
Research Review
Girls and physical space

Lift out and circulate

Individuals are affected by the spaces that they inhabit. This is 
especially true for students who spend their formative years in 
a school environment. There are many elements to the physical 
space of a school; they encompass the indoor setting, buildings and 
outdoor surroundings. Educators, researchers, architects, landscape 
gardeners, parents and indeed students have increasingly come to 
realise the importance of space in learning. From the noise levels 
in a classroom, to the amount of natural bushland in a playground, 
researchers have investigated how 
physical space enhances or detracts 
from a child’s development. 

For the purpose of this article, research 
about physical space has been grouped 
under the following subheadings:

1. Classroom spaces

2. School building conditions

3. Hidden spaces

4. School environment and student 
behaviour

5. Spaces for play: the importance of 
loose equipment

6. Spaces affecting physical activity

7. Factors which impede physical 
activity

8. Greening school grounds

9. Students as designers of physical space

In UNICEF’s publication Child friendly schools (2009) eleven main 
objectives of child friendly school planning are listed. These include: 

•	 improving	learning	achievement	

•	 providing	a	safe,	inclusive	and	welcoming	environment	for	all	
children  

•	 providing	enabling	learning	environments,	including	
accommodating children with physical and learning disabilities 
(pp. 61-62)

These objectives would be shared by every school but single-sex 
girls’ schools have the unique privilege of shaping their environment 
to suit the need of the girls in their care. Although there is not a 
great deal of research exploring the link between physical space and 
girls specifically, this theme will be weaved throughout the research 

review. 

It is clear that gender discrimination 
against girls occurs in many schools 
around the world. UNICEF believes 
that “when women and girls are 
not adequately involved in school 
planning, design, construction, 
operation and maintenance, their 
opinions and needs may not be 
identified and included” (2009, p. 89). 
This is also a predominant topic in the 
literature; students must be involved 
in shaping the physical space that they 
inhabit.

1. Classroom spaces
A literature review of the impact of 
school environments by Higgins et al. 

(2005) attempted to draw some broad conclusions about classroom 
space and student learning. “There is clear evidence that extremes of 
environmental elements (for example, poor ventilation or excessive 
noise) have negative effects on students and teachers and that 
improving these elements has significant benefits. However, once 
school environments come up to minimum standards, the evidence 
of effect is less clear-cut” (p. 6). The researchers explained that it 
is difficult to separate out all the physical space elements, instead 
“the interactions of different elements are as important as the 
consideration of single elements” (p. 7).
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Enabling learning environments are not just social and pedagogical, they are also physical.   
— Erica McWilliam



 

The following studies examine a selection of classroom physical 
space elements. There are numerous elements of the internal spaces 
in schools, including: noise levels, colours, lighting, furniture, ceiling 
heights, crowding, odours, and temperature. 

Natural light, views and circulation

Tanner (2008) compared student achievement with three school 
design elements: movement and circulation, day lighting, and views. 
The results confirmed that having natural light “in a classroom is 
vital to the student’s learning process” (Tanner, p. 387). Natural 
light, “preferably on two sides of every room is ideal for student 
learning and comfort” (p. 385). Classroom windows with views 
overlooking outside life were seen “as a positive aspect of the school 
environment” (p. 386). Specifically, these views should overlook 
“life” (rather than concrete); they should be unrestricted and include 
green vistas (p. 386). Tanner combines these two elements stating 
that “natural light and windows on two sides of the classroom allow 
for ease of viewing beyond the room’s four walls, and for resting 
the eyes” (p. 387). It is important for students to see outside from a 
classroom but they do not necessarily have to have a commanding 
view; students can rest their eyes “by allowing a minimum view of at 
least 50 feet” (p. 394).

Students’ freedom of movement also affected their learning; “spaces 
allowing freedom of movement and circulation correlated with 
better test scores” (Tanner, 2008, p. 394). This implies that crowding 
may have an adverse affect on student outcomes. Overall, Tanner 
concluded that “the places and spaces where students learn make a 
difference in their achievement levels” (p. 394). 

Spatial density

Spatial density or the amount of space per person was examined 
by Maxwell (2003) in school settings. Maxwell found that “girls’ 
academic achievement was negatively affected by less space per 
student” (p. 566). As less space became available, the girls’ academic 
performance suffered. The amount of space was important for both 
academic learning and behaviour, particularly in an “elementary 
school where students spend a large amount of time in one 
classroom, a child’s experience in a large school may be positively 
affected by being in a classroom that allows ample room per child” 
(p. 574).

Acoustics

A field study in elementary school children analysed the effects of 
classroom reverberation and noise (Klatte et al., 2009). “Significant 
effects of reverberation on speech perception and short-term 
memory of spoken items were found. Furthermore, the children 
from reverberating classrooms performed lower in a phonological 
processing task, reported a higher burden of indoor noise in the 
classrooms, and judged the relationships to their peers and teachers 
less positively than children from classrooms with good acoustics” 
(p. 659). 

Clear listening conditions are essential in classrooms for students 
and teachers. Klatte et al. (2009, p. 685) warned that “poor interior 
acoustics affect learning and teaching permanently. The negative 
impact of long reverberation is thus much greater than that of most 
determinants of building acoustics”. However, they believe that a 
“relatively small financial investment may considerably improve the 
preconditions for successful and enjoyable learning and teaching” (p. 
686).



 

Visual elements

Most studies of colour preferences for children seem to focus on 
younger students. Read and Upington (2009) found that children 
preferred red on the interior environment and girls especially liked 
purple. Overall “cool colours were favored over warm colours” (p. 
491). Yellow and orange were an unpopular choice and ranked very 
low in colour preferences. The researchers came to the obvious 
conclusion that “colour is clearly an important design element for 
young children” (p. 495). A separate literature review concluded that 
there is “conflicting evidence, but forceful opinions, on the effect of 
colour” in schools (Higgins et al., 2005, p. 7). 

The display of student work in the physical environment of the 
classroom has been found to affect young children’s self esteem 
(Maxwell & Chmielewski, 2008). Self esteem scores “improved for 
both kindergarten and first grade children in the classrooms with a 
more visually personalised environment. The 
scores remained constant for children in the 
classrooms where no changes were made to 
the physical environment” (p. 149). In order 
to personalise the classroom environment, 
students put up images of themselves and 
projects they had created, projects were 
displayed at eye-height and were completed 
without the teacher’s assistance. Maxwell 
and Chmielewski (p. 151) concluded that 
“the messages that children receive from the 
physical environment, and the way in which 
they interpret these messages, may have a 
profound effect on their socio-emotional 
development”.

A related study explored whether the display 
of “permanent student artwork on school 
interior spaces… enhances student ownership” 
(Killeen, Evans & Danko, 2003, p. 250). The researchers uncovered 
“a significant association between school design and students’ sense 
of ownership. Furthermore, within a school incorporating permanent 
artwork, the stronger students’ perceptions are that their artwork can 
be permanently displayed, the greater their sense of ownership is” (p. 
250).

2. School building conditions
“Studies about student academic achievement and building condition 
conclude that the quality of the physical environment significantly 
affects student achievement” (VIT, 2010, p. 1). An American 
doctoral thesis found that “building condition is related to student 
achievement. Students performed better in newer or recently 
renovated buildings than they did in older buildings” (Bullock, 
2007, p. iii). Interesting gender differences were present in the 
results: “A greater percentage of females performed better in English 
and mathematics… in the standard schools than those students in 
substandard schools” (pp. 77-78). 

Barrett and Zhang (2009, p. iv) agree: “Considerable evidence 
shows that there is an explicit relationship between the physical 
characteristics of school buildings, and the spaces within them, and 
educational outcomes. Poor school conditions make it more difficult 
for teachers to teach and pupils to learn”. 

3. Hidden places
In different learning spaces, students’ need for space may change. 
“Research shows that learning environments must provide rooms 
for meeting and mixing with friends but also for seclusion” 
(Bjorkild, 2010, p. 17). Several studies explored the secret spaces 
of childhood. Children build cubbies and places to hide away from 
adult supervision in many different cultures and settings. Often, older 
children like to gather in hidden places, such as under stairwells. 
While secret spaces are not a common idea in school classrooms, 
they can be incorporated into indoor spaces such as school libraries. 
“Libraries can create spaces that feel protected to children while 
maintaining the ‘window’ that allows adults to monitor their 
behaviour… an enclosed space with short walls that is open on top, 
such as several easy chairs that are pulled into a protective circle or 
two couches angled against a wall, can create a feeling of privacy” 

(Sturm, 2008, p. 49).

A study examining outdoor settings also 
stressed the importance of concealment and 
‘dens’, particularly for younger children in 
the school playground (Sambroski, 2010). 
These spaces “contributed an element of 
complexity and mystery that stimulated 
the children’s need for exploration… they 
provided a place for deep absorption into 
symbolic, constructive and sociodramatic 
play” (p. 103). Sambroski noted that there 
were many conversations occurring in 
these hidden places, and children were 
exploring “the minds of others as well as 
their own” (p. 103). A hiding place for 
students “can provide a disproportionately 
positive effect, a focal point to distinguish 
that environment from all others and make 
it a special place” (p. 103).

4. School environment and student behaviour
There is much support for the view that “school environments are 
linked to students’ perceptions and feelings about themselves and 
also how they behave in school” (Edgerton et al., 2010, p. 50). 
Bjorkild (2010, p. 20) states it more bluntly: “there is no doubt 
that the aesthetic quality of our surroundings is significant for both 
our psychological and physical welfare and therefore for learning 
environments”.

Two complementary studies focused on the effect of school 
environment on adolescent student behaviour. The first study 
investigated associations between the school environment and 
student problem behaviour. Kumar, O’Malley and Johnston 
(2008, p. 478) discovered that “the school’s physical environment 
contributes, to a limited degree, to ameliorating or exacerbating 
problem behaviour among students”. Specifically, “a positive school 
environment appears to encourage their involvement in school by 
significantly decreasing the likelihood of truant behaviour” (p. 478). 
They concluded that schools can “be proactive in ensuring that they 
provide an environment that is attractive and encourages students to 
pursue more scholarly activities rather than engage in problematic 
behaviour” (p. 479).

Edgerton et al. (2010, p. 50) also concluded that “there is some 
evidence of an association between students’ perceptions of 
their physical environment and performing negative behaviour”.  
Conversely, “where students have more positive evaluations of the 
physical environment of their school they are more likely to perform 
behaviours that indicate that they are ‘engaging’ with school” (p. 49).

“If we want girls to be 
able to construct their 

femininities around active 
and assertive play, we 

need to take the spatial 
arrangements of play 

spaces seriously.”
(Paechter & Clark, 2007, p. 329)



 

5. Spaces for play: the importance of loose 
equipment
In a literature review of the research into connections between 
learning spaces and student outcomes, Blackmore et al. (2011) stated 
the significance of play spaces in schools. These spaces stress “the 
importance of play as pedagogy… in acquiring social, cognitive and 
physical skills. Indoor and outdoor spaces need to be designed with 
play in mind. Critical to outdoor design is student safety and security, 
as well as privacy” (p. 27). 

Blackmore et al. (2011) noted that there was limited research in 
secondary schools on this topic. Indeed, most studies of play are set 
in preschools and primary schools. “The physical environment of the 
school playground proves to be highly significant to children’s play 
during playtimes, as children informally allocate particular parts of 
the playground to a form of play, or often a specific game, that is then 
not played anywhere else on the school site” (Armitage, 2005, p. 540). 
Paechter and Clark (2007, p. 329) add a comment about gender; “if we 
want girls to be able to construct their femininities around active and 
assertive play, we need to take the spatial arrangements of play spaces 
seriously.”

There are debates about which type of playground equipment should 
be used in schools: fixed or loose, traditional or adventure, multi-
functional or single-purpose. Maxwell, Mitchell and Evans (2008) 
determined that children’s play is shaped by the physical attributes 
of the playground. Girls were observed in fantasy play, which was 
encouraged by “enclosed spaces with visibility to other areas of the 
playground, nodes and connector spaces, and stage-type spaces” 
(p. 36). The researchers added loose parts “suitable for constructing 
spaces to the playground” which “encouraged dramatic play… 
communication and negotiation skills” (p. 36). 

Loose equipment was also an important variable in a study of 9-11 
year olds in 23 Australian schools (Willenberg et al., 2010). Their 
findings suggested that “higher availability of loose equipment and 
higher levels of supervision were likely to contribute to an increase in 
vigorous physical activity on the playground. Fixed play equipment 
and markings (particularly colour) are seen by children as areas 
inviting active play but had a greater impact on moderate activity 
levels” (p. 215). Therefore, low-cost school responses were seen as 
easy to implement because “relatively simple changes such as the 
provision of loose equipment and painting of court lines/goals and play 
markings may provide opportunities for increased physical activity. 
The finding that the presence of teachers in the playground merely 
in a yard duty role is positively associated with the activity levels of 
children, gives teacher supervision added importance” (p. 215).

In a study of preschool children, Dowda et al. (2009, p. 265) found that 
“children in preschools with more fixed playground equipment (e.g. 
slides and jungle gyms) were less active than children in preschools 
with less fixed equipment. Also, children in preschools with more 
portable equipment (e.g. balls and tricycles) were more active than 
children in preschools with less portable equipment.”  The results 
of this research concur with the two studies above; more access 
to portable or loose equipment fosters greater physical activity in 
children. Schools “can increase children’s activity levels by providing 
balls and equipment for active games, which typically are inexpensive 
and can be rotated in and out for variety” (Dowda et al., 2009, p. 265).

Parrish et al. (2011, p. 9) reached the same conclusions in their study; 
“free access to non-fixed equipment was also seen to markedly 
increase children’s school break-time playground physical activity”. 
In addition, “principals, teachers and children agreed that non-fixed 
equipment [such as balls] created a more cohesive playground 
environment and prevented boredom and bullying” (p. 9).



 

6. Spaces affecting physical activity
In a Norwegian study, Haug et al. (2010, p. 250) found that “students 
at the secondary level with a larger number of outdoor facilities 
available had almost three times higher odds to be active during 
recess compared with students with fewer facilities”.  There was also 
a notable gender finding from this research, which was conducted in 
coeducational settings: “the peak in physical activity participation 
was observed in Grade 6, followed by a significant reduction for each 
grade level starting from Grade 7 for girls” (p. 253). 

Perhaps the strongest determinant of student physical activity in 
school grounds is whether or not the outdoor space is ‘green’. The 
greening of school grounds is a growing trend in many countries and 
will be discussed extensively in section 8. 

Dyment and Bell (2007) believe that in order to create the best 
outdoor school environment for students, there must be high-level 
political direction. “Policy commitments are needed to guide 
education ministries, school boards and schools in setting their 
priorities, budgets, curriculum, school ground 
design standards, and supervision policies so 
that they foster and support opportunities for 
physical activity on school grounds” (Dyment 
& Bell, 2007, p. 475).

7. Factors which impede 
physical activity
Two studies have identified school 
environmental factors that hinder play and 
physical activity in students. Parrish et al. 
(2011, p. 9) identified bullying as a major 
determinant of playground physical activity 
levels; “almost half the children stated that 
bullying affected the way that they played 
during break times”. Stanley et al. (2011. p. 
4) concurred: “a direct influence of bullying 
was the prevention of children playing in certain areas of the school 
yard or with pieces of equipment. Avoidance behaviour as a result 
of being bullied also appeared to have an indirect influence on 
lunchtime play”.

In the research by Stanley et al. (2011, p. 6) “school uniforms were 
perceived predominately by girls as a significant barrier to lunchtime 
play. Uniform design, particularly in the private school sector, 
restricts movement and is generally impractical for the majority 
of physical activities”. Parrish et al. (2011, p. 10) also identified 
the “fact that children are required to wear a different uniform to 
be active on sports day indicates that they are usually not dressed 
appropriately for physical activity” on non-sport days. Therefore 
traditional school uniforms may “restrict females’ playground 
physical activity levels” (p. 10).

8. Greening school grounds
Janet Dyment and Anne Bell have conducted numerous studies into 
the benefits of ‘green’ playgrounds for school children. The word 
green can also mean biodiverse in this context. In a Canadian study, 
they explored the relationship between social inclusion and school 
ground ‘greening’, which is “replacing asphalt and manicured grass 
with a diversity of design elements such as trees, shrubs, gardens, 
water features, artwork and gathering areas” (Dyment & Bell, 
2008b, p. 169). Their study confirmed a positive relationship: “green 
school grounds are more inclusive of people who may feel isolated 

on the basis of gender, class, race and ability, suggesting that these 
spaces promote, in a very broad sense, social inclusion” (p. 169). 
Bjorkild (2010, p. 16) agrees; “the physical environment transmits 
clear messages about whether or not one is welcome in a particular 
environment”.

Green school grounds also increase physical activity. “More activities 
occur where there is more space – especially in natural areas with 
varied terrain” (Bjorkild, 2010, p. 18). Dyment and her colleagues 
published a series of studies which focussed on the link between 
green school design and increased physical activity in students. The 
findings from this research are best summarised in dot point form:

•	 Girls	in	one	study	showed	a	“preference	for	all	areas	with	natural	
elements (greened area, treed grassy berm, maze) and for the 
fixed play equipment” (Dyment & Reid, 2011, p. 164).

•	 Their	results	suggested	“a	strong	correlation	between	green	
areas and moderate physical activity during springtime—which 
can have important implications for health promoters interested 

in providing moderate physical activity 
alternatives for children not interested in 
vigorous competitive play or sport-based 
physical activity” (Dyment & Reid, 2011, 
p. 175).

•	 “Green	school	ground	spaces	can	only	
be an effective site for childhood physical 
activity interventions—especially for girls, 
who have repeatedly been found to be 
less active in the school playground than 
boys—if the conditions and opportunities 
exist to make use of them” (Dyment & 
Reid, 2011, p. 175).

•	 “Through	greening,	school	grounds	
diversify the play repertoire, creating 
opportunities for boys and girls of all 
ages, interests and abilities to be more 
physically active. Complementing the rule-

bound, competitive games supported by asphalt and turf playing 
fields, green school grounds invite children to jump, climb, dig, 
lift, rake, build, role play and generally get moving in ways that 
nurture all aspects of their health and development” (Dyment & 
Bell, 2008a, p. 952).

•	 “School	ground	greening	is	a	growing	international	movement	
that focuses primarily on the design, use and culture of school 
grounds, with a view to improving the quality of children’s 
play and learning experiences. Schools around the world 
have embraced the notion of school ground greening and are 
transforming hard, barren expanses of turf and asphalt into places 
that include a diversity of natural and built elements, such as 
shelters, rock amphitheatres, trees, shrubs, wildflower meadows, 
ponds, grassy berms and food gardens” (Dyment & Bell, 2008a, 
p. 953).

•	 	“Our	study	has	shown	that	the	majority	of	conventional	school	
grounds that are comprised of asphalt and open playing field 
do little to promote moderate or vigorous physical activity 
for many girls. On these spaces, girls are often engaged in 
sedentary behaviour, unable, unwilling or uninterested in playing 
competitive rule-bound games like soccer and football. There is 
thus a critical need to provide spaces that will engage more girls 
in moderate physical activities. Greened areas stand to make an 
important contribution in this regard” (Dyment, Bell & Lucas, 
2009, p. 274).

“Perhaps the strongest 
determinant of girls’ 

physical activity in school 
grounds, is whether or not 

the outdoor space  
is ‘green’.”



 

•	 “When	children	are	given	a	choice	about	where	to	play,	they	are	
choosing natural areas. As such, green areas of school grounds 
stand to make an important contribution in providing equitable, 
inclusive, healthy and inviting play opportunities for children” 
(Lucas & Dyment, 2010, p. 177).

School greening may also enhance student well-being and behaviour. 
There is a “growing body of evidence that green school grounds, 
as a school setting, can contribute to children’s physical, mental, 
social and spiritual well-being” (Bell & Dyment, 2008, p. 77). The 
researchers noted an “increase in civil and cooperative behaviour 
on green school grounds… these findings underline the potential of 
greening initiatives to foster positive social interactions” (Dyment 
and Bell, 2008a, p. 959).

An interesting Canadian study compared “the effects on children 
of two Canadian public school grounds, chosen for maximum 
variability of vegetation, one was richly biodiverse, the other 
relatively barren” (Samborski, 2010, p. 67). Distinct gender and 
age differences were noted in the results. “The girls at both schools 
showed significant preference for the fixed play equipment, 
wildflowers, trees and shrubs, benches, and a flower or vegetable 
garden” (p. 91). It was “the younger children who showed significant 
preference for natural elements (rocks, stumps, wildflowers and 
gardens) where they could explore and create their own worlds. The 
older children significantly preferred asphalt and field areas as well 
as benches and picnic tables for socialising” (p. 91).

Sambroski (2010, p. 67) concluded that in the “biodiversified 
school ground the quality of the children’s outdoor experience was 
richer, the children’s stated preferences were more diverse and more 
oriented toward nature, and the use of their outdoor environment 
more complex. This was especially true for primary children 
(grades 1 to 3, aged 6 to 9) and intermediate girls... The biodiverse 
school ground afforded children more opportunities for functional, 
constructive and symbolic play. It also offered children more places 
for reflection and conversation”.

Several other researchers have confirmed the findings listed above. 
In a doctoral thesis, Stanley (2010) examined how children spend 
their recess at a school in America, which was characterised by 
having a distinct woodland area. She found that the students’ choice 
was “overwhelmingly the woods” (p. 181), despite having access to 
traditional playground structures. “Over the course of the study, most 
elementary students, and some middle school students, followed a 
longstanding pattern of selecting the woods as their preferred play 
setting, where they established territory and participated in practices 
such as creating a barter economy, foraging for human and natural 
artefacts… searching for animals, constructing forts, and engaging in 
other forms of fun” (p. iii). 

9. Students as designers of physical space
Amongst the raft of research on school environments and physical 
space there is a recurring theme of involving students in designing 
their own learning spaces. “While there can often be a separation 
between the designer and user in school design, there is a growing 
movement towards involving users in the design of teaching and 
learning spaces, with benefits for students and teachers alike” (VIT, 
2010, p. 4). Lippman (2010, p. 4) defines this as a responsive design 
approach, which “understands the transactional relationship between 
learners and their learning environment, and that sustainable design 
does not merely signify the integration of green principles, but rather 
how the learning environment – social and physical – can contribute 
to the development of the learner”.



 

Student centred design is particularly pertinent in girls’ schools 
because a gendered perspective can be incorporated into spaces. 
There can also be an explicit acknowledgement that “gender 
structures are embedded in the physical environment” (Lang, 2010, 
p. 5). 

Even young children can be space designers. Two studies tracked 
the involvement of young children in designing their own school 
spaces. Clark (2007, p. 5) investigated how “young children’s views 
and experiences could inform the planning, design and development 
of early years’ provision.” She found that although the process 
was complex, “children are acute observers and explorers of their 
immediate environments. One of the pleasures of the study has been 
to demonstrate this competency to designers and architects and by so 
doing to begin to open up new conversations about early childhood 
design” (p. 40). 

In another study, young children were involved in the development of 
an outdoor ‘urban jungle’ (Cohen, 2010, p. 4). “The adults involved 
in the project helped the children with their research by taking them 
to visit various sites and teaching them about 
design, whilst respecting their abilities and 
capabilities. The children were part of the 
process at every stage; working with all the 
professionals involved and their decision was 
the final one” (p. 4). 

 “Initiatives which aim to encourage young 
people to actively participate in the design 
process are enacting citizenship, rather than 
teaching it through transmission, and are 
opportunities to re-engage students with 
learning” (VIT, 2010, p. 4). Several forward-
thinking school architects and landscape 
designers have engaged students in the design 
of school spaces. Once the builders and 

architects leave, it is the students of course, who will occupy these 
spaces for much of their childhood and adolescent years. This is 
not to exclude the educators, teachers and parents from the design 
process, but allowing students to shape their own learning spaces is 
often overlooked. 

Higgins et al. (2005) believe that the process of creating school 
environments is as important as the final product. “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 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).

Conclusion
The studies included in this research review have shown that physical 
spaces in schools are much more than spaces to learn. Many schools 

recognise that their indoor and outdoor 
spaces, buildings and surroundings are 
environments where students socialise, 
interact, develop, think, dream and 
flourish. Physical spaces affect our mental, 
social and physical domains. Relatively 
small changes to the environment can have 
great impacts on those who constitute 
the school community. “It is time to put 
the matter of designing new spaces for 
learning at the front and centre of our 
thinking about quality and standards in the 
twenty-first century school” (McWilliam, 
2011, p. 267).

“Relatively small changes  
to the environment can have 

great impact on those  
who constitute the  
school community.”
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