If you are a student, which Year Group are you in

□

Group-Wk: ‘Yes’

□

)

(please tick one box only)?

□

(9, for example)?

3b) If you are a member of staff, please describe your role (Teacher, for example):
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
4) Name of your school: …………………………………………………………………………
(Note: Schools will be identified as ‘A’, ‘B’, etc. Names of individual schools will not be used in the report)
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Buildings
Think about the buildings in your school and what they are made from.
Think about the walls, doors, windows and roofs of the buildings.

5) What different buildings are there at your school?
Please list as many as you can. I have included an example to help you.

Main Construction Materials
Building
Science Block

Walls
Concrete

Doors
Wood

Windows
Glass, Metal

6) Do you have a favourite building in your school? Yes

Roof
Metal sheets

□ □

7) Do you have a least favourite building in your school? Yes

No

□ □
No

If you tick ‘No’ to both Q.6 and Q.7, please go to Q.9.
If you tick ‘Yes’ to Q.6 and/or Q.7, please answer Q.8.
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8) Please describe in your own words, your favourite and/or least favourite building.
I have included an example to help you.

A) Favourite Building: Maths Block
Because… It is modern and light. It is easy to walk around. I like the wood walls.
B) Least Favourite Building: Dining Hall
Because… It is noisy and dark. It is cramped.

a) Favourite Building:
Because…
b) Least Favourite Building:
Because…

9) Overall, I would describe most of the buildings in my school as…
(Please tick as many or as few of the boxes as you want to)
Modern

Ugly

Old-fashioned

Right temperature

Old

Musty

Simple layout

Uncomfortable

Attractive

Spacious

Clean smelling

Wide corridors

Well-built

Light

Comfortable

Airy

Clean

Damp

Well-designed

Needing Repair

Inspiring

Plain

Too cold

Nicer inside than out

Dark

Shabby

Poorly-designed

Nicer outside than in

Boring

Strong

Too hot

Average

Cramped

Exciting

Narrow corridors

Gloomy

Echoey

Cool

Too many stairs

All on a single level

Fresh

Warm

Smelling bad

Accessible

Wet

Untidy

Complex layout

Imposing

10) If I could change anything about the buildings in my school, I would like to:
..…………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………
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Outside Areas
Think about the outside areas at your school.
Think about where they are and how they are laid out.

11) What outside areas are there at your school?
Play Areas (Hard Surface, like ‘tarmac’ e.g.)
Car-Parks
Play Areas (Soft Surface, like grass or woodchip e.g.)
Flower beds or displays (not hanging baskets)
Areas for growing vegetables and/or fruits
Sports Pitches (used for lessons/competitions but not for play/break time)
Areas for rearing/tending animals
Walkways and/or paths which seem to link buildings
Areas of wild flowers/meadow/untended ‘green’ space
Walkways and/or paths which seem to link outside areas
Areas for eating and socializing (with tables and/or benches; and shelter)
Areas where you can eat and socialize (but without tables, benches etc.)
Other (please list these in the spaces below)

12) Do you have favourite outside areas at your school? Yes

□ □
No

13) Do you have outside areas at your school which you don’t like? Yes

□ □
No

If you tick ‘No’ to both Q.12 and Q.13, please go to Q.15.
If you tick ‘Yes’ to Q.12 and/or Q.13, please answer Q.14.
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14) Think about your favourite areas. Perhaps you like how they look or make you feel?
Think about areas you don’t like. Perhaps you don’t like how they look or make you
feel?

Please describe in your own words your three most favourite and/or three least
favourite outside areas. Use the areas described in Q.11 or use your own words:

a) Favourite Outside Area:
Because…
b) Favourite Outside Area:
Because…
c) Favourite Outside Area:
Because…

d) Least Favourite Outside Area:
Because…
e) Least Favourite Outside Area:
Because…
f)

Least Favourite Outside Area:

Because…

15) Are there outside areas you would like to have more of? Yes

□ □
No

If you tick ‘Yes’, please answer Q.16. If you tick ‘No’, please go to Q.17.

16) Please list the outside areas you would like to have more of. Use the descriptors in
Q.11 to help you, or use your own words.

1.
Because:
2.
Because:
3.
Because:
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Layout
Think about how you and others move around your school.
Think about the buildings and the outside spaces.

17) Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:

-2 (Strongly Disagree)
-1 (Disagree)
0 (Neither Agree nor Disagree)
1 (Agree)
2 (Strongly Agree)

-2

-1

0

1

2

Getting around my school is easy for me.
Different rooms are all clearly signposted or marked.
I believe that a wheelchair user would easily get around my school.
Inside, I can easily find quiet spaces if I need them.
I like the way that my school is laid out.
Outside, I can easily find quiet spaces if I need them.
I believe that school visitors would easily get around my school.
The layout of my school makes it easy to get to lessons.
The layout of my school makes it easy to relax at break-times.
My school’s buildings are not overcrowded.

Environmental Conditions
Think about the work you do at school.
Think about whether aspects of the learning spaces support or prevent this.

18) Please indicate how much the following aspects support or prevent you working:

-2 (Strongly Prevents)
-1 (Prevents)
0 (Neither Supports nor Prevents)
1 (Supports)
2 (Strongly Supports)
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-2

-1

0

1

2

Indoor temperature in winter
Indoor temperature in summer
Air movement in winter (draught)
Air movement in summer (breeze)
Ventilation (freshness/stuffiness)
Indoor air quality (odours, etc.)
Noise from telephones, equipment and/or machines
Noise from talking and movement
Noise from outside
Privacy from being overheard
Artificial lighting
Provision of natural light
Glare on reflective surfaces (like whiteboards or projectors)
Aesthetics (paint schemes, interior decoration, soft furnishings etc.)
Overall environmental conditions

Community
Think about your ‘sense of belonging’ to your school.
Think about whether the architecture of your school contributes to this.

19) On a scale of 1-10, with 10 being the highest and 1 being the lowest, how much do
you feel that you are a member of your school (please circle one number)?

1

2

3

4

5

Do not feel at all

6

7

8

9

10
Strongly feel

20) Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:

-2 (Strongly Disagree)
-1 (Disagree)
0 (Neither Agree nor Disagree)
1 (Agree)
2 (Strongly Agree)
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-2

-1

0

1

2

I believe that my school looks different to other nearby schools.
I feel part of my school because of how it looks.
The image of my school comes from its buildings.
The buildings in my school help to make it a community.
I feel proud to be a member of my school.
The buildings in my school help me to form relationships.
The layout of my school is unique.
I feel that I have things in common with people at my school.
I believe that buildings help to define what a community is.

Well-Being
Think about how the buildings and outside spaces at your school make you feel.

21) Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:

-2 (Strongly Disagree)
-1 (Disagree)
0 (Neither Agree nor Disagree)
1 (Agree)
2 (Strongly Agree)

-2

-1

0

1

2

Generally, I like the way my school looks.
The buildings in my school help me to stay positive about school.
I feel happy about the layout of rooms in my school.
I do not feel happy about the design of rooms in my school.
I believe that buildings can affect people’s mood.
My school is a happy school because of how it is designed.
I believe that more schools should be designed like my school.
The materials used to build my school do not help it to look good.
I believe that buildings can affect people’s health.
I would not describe my school as a positive place to work.
Visitors describe my school as ‘having a good feeling about it’.
I believe that my school is a healthy school.
141

Working Successfully
Think about how successful you feel when you are working at your school.

22) Please indicate how much you agree or disagree that the learning spaces support
your ability to do the following work activities:

-2 (Strongly Disagree)
-1 (Disagree)
0 (Neither Agree nor Disagree)
1 (Agree)
2 (Strongly Agree)

-2

-1

0

1

2

Being creative in your work.
Conducting quiet work and concentrating.
Working on a PC.
Meeting deadlines.
Revising for exams (if applicable).
Minimizing errors in your work.
Group work- informal, planning, brain-storming.
Group work- formal, presentations, projects.
Holding private face-to-face conversations (STUDENTS).
Holding private face-to-face conversations (STAFF).
Team-working
Meetings (STAFF-STUDENT)
Meetings (STAFF-STAFF)
Meetings (STUDENT-STUDENT)
Other (please describe in the spaces below)

23) Please use this space to add any further comments on the architecture of your school.
……………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………
THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE
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Appendix Three Example of transcribed interview and thematic analysis

143

144

Int: On us?
DS: On students… staff… visitors…
Int: On students… I guess, like… it would make them happier? And happier students would work… would behave better! It
would mean that the owners… I… who actually owns a school? The people who run education, whatever, it would show us that
they care enough to make a… environment that is… healthy… She’s making links between architecture, well-being and
behaviour. THEME: Beliefs about Architecture?
DS: That’s a really interesting thing to say. Can you say a bit more?
Int: Well, what I drew… I mean, it’s all one level, all… lots of glass for light on both sides… grass on the roof, so, like, you can
use the roof to walk on and it’s around an open space too… talking about components (THEME?): No, components are codes
and relate to a wider THEME: effects of architecture through mechanism (Components are the mechanism by which outcomes
are generated?)
DS: A roof to walk on. What an amazing idea. Have you seen something like that before?
Int: Yeah… like, when we went to Spain, there was a load of new villas where we were staying and you could walk… they had
curved tops with grass on and people sunbathed on them! [Laughs]. Obs, you can’t sunbathe in a school in [names English
town]! But anyway, all that green is healthy, right? Even… just to look at it, not all this concrete like you get in towns here.
DS: What about staff and visitors?
Int: Staff might chill out more… not be so stressed. Visitors… same, really. But it would mean, like, they would see more of the
school if you had to walk along the roof to get to [names head teacher] office. Plus, in summer, you could have flowers all over
it. And a path over it to walk. Effects of architecture on well-being: CODE leading to THEME
DS: Think about the outside areas at school. In Q.11 of the questionnaire, you describe ‘playing fields’ and ‘relaxing
areas’. Can you tell me more about these areas?
Int: They’re alright… they get… you can’t go on the pitch in the winter, because of the rain. Where we sometimes chill is
alright… they planted some trees but they aren’t big enough yet… if you’re in first school now, by the time you get to Year 11
they might be alright to sit under [laughs]. Distinctions between years? Fairness?
DS: What are your thoughts about how they are laid out?
Int: Same old, same old.
DS: Meaning?
Int: It’s square fields, innit. There isn’t much…like, if you… in [names a nearby municipal park], they’ve made places to grow
flowers… and they cut some of the grass but not all of it. My dad says it looks untidy and the council ran out of money… I
dunno… I like it… it’s still neat in the bits where the flowers are but round the edge is this wild bit…
DS: Here?
Int: No, in the park. But they should do that here. We could have that long grass right at the edge, with the field in the middle.
The pitches would have to stay where they are… but I reckon they should have got astro-turf anyway. We visited [private
school in the same county] last term… they’ve got four hockey pitches with astro-turf. They’re amazing at sport though…
DS: In what ways do you use the areas you described?
Int: Chilling, mostly, if the weather is ok. They put shelter-things up, but it’s… it’s just like a bus-shelter in the middle! It looks
crap! They could have sorted it really nicely… I would make a wild bit, have flowers or plants… or a greenhouse and I would
make it so the paths across it went round things… more interesting than it is now… Design Choices
DS: Why do you think it is laid out like it is?
Int: Dunno. Probably so you can be seen from the staff-room and they can sort out trouble! CONTROL
DS: In what ways are these areas used by other people?
Int: Same… the Year 9s who think they’re all that set up their teams… and pick on Year 7s. Sad. Pitches for sport, shelters to
chill in. That’s it. You can play football and that at break, on the football bit- it’s got that weird stuff… it’s like tarmac but it’s
springy… like you get in the kid’s park at [names local municipal park]. Mostly, we just walk around and hang out. HOW THE
ARCHITECTURE CREATES GROUP IDENTITIES: Negative
DS: Can you tell me more about your most favourite outside spaces?
Int: The field is alright… at least we’ve got that I suppose.
DS: What do you feel when you use ‘the field’?
Int: Alright… if the weather is good, which today it is not [laughs]. I don’t really get what you mean.
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DS: I suppose I am asking about the emotions you might have when you are in this outside area?
Int: Well… bored! A lot of the time. Have you been out there? Look out of this window [gestures towards the field area]… it’s
flat and wide open. There’s loads of room but no… I don’t know… details! NO DETAILS, JUST FLAT SPACE! (I like this quote!)
DS: Details. That’s an interesting choice of word. Can you tell me more?
Int: Like I said, it should be arranged better… have areas… have flowers or plants… that school you told me about last time
you were here, in [names town in the county]… they’ve got animals and a farm, you said… that would be great here…
something to look at out of these windows… it is so boring there… teachers, they, like, say get outdoors at break. Why? I’m not
into football, so what can I do? I can play hockey in Games and after school but I can’t at break… so… I can either sit on my
arse outdoors or sit on my arse indoors! Sorry, Dan, but it’s a joke sometimes… I bet you’re going to ask what my least
favourite bit is now. THEY DON’T CARE ABOUT US
DS: You are very perceptive [A11F1]!
Int: [laughs] The field as well, my favourite and least favourite… favourite coz we have it… least favourite coz we might as well
not have it, it’s so boring!
DS: You suggested in Q.16 that you would like more ‘wild areas’. Can you tell me more about this?
Int: Yeah… basically… I would make the field wild all around the edge… let the grass get long… like you get at the edge of the
river… then, I would have the cut grass field in the middle of this but with a path linking it to the building. I would make this bit
more detailed, like I said before… I like the idea of having an animal enclosure and growing things. At my little brother’s
[primary] school, they grow vegetables and you can eat them or they sell them. We’ve got loads of space to do something like
that… more trees as well… in the wild bit…
DS: What do you hope would be the effect of having more of these areas?
Int: Oh, I see where you’re going… I’m getting used to your questions now, Dan! Well, I would hope the staff here would… I
mean, not all teachers… some are cool and that, but, like, they’re always stressed! Perhaps it’s us…but why become a teacher
in the first place? It would chill them out, hopefully, having a nice garden to sit in when it’s warm… same for us, really,
especially if… like, not everyone wants to just play football… the Year 7s and that play tag or whatever, but it’s like, if you don’t
want to kick a ball or sit and talk there’s nothing to do outside… you just walk around and get into trouble! Well, I do sometimes.
Have you seen Prison Break? EFFECTS OF ARCHITECTURE
DS: No- what is it?
Int: It’s on Universal [pay-per-view television channel]. This guy is in prison in America and they are let out for an hour every
day… and they walk round and round this yard… and the guards watch them… they get into gangs and plan shankings and
that… well, like, they don’t do anything but walk in a circle… and some do weights… it’s like that here! Not like crimes and that
[laughs]- I don’t mean… I just mean… we don’t do anything but sit on the benches in the shelters, or sit on the grass, or walk
around the field, or play football. That’s it. Teachers go on about ‘making choices’ and that. I once said about having animals in
the field, in tutor time and my tutor said ‘it will never happen’. End of. No discussion. I mean, where’s my choice in that?
DS: Are you talking about having other activities available outside?
Int: Yeah… but it’s not just that. Look at it [gestures towards window]. How boring is that to look at? Well, imagine how boring
that is to be in 24-7… well, not 24-7 but you get what I mean. All the time. I would like to sit in a garden… our one at home isn’t
very big, now there’s a trampoline in it. Some benches, some flowers and a view… trees. You get a school and it’s modern but,
like, I think outside is just as important… here’s one then: when you came today, you came in the front along the drive bit and
it’s got those small bush things that look like little Christmas trees and the grass is really neat but it’s got those stones and looks
cool, yeah?
DS: Yes, I like the front aspect of your school a lot.
Int: Right. Well look at the back bit. Like I said: the bit you see is great… the bit we use is crap! Well, it’s not as nice is what I
mean.
DS: What are your thoughts on why this might be?
Int: [Long pause of twenty-two seconds] I just think that people forget that… brick and concrete can be really depressing! Like,
if you look out on tiny spaces with no details… your outlook is tiny, with no details… do you know what I mean?
DS: Are you talking about how green spaces make you feel?
Int: Kind of, yeah, I suppose I am. Like, if I go to Brean or Weston and walk on the beach… I go to the edge, near the wreck,
and the sea is massive, the sky is massive and there is air around me… and I feel great. I go in the winter when there’s no-one
about. I love it! I bet you think I’m mental [laughs]. EFFECTS of ARCH: Well-being
DS: I really like that answer, [A11F1]. Just summarize for me, how green spaces make you feel… in a few words.
Int: They make me feel alive, free and happy. That ok? Link to above
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DS: Thinking about the whole school site, can you tell me how satisfied you are with the architecture?
Int: It’s alright… I like it at the main reception but, the rest of the school is not… nowhere near as good. It could have been
done much better.
DS: Thank-you, [A11F1]. Are you happy to carry on or would you like to have a break first?
Int: Nah, go for it.

PART TWO: COMMUNITY
DS: What does the word ‘community’ mean to you?
Int: People… things in common, neighbours. Like, it makes me think of my nan going on about when she was a girl in… hold
on, she’s 68 now, so she was born in… 1946. Yeah, the 1960s and… my Nan’s from London… her sister still lives there.
Anyway, she’s talks about ‘community spirit’ in the old days… people helping each other and that… and going in and out of
each other’s houses. It’s having something in common… the word is similar, too: common, community. DEFINITION
DS: So, what things do you believe have to be present, to make a community?
Int: People being the same… not always the same but having the same… outlook, I suppose. It’s like… our hockey coach says
that we have to play for each other as much as ourselves, like… we back each other, all the way… community is that I
suppose. I don’t know- that’s a hard question. People and Places
DS: What types of community are you aware of in your day-to-day life?
Int: Where I live, my street… my family, friends… that’s a community. Community Support Officers! Care-in-the-Community…
sorry. You’re a psychiatrist…
DS: Psychologist…
Int: Soz. Erm… yeah, community… but I suppose everywhere there are people is a community.
DS: Interesting. Can you tell me more about that point?
Int: Well, like, people are a community… but it’s where they live… you get a community in my street because it’s all terraces…
everyone has a next-door neighbour. If I lived in [nearby village] in a big detached house, there might not be a community
because there might not be neighbours. People are crucial to a community; not JUST the environment
DS: To what extent would you describe your school as a community?
Int: It is… like, we all wear the same uniform but that’s as far as it goes. It’s dog-eat-dog… you have your friends, or team and
that but, look: you have ‘emos’, ‘barbies’, ‘hood-rats’, ‘swots’, ‘populars’… no-one mixes. All we have in common is this uniform,
really… [looks at her completed questionnaire] Like, I said I feel ‘3’ as how much do I feel part of my school… don’t get me
wrong, it’s alright, and I have a team but we stick together… People don’t really hang out with different… you tend to stick with
the people you were with at primary. FRAGMENTED GROUPS: function of the architecture??
DS: Bearing in mind what you’ve just said, I wonder: What are your thoughts on the role of the architecture in creating
a community at your school?
Int: That’s hard… like, in the main bit, reception, you mix with people when you come in… going to lessons and that… but,
outside, well, people just stick in groups and natter. I don’t think the architecture helps make a community… it doesn’t do that…
DS: You seem unsure or as if you’re about to say something else?
Int: Well… no… it’s, like… I dunno… you have to believe in community to… see it, right?
DS: That’s interesting. What do you mean?
Int: Community. It’s family, gangs, teams whatever. School is just a building that’s got a lot of people in. But there’s no… my
Nan calls it community spirit. There’s no community spirit anymore. People don’t care. Not about things that matter. Buildings
don’t make people care about each other. It might make them care about buildings… it might make… nice buildings might
make people care about the area for… a bit… I dunno. Actually, no scratch that! We get shit buildings coz they think we’re shit.
Sorry, Dan… DEFINITIONS, leads to what community is NOT
DS: What do you mean?
Int: Come off it- you know. There’s [a non-BSF secondary school in the town] and they’re, like, from [large housing estate with
high proportion of social housing]. Right? Then [BSF secondary school]- who are from [further large housing estate with high
proportion of social housing]. Then us. We come from the villages and that, but most of us come from [large housing estate with
equal proportion of social and private housing]. It’s still the estate. [Non-BSF secondary school] is where all the parents want
their kids to go- they all live in [affluent outlying villages] and come in in Mercs and that. Simple. We got a new building, yeah,
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but they still think we’re chavs. And we are, sometimes! That’s why the front is good, so you see it and that… but out the
back… it’s like they ran out of money or whatever. But figured: “Oh, they’re from [names her estate]; it’ll do for them…”
DS: It sounds like you have quite strong feelings about this…
Int: Wouldn’t you? Like, you asked me a question about community and that. Right? Well, they always go on here about
‘representing your school’ and that. “The community is watching”… what community? My family went here- well, my Dad did…
he said it’s always been the same- might be a new building but a lot of the teachers write you off if you’re from [names her
estate]. Where’s the community in that? EMOTIONS: anger; resentment… PSYCHOLOGICAL NEEDS NOT BEING MET?
DS: So, are you saying that the buildings in your school don’t contribute to a community?
Int: In a way… they split it. Like, you and other visitors… not you so much Dan coz you’re alright, but others come in and they
see the front and think: “Oh, [names school] cares about kids obs; look at how nice this is”. Then, you go to Art and think: “This
is ok, as well”. Sports- alright, not great. Now, look at where you are meeting me today and the ‘time-out’ room, where I have to
work a lot. It’s a [Portakabin]. How crap is that? Soz, Dan, but it does annoy me. If you are [on the SEN register] you have to
work in a dump! It’s cold, it smells… SEN GETS CRAP PROVISION- No COMMUNITY (Vital quote)
DS: Does this differentiate you from your peers?
Int: Make me feel different? 1
DS: Yes.
Int: Course. If the whole school and the ‘time-out’ room looked like the front, there would be no difference in us… like, that
would be more of a community.2
DS: Thank-you, [A11F1]. Would you like a short break before we go on?
Int: Thanks. Back in a sec.
[A11F1 leaves the room for five minutes and returns with a packet of crisps]. 1 and 2: How community SHOULD look

PART THREE: WELL-BEING
DS: [A11F1], what does the term ‘well-being’ mean to you?
Int: Being happy… being healthy… living…
DS: Living?
Int: Yeah, like, living… not just ticking over.
DS: Can you tell me more about what you mean?
Int: Well, like, did you see that documentary about the guy in the coma? Terry something? It was on the news as well, because
he wanted to die… no, he wasn’t in a coma, but, like, he was disabled…
DS: Do you mean Tony Nicklinson, the man who had Locked-In syndrome?
Int: Yeah. We did him in Citizenship and talked about choices and all of that. Well, anyway, he was looked after, had
medicines, clean clothes, warm house, family and that but he wanted to die. His life wasn’t living, do you get me? It was, like,
existence, existing. Not living. So, you could say that because he wasn’t happy he didn’t have well-being. COMMUNITY IS
MORE THAN JUST…
DS: That’s a well-thought argument, [A11F1]. So, for you, ‘well-being’ has to involve ‘being happy’?
Int: Course. That man could think, so he could realise that his life was no life at all… like, we compared him to that scientist
you’re always going on about [laughs]…
DS: Professor Hawking?
Int: Yeah [laughs]. There’s going to be a film coming out about him, so take your girlfriend! Anyway, he is disabled as well and
can’t speak and has to be looked after 24-7, but he is happy, I think, so he has well-being. Like, we watched a YouTube of him
talking in America and he was making a joke, but you couldn’t see him laugh obs, but the voice-computer made the joke. In the
class discussion we said that he was happy, maybe not happy but he wanted to be alive and be a scientist and that. So, he has
well-being.
DS: Thank-you. That’s a really clear point. So, could you list what things have to be present for you to feel well-being?
Int: Happiness, wanting to be alive, being healthy I suppose…
DS: There seem to be psychological things and physiological things in your list…
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Int: Well, like, well-being is… it’s not just one thing is it? Look at the man who died. He had lots of things around him like I said.
But he wasn’t happy. It’s a range of things: food, how you feel, where you live, how happy you are with your life…
DS: To what extent would you say that you feel a sense of well-being at your school?
Int: Well, I’m healthy! [Laughs]. I don’t smoke. I dunno. I like some bits, like I said. Most of the time I get bored. Man, that’s
hard… I’ve never thought about it as much as now. One to Ten? I feel about a Five, say.
DS: You have spoken already about some of the things in school which generate more negative feelings for you… you
also spoke incredibly powerfully about the physical sense of uplift you experience in the main reception. Do you have
further thoughts on the role of the architecture in creating a sense of well-being at your school?
Int: Not really… I mean, in my questionnaire here [indicates question 21], I ticked ‘2’ for that question about buildings and how
you feel. Well, I do think that. A lot. I think that buildings can make you feel good or bad… definitely. Like the cathedral we
talked about. And anyway, think about it: say you went to the top of a skyscraper and looked over the edge. You might feel sick!
That’s a building making you feel bad… HOW BUILDINGS CAN AFFECT YOU
DS: [Laughs] Yes, I suppose in a way you could say that. You mentioned Q.21. Do you want to say any more about
your responses to this question? I am interested in your response to the last statement [K], for example…
Int: Yeah, I ticked ‘-2’… well, I don’t think it’s… er… I’m stuck…
DS: Take your time, [A11F1]…
Int: We do sports and there’s all this stuff about the Eatwell Plate up… and we have tutorials about healthy choices and
that… Right? So, like, they reckon that being healthy is not smoking and eating vegetables. That’s it. I got a [temporary
in-school exclusion] for arguing with my teacher in Maths… but it was like, I said, “Why is that the way you’ve said it?”
She was: “Because that’s the way it is, [A11F1]”. And laughed. That wound me up. Supply teachers are crap anyway…
not all of them, soz. Anyway, I was angry…
DS: Are you describing how this incident made you feel?
Int: Right. Like I am a mong. Dunno, maybe she didn’t mean it, whatever. So I have to go to the ‘time-out’… you were in
that day. That was when we talked about stuff.
DS: Yes, I remember. You told me about your cousin falling pregnant- is that right?
Int: Yeah. Well, thinking about that now… and what you are asking me… how is the way that teacher was with me
healthy? Do you get me? Being healthy is about your feelings and… emotions. As much as your body not being ill.
Right? That’s why I ticked ‘-2’.
DS: You don’t feel that this school is healthy…
Int: No. Because we get treated like we’re… like idiots by some teachers. Some kids, the ‘top-lines’, they get treated well;
ask them, they’d say this school is great. I don’t think it is. And the new buildings hide that…
DS: Please, tell me more about what you mean.
Int: Nothing really. Just, this place looks modern and fresh and all that. Underneath some people are still the same old,
same old.
DS: [A11F1], we have one last bit of the interview. Are you happy to carry on? [A11F1 nods].
PART FOUR: WORKING SUCCESSFULLY
DS: What does the term ‘working successfully’ mean to you?
Int: Doing well… passing exams, I suppose.
DS: What are your experiences of hearing the term?
Int: Tutorials. They always go on about the choices we make to be successful. I don’t know exactly what I want to do after
school… I would like to carry on hockey, though. Our coach says we work hard on the pitch- that’s why we’re successful. I
suppose… working hard in school and working hard on the pitch are different… you have to be… you have to want it, be…
motivated. Like, I love hockey, so I train… when I’m not banned [laughs] because I want to be better at it. I’m into it. Maths?
Nah, mate! [Laughs]. English? Same. So my reports say: ‘not working successfully in Maths’ and my dad has to come in and
see [names tutor-group teacher and head of year]. But, like, I can work- I’m not… uncapable…
DS: So thinking along those lines, what things affect your sense of being able to work successfully?
Int: Teachers, simple as. They make you feel like shit, or they make you feel good.
DS: What about your own sense of motivation?
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Int: Well, yeah- I mean, like with hockey… I’ll go home and dribble in the garden. I love it. But, sometimes I suppose, you need
a teacher to help you feel that about a subject and all they can say is: “You are limiting your choices, [A11F1]”.
DS: What are your thoughts on the role of the architecture in helping you to work successfully at your school?
Int: Not much [laughs]. Like I said, a lot of this place is not inspirational, whatever. It’s boring, like it got thought of afterwards
and all the thought… all the care… went on the front. When I’m sitting in a boring room, listening to a boring man go on about a
boring subject… and I look out of the window and all I can see is a flat field and a load of houses, how do you think I feel?!
DS: Please, [A11F1], carry on…
Int: About the architecture and that?
DS: Please…
Int: Look… to be successful at something, you either have to do it coz you love it or do it coz you can see the benefits. I don’t
see that in Maths at all…
DS: You did talk about Art as something you enjoyed…
Int: Yeah, course. Ok. Yeah, no… you’re right, I did. Ok, well, it’s like… in Art, [teacher’s name] talks about how we can all
express something… the usual stuff [laughs] but it’s good and I’m good at it… but I wasn’t always… like, in Year 7 I was crap
but [teacher’s name] talked about that painter who was a child-genius… Turner… and how he loved light and that. Anyway, the
point she made was that light… changes anything. We walked along the canal in town and looked at [local landmark in a state
of disrepair]- I always thought it was ugly and they should knock it down… she showed us how the sunlight made the roof…
made the bits of the roof that still had tiles look like they were jewels… the rain on them shone in the sunlight… she said: “just
concentrate on that and what it makes you feel”. Nobody has ever explained it like that before… anyway, in the Art room, she
always says about the light and the colour throughout the year and… I dunno… it’s made me see how buildings, some
buildings are beautiful…
DS: Has this realisation made it easier for you to work successfully in Art?
Int: Def. I mean, I really like art and like working in the room because you can see… light and the way it changes the room and
that makes me feel… I am changing, not stuck in one place.
DS: That’s a powerful statement, [A11F1]. Yet, you indicated ‘0’ for the response to statement [A] in Q.22
Int: [Looks at her response to Q.22 in her completed questionnaire] Yeah, I know, but I was answering overall. Perhaps you
should have made a space on that question, so that we could have said about rooms we do like? But, yeah, the Art Room
would be a ‘1’ or ‘2’… all of the other rooms, except for the main reception, are ‘0’.
DS: Your response just now suggests that, in the Art room, the interplay between the light and the design of the room affects
you in a positive way…
Int: Yeah, no agree with that. The room changes, the mood changes… I was in there last summer, just me and [teacher] doing
some coursework and the light was so blue and the walls were so white, it was like being in Spain. That was… amazing,
actually.
DS: [A11F1] that seems like a good place to end the interview. Thank-you for your time and commitment. Is there anything else
you would like to say or ask?
Int: No… cheers, Dan- I enjoyed it. Made me think about the building… and I don’t do that a lot really.

Code
Th.ARCH> personal?
BEL- shared and sep.
HOW ARCH.Might affect emo/con.
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L.of. Other and of now.

Colour
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Appendix Four Stimulus images used in phase two

Note: These stimulus images were A4 in size when used in the research.
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Appendix Five School G: Images of Art Room now (i-iv).
i.

View to Estate

ii.

Desks and Chairs

iii.

Front of Art Room

iv.

View towards Whiteboard
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Appendix Six Consent Form (Students)

GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Title of Research Project: ‘Does School Architecture Work for Me? Pupil and Staff Evaluations’
[WORKING TITLE]
CONSENT FORM (students)
I have been fully informed about the aims and purposes of the project.
I understand that:
there is no compulsion for me to participate in this research project and, if I do choose to
participate, I may at any stage withdraw my participation and may also request that my
data be destroyed
I have the right to refuse permission for the publication of any information about me
any information which I give will be used solely for the purposes of this research project,
which may include publications or academic conference or seminar presentations
if applicable, the information, which I give, may be shared between any of the other
researcher(s) participating in this project in an anonymized form
all information I give will be treated as confidential
the researcher(s) will make every effort to preserve my anonymity
............................………………..
(Signature of participant )

................................
(Date)

……………………
(Printed name of participant)
One copy of this form will be kept by the participant; a second copy will be kept by the researcher(s)
Contact phone number of researcher(s): 0799 944 0548……………………………………..
If you have any concerns about the project that you would like to discuss, please contact:
Ds362@exeter.ac.uk (Researcher)
OR
B.Norwich@exeter.ac.uk; S.Larkin@exeter.ac.uk (Research Supervisors)
* when research takes place in a school, the right to withdraw from the research does NOT usually
mean that pupils or students may withdraw from lessons in which the research takes place
Data Protection Act: The University of Exeter is a data collector and is registered with the Office of the Data Protection
Commissioner as required to do under the Data Protection Act 1998. The information you provide will be used for research
purposes and will be processed in accordance with the University’s registration and current data protection legislation. Data will
be confidential to the researcher(s) and will not be disclosed to any unauthorised third parties without further agreement by the
participant. Reports based on the data will be in anonymised form.
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Appendix Seven Consent Form (Staff)

GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Title of Research Project: ‘Does School Architecture Work for Me? Pupil and Staff Evaluations’
[WORKING TITLE]
CONSENT FORM (staff)
I have been fully informed about the aims and purposes of the project.
I understand that:
there is no compulsion for me to participate in this research project and, if I do choose to
participate, I may at any stage withdraw my participation and may also request that my
data be destroyed
I have the right to refuse permission for the publication of any information about me
any information which I give will be used solely for the purposes of this research project,
which may include publications or academic conference or seminar presentations
if applicable, the information, which I give, may be shared between any of the other
researcher(s) participating in this project in an anonymized form
all information I give will be treated as confidential
the researcher(s) will make every effort to preserve my anonymity
............................………………..
(Signature of participant )

................................
(Date)

……………………
(Printed name of participant)
One copy of this form will be kept by the participant; a second copy will be kept by the researcher(s)
Contact phone number of researcher(s): 0799 944 0548……………………………………..
If you have any concerns about the project that you would like to discuss, please contact:
Ds362@exeter.ac.uk (Researcher)
OR
B.Norwich@exeter.ac.uk; S.Larkin@exeter.ac.uk (Research Supervisors)
* when research takes place in a school, the right to withdraw from the research does NOT usually
mean that pupils or students may withdraw from lessons in which the research takes place
Data Protection Act: The University of Exeter is a data collector and is registered with the Office of the Data Protection
Commissioner as required to do under the Data Protection Act 1998. The information you provide will be used for research
purposes and will be processed in accordance with the University’s registration and current data protection legislation. Data will
be confidential to the researcher(s) and will not be disclosed to any unauthorised third parties without further agreement by the
participant. Reports based on the data will be in anonymised form.
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Appendix Eight Consent Form (Parents/Guardians)

GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Title of Research Project: ‘Does School Architecture Work for Me? Pupil and Staff Evaluations’
[WORKING TITLE]
CONSENT FORM: participants’ parents / guardians
I have been fully informed about the aims and purposes of the project.
I understand that:
there is no compulsion for my daughter / son to participate in this research project and, if
s/he does choose to participate, s/he may at any stage withdraw their participation
I have the right to refuse permission for the publication of any information about my
daughter / son
any information which my daughter / son gives will be used solely for the purposes of this
research project, which may include publications or academic conference or seminar
presentations
if applicable, the information, which my daughter / son gives, may be shared between any
of the other researcher(s) participating in this project in an anonymized form
all information my daughter / son gives will be treated as confidential
the researcher(s) will make every effort to preserve my daughter’s / son’s anonymity
............................………………..
(Signature of parent / guardian )
…………………………………..
(Printed name of parent / guardian )

................................
(Date)
…………………………………………..
(Printed name of participant)

One copy of this form will be kept by the participants’ parent or guardian; a second copy will be kept
by the researcher(s)
Contact phone number of researcher(s): 0799 944 0548
If you have any concerns about the project that you would like to discuss, please contact:
Ds362@exeter.ac.uk
OR
B.Norwich@exeter.ac.uk; S.Larkin@exeter.ac.uk
* when research takes place in a school, the right to withdraw from the research does NOT usually mean that pupils or students
may withdraw from lessons in which the research takes place
Data Protection Act: The University of Exeter is a data collector and is registered with the Office of the Data Protection
Commissioner as required to do under the Data Protection Act 1998. The information you provide will be used for research
purposes and will be processed in accordance with the University’s registration and current data protection legislation. Data will
be confidential to the researcher(s) and will not be disclosed to any unauthorised third parties without further agreement by the
participant. Reports based on the data will be in anonymised form.
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