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ABSTRACT 

This phenomenological research investigates the lived experiences and 

interpretations of learners, teachers, and head teachers as users of school-

built environments (SBEs) in the context of basic education in Ghana. Ten 

participants (four learners, four teachers, and two school leaders) were 

sampled purposively from two basic education schools (one public and one 

private). To explore the meanings attributed to these spaces, the study used 

qualitative interviews, photo elicitation, physical observations and thematic 

analysis to shed light on the often-overlooked aspects of users’ lived 

experiences. The findings revealed that SBEs elicit both positive and negative 

emotions and convey messages of support or neglect, influenced by physical, 

functional, psychosocial, and aesthetic factors. Positive and supportive SBEs 

provide conducive and safe instructional and non-instructional spaces, 

whereas negative and neglectful SBEs contribute to inequities in teaching 

and learning outcomes. This research emphasizes the importance of 

policymakers and designers taking user perspectives into account to address 

SBE inequities and promote justice within educational settings. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The school-built environments (SBEs) serve as vital arenas of human activity, designed to facilitate users’ 

pursuits and enhance their well-being (Agbevanu, 2014, 2015; Bartuska, 2007; Rapoport, 1990; Sallis & Glanz, 2006; 

Skantze, 1996; Vischer, 2008). Despite their significance, scant attention has been paid to how users perceive, 

interpret, and derive meaning from their experiences within SBEs, particularly in the context of basic education. While 

children and adults spend considerable time within school premises (El-Nemr & Cash, 2022; Rafiei & Gifford, 2023; 

Wingspread Declaration on School Connections, 2004), certain SBEs fail to adequately support the diverse needs and 

well-being of all users (Holt, 1974). Furthermore, there is limited research on how users navigate and attribute 

significance to their interactions with these environments. This oversight neglects the pivotal role of users’ perceptions 

in shaping the design and functionality of educational spaces (Pasalar, 2001). Consequently, there is a notable dearth of 

empirical studies examining how users conceptualize and derive meaning from their lived experiences within SBEs. 

The current body of literature lacks substantive empirical research elucidating how users of SBEs construe 

their lived experiences in these environments. Although SBEs are intended to support users’ activities and convey 

meaningful messages, disparities in their design and maintenance may inadvertently communicate positive or negative 

messages to users (Baird, 2015; Chan et al., 2021; Lee & Rubin, 2007; Pasalar, 2001; Rapoport, 1990). Consequently, 

the understanding of users’ lived experiences and the meanings they attribute to SBEs is essential for informing 

effective design, maintenance, and utilization strategies (Manca et al., 2020; Sheets, 2011). This study aims to address 

this gap by examining users’ lived experiences within SBEs in the context of basic education in Ghana. 

This paper defines school-built environments (SBEs) as spaces comprising instructional and non-instructional 

areas established or adapted by individuals or institutions to facilitate the activities and welfare of their users 

(Agbevanu, 2014, 2015). Instructional spaces encompass areas specifically designated or utilized for activities such as 

teaching, learning, and recreation, including classrooms, libraries, laboratories, ICT centres, and playgrounds. As 

classified by Holt (1974), non-instructional (ancillary) spaces are constructed areas aimed at enhancing users’ comfort 

and well-being within the school settings. The term 'users' encompasses the school community, comprising school 

administrators, educators, and students, who directly engage with instructional and non-instructional spaces in SBEs. 

Users’ lived experiences of SBEs denote their immediate, pre-reflective awareness (van Manen, 1990) as well as their 

responses or feedback regarding their perceptions and expectations (Vischer, 2008) resulting from their interactions 

with or utilization of SBE spaces. 

Conceptual and Theoretical Review 

Conceptualizing SBEs as spaces of human experience and meaning necessitates an exploration of the 

phenomenology of place (Casey, 2001; Tuan, 1977) inspired by Edward Relph’s ideas (Relph, 1985; Seamon & Sowers, 

2008). Relph posited that place holds intrinsic significance in human existence, manifesting as feelings of attachment or 

estrangement (Relph, 1976). Additionally, Heidegger’s concept of ‘being-in-the-world’ underscores the existential 

relationship between individuals and their environments (Heidegger, 1962). These theoretical frameworks offer 

valuable insights into users’ experiential descriptions of SBEs, elucidating their feelings of ‘belongingness’ or ‘alienation’. 

Vischer’s (2008) user-centered theory further underpins this study, positing that a built environment exists to 

support users’ activities and well-being. By systematically exploring users’ experiences, Vischer’s framework facilitates a 
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nuanced understanding of how SBEs support or hinder users’ needs across physical, functional, and psychological 

(Vischer, 2008), and aesthetic dimensions (Barraza, 2021). While existing scholarship often focuses on the relationship 

between SBE conditions and academic outcomes, little attention has been paid to users’ subjective experiences and 

interpretations of these environments (Earthman, 2002; Sheets, 2011). This study seeks to address this gap by 

investigating how learners, teachers, and school administrators in basic education settings describe and make sense of 

their lived experiences in SBEs. 

Basic education serves as a cornerstone for individuals’ future educational pursuits and societal engagement, 

comprising the primary and lower secondary education stages (Ministry of Education, 2018a, 2018b; UNESCO Institute 

for Statistics, 2023). In Ghana, basic education encompasses kindergarten, primary, and junior high school, providing a 

crucial foundation for lifelong learning and social participation (GoG, 2008; MoE, 2010b). Despite its pivotal role, 

challenges such as inequities in teaching and learning opportunities persist, affecting the quality of basic education 

provision (Ghana Education Service, 2013). Consequently, understanding users’ lived experiences in SBEs is imperative 

to address these challenges and foster inclusive educational environments. 

It is against this backdrop that the PhD study reported in this paper was undertaken. This paper presents 

findings from a qualitative research project exploring users’ lived experiences with SBEs in Ghanaian basic education 

schools. Employing a hermeneutic phenomenological approach, this study utilized open-ended interviews, photo-

elicitation, and observation methods to uncover users’ subjective interpretations and lived experiences within SBEs 

(Frechette et al., 2020; Hagedorn, 1994). To address the knowledge regarding users’ perceptions of SBEs, this study 

aims to inform policy, design, and practice interventions aimed at optimizing educational environments for all 

stakeholders. 

Research Question 

The central research question guiding this study is: How do learners, teachers, and school administrators in 

basic education schools describe and understand their lived experiences within SBEs as primary users? This inquiry 

seeks to fill a critical gap in the literature by foregrounding users’ voices and experiences in SBEs with a specific focus 

on the basic education context. Through this exploration, this study aims to generate insights into the nuanced ways in 

which users navigate and attribute meaning to their interactions with educational spaces, thereby informing future 

research, policy, and practice endeavors. 

Overall, this study contributes to the growing field of environmental psychology by shedding light on the 

subjective experiences of users in educational environments. By elucidating users’ lived experiences and meanings 

within SBEs, this study offers valuable insights for enhancing the design, utilization, and management of educational 

spaces, ultimately fostering more inclusive and supportive learning environments. 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

An interpretive research approach, employing a hermeneutic phenomenological strategy, was undertaken to 

delve into the lived experiences of users within School-Built Environments (SBEs) across two basic education schools. 

This strategy, deeply rooted in interpretive understanding (or Verstehen), fosters a nuanced comprehension of users’ 

experiences, in contrast to quantitative methods that focus on behavior explanation (Ajjawi & Higgs, 2007; Bryant, 
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2018; Creswell, 2009; Morse & Field, 1995). Grounded in hermeneutics and phenomenology, this approach prioritizes 

openness to meaning and experiences, unveiling phenomena through participants’ interpretations and attributions of 

significance (Henriksson & Friesen, 2012; Mohammadi, 2007; van Manen, 1990). 

Setting and Participants 

Conducting the research in two basic education schools—one public and one private—within the Komenda 

Edina Eguafo Abirem (KEEA) Municipality of Ghana’s Central Region provided diverse perspectives. Public schools 

lacked certain instructional amenities, while private schools boasted comprehensive facilities, illustrating a spectrum of 

SBE conditions. Participants, comprising two school principles, four teachers, and four pupils from each school, were 

chosen based on their direct involvement with SBEs, ensuring a comprehensive insight into varied experiences. 

Purposive random sampling (Patton, 2002) was employed to select schools and participants, ensuring variation in 

academic performance (Agbevanu et al., 2016; Agbevanu, 2014, 2015; Dare & Agbevanu, 2012).  

Instruments 

Qualitative data collection tools, namely, conversational interviews, photo-elicitation interviews, and close 

observation guides, were used. The conversational interview guide helped in free-flowing discussions, which were 

suitable for detailed information but lacked structure (van Manen, 1990). In addition to the conversational interview 

guide, the photo-elicitation interview guide supported the use of photos to prompt discussions, enhancing emotional 

expressions, but was time-consuming (Magno & Kirk, 2008). Finally, a close observation guide offered detailed data on 

the physical environments of the schools and required skilled observation but ensured comprehensive insights 

(Sarantakos, 2013; van Manen, 1990). The choice of these depended on the research purpose, questions, and context. 

Procedure 

Ethical considerations were paramount, and approval was obtained from the University of Cape Coast 

Institutional Review Board. Informed consent was acquired from all participants, emphasizing their rights, potential 

benefits, and confidentiality (Head, 2020). Interviews and observations were meticulously conducted, with participants’ 

convenience and privacy prioritized. Data collection involved conversational interviews, photo-elicitation, and close 

observations, offering rich textual and visual insights into participants’ experiences within SBEs (Creswell & Poth, 2018; 

Creswell, 2013; Creswell, 2009; Magno & Kirk, 2008; Manzo, 2005; Sarantakos, 2013; Woolner et al., 2007). 

Data Analysis 

A rigorous analytical process followed, guided by thematic, image, and hermeneutic circle analysis strategies 

(Gadamer, 2004; Hagedorn, 1994; Magno & Kirk, 2008; van Manen, 1990). Data were transcribed, managed, and 

analysed iteratively, ensuring saturation and coherence. Themes and interpretations were cross-checked with research 

experts to validate their relevance and fidelity to participants’ experiences. Reflexivity was maintained throughout, 

acknowledging the researcher’s biases and perspectives, thus enriching the analytical process (Alsaigh & Coyne, 2021; 

Gadamer, 2004; van Manen, 1990; Whitehead, 2004). 

Trustworthiness was ensured through data triangulation, member-checking, and thick description, fortifying 

the validity and credibility of findings (Creswell, 2009; Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Hays & Singh, 2012). Finally, the 

utilization of ChatGPT facilitated grammatical refinement, enhancing the clarity and coherence of the manuscript 
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(OpenAI, 2023). 

RESULTS 

The study aimed to delve into users’ perceptions and experiences within SBEs in basic education schools, 

elucidating how these encounters shape their understanding. Through data analysis, one overarching theme and four 

main themes emerged, coalescing into an overarching theme termed ‘realities of being in SBEs.’ These themes 

encapsulated users’ experiences and their associated meanings, supported by pertinent quotations and images 

reflecting participants’ lived encounters with SBEs. The overarching theme ‘being-in-the-world of SBE’ found support in 

four main themes: ‘physical realities of SBEs,’ ‘functional realities of SBEs,’ ‘psychosocial realities of SBEs,’ and ‘aesthetic 

realities of SBEs.’ 

Physical realities of SBEs 

Regarding the physical realities of SBEs, participants’ experiences were shaped by tangible attributes such as 

temperature, ventilation, lighting, and spatial arrangements. Both positive and negative experiences were documented, 

with participants expressing concerns over inadequate facilities and discomfort. For instance, Cole, a school head, 

expressed the challenge of lacking essential amenities like sick bays and well-furnished staff rooms, hindering effective 

teaching and learning. Similarly, Yaw, a teacher, highlighted the absence of facilities such as a library and ICT lab, 

affecting the overall learning environment. Observational data further revealed shortcomings in SBEs, with insufficient 

instructional spaces and poorly maintained environments characterizing Basic Education School A. Conversely, 

participants from Basic Education School B, including Zuki, a school head, Abeeku, a teacher, and Lily, a pupil, praised 

the school’s well-equipped facilities, contributing to positive user experiences. The following quotes support this theme:  

We don’t have a sick bay here... When someone is not well, I only ask him or her to go home. ... We 

do not have a well-furnished staffroom for the teachers (Cole, School Principle).  

Apart from the classrooms, the school lacks other school facilities such as a library, ICT lab and so on 

(Yaw, Teacher). 

The canteen we don’t have … and it affects us because people eat anywhere they’d like” (Ika, Pupil).  

The observational data uncovered that the school compound was predominantly covered with grass, 

particularly around the JHS block, giving the school an unappealing appearance. Furthermore, the JHS classrooms were 

equipped with honeycomb windows, resulting in persistent dust accumulation. Moreover, the classrooms lacked 

ceilings, electrical fixtures for lighting, and ceiling fans, leading to inadequate ventilation, diminished natural light, and 

soiled floors and desks. Figure 1 illustrates the JHS block within the Basic Education School A compound, comprising 

only three classrooms and an office. 

Figure 1. JHS block of Basic Education School A compound. 
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The field notes revealed shortcomings in the instructional areas of the SBE, notably the absence of essential 

facilities like a school library, designated spots for private reading, and tranquil zones for individual study outside 

classrooms. Moreover, the inadequacy extended to crucial amenities such as a science laboratory and an ICT resource 

centre, compounded by the insufficiency of teaching aids. Furthermore, the school lacked properly delineated outdoor 

areas for sports and physical education activities. Conversely, the narratives shared by participants from Basic 

Education School B presented a stark contrast. 

We are provided with the needed facilities or environment to perform academically well (Zuki, School Head).  

We have everything [facilities] here. Therefore, we can boast of so many things [facilities]… I can say that the 

facilities are underutilized. However, we can boast of classrooms, science lab, playgrounds, ICT centre, canteen, 

etc. This is a very good place to send your children (Abeeku, Teacher). It is a very nice school because we have 

good facilities, almost all the facilities ...we have a dining hall, a library, and many facilities. … The [school-built] 

environment is good for learning. … The classrooms … are good, spacious, and comfortable. …You would not 

find any school where classrooms have tiles on the floor and even tiles on the wall. There is enough space. Even 

we have louvre windows for fresh air … it is nice (Lily, Pupil). 

A photograph in Figure 2 highlights participants’ descriptions of their SBEs in Basic Education School B.  

Figure 2. JHS block of Basic Education School B compound. 

 

Functional realities of SBEs 
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Functional realities of SBEs pertained to the practical efficacy of built environments in supporting users’ 

activities and well-being. In Basic Education School A, deficiencies in infrastructure, such as inadequate ventilation and 

lack of amenities, posed challenges to both students and teachers. Adjoa, a teacher, and Yaw, a teacher, voiced 

concerns about the discomfort and limitations imposed by subpar facilities. Conversely, participants in Basic Education 

School B, including Zuki, a school head, and Abeeku, a teacher, lauded the conducive learning atmosphere and well-

maintained facilities, attributing their positive experiences to the school’s commitment to creating an enabling 

environment. The following quotes exemplify participants’ experiential descriptions of SBEs in Basic Education School 

A. 

The performance of the children at the BECE level is not the best … I think part of the problem … is due to the 

lack of good facilities in the school. For example, the absence of a school library is affecting the children (Cole, 

School Head). 

The windows to the classrooms do not provide good ventilation. You see the children sweating and the teacher 

is equally sweating in class (Adjoa, Teacher). 

The type of windows [honeycombs] we have do not enhance ventilation. I think it is not the best. During the 

afternoons, we [teachers and pupils] suffer in the classrooms because of heat ... and there are no electric fans in 

the classrooms (Yaw, Teacher). 

A participant’s photograph as shown in Figure 3 exemplifies the participants’ experiences of classroom space in 

Basic Education School A. 

Figure 3. A classroom in the JHS block of Basic Education School A. 

 

Conversely, participants at Basic Education School B recounted distinct narratives. Their positive encounters with 

both instructional and non-instructional spaces conveyed optimistic messages to the users. The subsequent quotations 

underscore how they perceive and interpret their SBEs. 

Looking at the classrooms, they are very spacious but the number in all is 40, so it is enough and very 

comfortable for the students so controlling the students because the space is enough for us, I think we can 

control the students well. Because the place is very neat, and the students behave well in class (Zuki, School 

Head). 
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The classrooms are well ventilated. They create some sort of serene atmosphere for children to grasp whatever 

the teacher teaches [be attentive in class]. In addition, we are not crowded … which to me is not bad. … When it 

comes to teaching and supervision of individual work in the classroom, you can move freely … We do not have 

dual desks in this school ... All children have their tables and chairs ... The chairs and tables in the classrooms are 

in good condition. The classroom floors and the walls are tiled and with ceilings making the rooms very bright 

and cool (Abeeku, Teacher). 

A participant’s photograph in Figure 4 typifies the participants’ experiences of classroom space in Basic Education 

School B. 

Figure 4. A classroom in the JHS block of Basic Education School B. 

 

 

Psychosocial realities of SBEs 

Psychosocial realities of SBEs explored the psychological and social dimensions of users’ experiences, 

encompassing their attitudes, values, and interactions within built environments. Participants in Basic Education School 

A, including Ika, a Pupil, and Cole, a school head, lamented the discomfort and lack of motivation stemming from subpar 

facilities, with some contemplating leaving the institution. Furthermore, Yaw, a teacher, highlighted the demoralizing 

effect of the unappealing environment on both students and teachers. Conversely, those in Basic Education School B, 

including Zuki, a School Head, expressed satisfaction with the conducive learning atmosphere and well-maintained 

facilities, attributing their positive experiences to the school’s commitment to creating an enabling environment. This 

theme is gleaned from the following participants’ quotes: 

The place [/SBE/] is not comfortable. I don’t know ... the desks in the classrooms are not comfortable (Ika, Pupil, 

School A). 

I do not think you will be comfortable teaching or working here … it is difficult working here (Cole, 

Headteacher, School A). 

Look at where we are sitting … it is because we do not have a proper or comfortable staffroom which is why we 

are sitting here on the corridor… I do not feel happy here. It is as if what we do here is not appreciated. Nothing 
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is motivating about this place … I am even thinking of leaving the school to go and further my education. … You 

saw what the place is like … the female teachers sitting there [in the staff common room] are always 

complaining, and because they do not have any choice they are sitting there (Yaw, Teacher, School A). 

Figure 5 illustrates the participants’ experiences of eating space or canteen in Basic Education School A. The 

figure supports participants’ descriptions of the non-instructional spaces in their SBEs in the school. 

Figure 5. A canteen or dining area in Basic Education School A. 

 

However, the SBE as experienced and reported by participants in Basic Education School B contrasted with 

that of those in Basic Education School A. The following quotes from the participants explain their experiences of the 

SBE: 

Looking at the classrooms, they are comfortable for the students. Because the place is comfortable and neat, 

the students are well behaved … I just feel happy about being in a school with this environment. Very imposing 

... well-structured and painted ... it is just attractive. This shows how the school cares about its image (Zuki, 

School Head). 

The classrooms are tiled, with enough windows to allow ventilation that helps in learning. All these are set in 

place. There is a lighting system. … I can say that the classrooms are very bright, comfortable, and attractive 

…We have a very beautiful canteen; the set-up is beautiful, with tables and chairs arranged for the pupils, tiled 

floor and ventilation is very good (Pat, Teacher, School B). 

A photograph in Figure 6 illustrates the participants’ experiences of eating space or canteen in Basic 

Education School B. The figure supports participants’ descriptions of the non-instructional spaces in their SBEs. 

Figure 6. A canteen or dining area in Basic Education School B. 
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Aesthetic realities of SBEs 

Aesthetic realities of SBEs delved into users’ visual experiences and perceptions of built environments, 

highlighting the impact of aesthetics on their overall experience. Participants in Basic Education School A, including 

Adjoa, a teacher, and Paster, a pupil, described the unattractive and unkempt surroundings, which adversely affected 

their morale and teaching/learning outcomes. Similarly, Yaw, a teacher, emphasized the negative impact of the 

dilapidated environment on users’ well-being and academic performance. In contrast, those in Basic Education School B, 

including Pat, a teacher, and Zuki, a school head, appreciated the school’s aesthetic appeal, noting the positive influence 

of well-maintained spaces on their well-being and academic performance. 

The findings underscored the multifaceted nature of users’ experiences within SBEs, with physical, functional, 

psychosocial, and aesthetic factors collectively shaping their perceptions and interactions with these environments. 

While deficiencies in infrastructure were associated with negative experiences and diminished well-being, well-

equipped and aesthetically pleasing environments fostered positive outcomes and enhanced user satisfaction. These 

findings highlight the critical role of SBEs in supporting educational endeavors and underscore the need for equitable 

access to conducive learning environments. The following participants’ quotes explicate the theme: 

The environment is not attractive ... the place is not good. The place is waterlogged so any time it rains we have 

problems accessing the classrooms and other things especially the route to the JHS building is very bad … This 

environment does not befit a school (Adjoa, Teacher). 

I feel shy because the school is not attractive …The compound is weedy. Sometimes they ask us to bring 

cutlasses to school to weed the compound …we have to learn but we use that period to weed. This is affecting 

our learning and us... (Paster, Pupil). 

If you work or teach in an environment like this, you cannot give your best because no one cares about the 

place. The place is not attractive ... just look around (Yaw, Teacher). 

A photograph in Figure 7 illustrates the participants’ experiences of the playing field in Basic Education 

School A. The figure supports participants’ descriptions of non-instructional space (playing field) in their SBEs. 
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Figure 7. A playing field in Basic Education School A. 

 

 

 

However, in Basic Education School B, participants’ data painted a different picture of the attractiveness of 

their SBE. The following quotes are examples of their experiential descriptions of their SBEs: 

Look at this place … flowers, hedges, and dustbins are all located at vantage points making the environment 

look decent and attractive. … All I can say is that this is a good school ... well structured, very clean, and 

attractive (Pat, Teacher). 

It is just attractive. This shows how the school cares about its image … We have a very neat and beautiful 

canteen. … The set-up is beautiful, with tables and chairs arranged for the pupils, tiled floor, and ventilation 

very good. Then we have a kitchen, the kitchen set-up too is very good. This is where the cooking and the 

dishing out of food are done. The pupils sit according to classes at the dining hall.… In addition, all is neatly set 

up. The tables are good (Zuki, School Head). 

A photograph in Figure 8 illustrates the participants’ experiences of eating space or canteen in Basic 

Education School B. The figure supports participants’ descriptions of non-instructional space (playfield) in their SBEs. 

Figure 8. A playing field in Basic Education School A. 
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DISCUSSION 

The research embarked on a journey to elucidate the lived experiences of users in School Built Environments 

(SBEs) in the basic education context of Ghana. Our exploration aimed to unveil the intricacies of users’ encounters 

with SBEs and decipher the meanings they derive from these experiences. The findings underscored that users’ lived 

experiences of SBEs manifest along a spectrum of positivity and negativity, contingent upon the physical, functional, 

psychosocial, and aesthetic attributes of these spaces (Pasalar, 2001). Moreover, these experiences conveyed either a 

sense of support or neglect, deeply influenced by the conditions prevalent within the respective SBEs. However, amidst 

this diversity, participants across the settings shared a common aspiration for SBEs that foster positivity and support, 

essential for their activities and well-being. 

Users’ Lived Experiences of SBEs 

The participants’ descriptions of their lived experiences, rooted in immediate, pre-reflective consciousness, 

unveiled a consistent dichotomy between negative and positive encounters across the two research settings. Basic 

Education School A participants narrated predominantly negative experiences, whereas those in Basic Education School 

B recounted positive encounters. This finding resonates with existing literature, which suggests that users’ experiences 

of the built environment tend to lean towards either positive or negative trajectories (Bartuska, 2007; Kjævrang, 2003). 

Indeed, as Bartuska (2007) contends, every facet of the SBE contributes either positively or negatively to the overall 

user experience (Agbevanu, 2014, 2015), emphasizing the contextual nature of these encounters. Consequently, 

decisions regarding SBEs should integrate users’ lived experiences and interpretations, recognizing their profound 

influence on users’ engagement and well-being. 

Moreover, our findings align with Vischer’s (2008) conceptualization, which posits that users’ perceptions of 

the built environment hinge on the adequacy or inadequacy of support provided. We extend Vischer’s framework by 

demonstrating that users’ comfort or discomfort, affinity, or aversion towards SBEs, are shaped by their physical, 

functional, psychosocial, and aesthetic dimensions (Agbevanu, 2014, 2015). This underscores the pivotal role of these 

attributes in shaping users’ realities within SBEs (Nivala, 1997; Vischer, 2008). Furthermore, our study accentuates the 

notion that SBEs serve as conduits for conveying what Ulrich and Duffy (2022) aptly describe as ‘anecdotal 
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experiences.’ Thus, SBEs should be recognized as multifaceted entities that evoke varied sentiments and perceptions 

among users, extending beyond mere physical attributes to encompass personal and cultural dimensions. 

Meanings of Users’ Lived Experiences of SBEs 

Delving deeper into the meanings inferred from users’ lived experiences, our interpretation reveals a 

profound interplay between users and their SBEs. Participants in Basic Education School A construed their SBEs as 

symbols of neglect, indifference, or devaluation, contrasting sharply with the sentiments of Basic Education School B 

participants, who perceived their environments as nurturing, affirming, and validating. These observations echo 

Rapoport's (1990) and Maslow and Mintz’s (1956) assertions that individuals attribute meanings to their built 

environments based on their subjective interpretations. Participants, as Pasalar (2001) elucidates, imbue their 

surroundings with values such as ‘good’ or ‘bad,’ ‘unique’ or ‘common,’ shaping their existential experiences within these 

spaces. 

Furthermore, our analysis unveils the existential dynamics at play within users’ perceptions of SBEs, drawing 

on Relph's (1976) and Seamon and Sowers's (2008) conceptualization of ‘existential outsideness and insideness’. Basic 

Education School A participants grappled with a sense of existential alienation, viewing their environment as hostile and 

estranged, while Basic Education School B participants experienced a profound sense of existential belongingness, 

perceiving their environment as hospitable and accommodating. This dichotomy resonates with Heidegger’s (1962) 

notion of presence-at-hand and readiness-to-hand, wherein Basic Education School A represents a mere ‘being there,’ 

which devoid of utility or resonance, while Basic Education School B embodies a ‘being here,’ characterized by 

functionality and relevance. Indeed, within the instructional and non-instructional spaces of SBEs (Agbevanu, 2014, 

2015), users engage with these spaces as instrumental tools, focusing on their utility rather than contemplating their 

essence. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study illuminates the nuanced tapestry of user experiences within SBEs, delineating a spectrum of 

positivity and negativity informed by the physical, functional, and psychosocial dimensions of these environments. 

These experiences, perceived as either supportive or neglectful, wield profound implications for users’ activities and 

well-being. Addressing these insights in policy and design contexts hold the potential to mitigate disparities in SBEs, 

fostering equitable and inclusive environments for all users. Furthermore, our findings offer valuable implications for 

practice and research, underscoring the need for a user-centered approach in SBE planning, design, and management. 

While our study enriches the understanding of SBE users’ lived experiences, it also acknowledges its limitations and 

offers avenues for future research to explore the multifaceted dimensions of these encounters across diverse user 

groups and contexts. 

The study’s findings, which delineate both positive and negative experiences within SBEs, offer invaluable 

insights for practice and research, guiding efforts to enhance the quality of these environments and promote positive 

user outcomes. In foregrounding users’ perspectives and experiences, this study advocates for a change in thinking 

towards a more user-centric approach in SBE planning, design, and management. Furthermore, the conceptual 

framework developed in this study serves as a foundational pillar for future research efforts, offering a robust 

theoretical foundation for exploring the complexities of user experiences within SBEs across diverse contexts and user 

groups. Additionally, the methodological approach, characterized by its interpretive depth and reflexivity, sets a 
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precedent for future studies seeking to unravel the intricate tapestry of user experiences within educational 

environments. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Study 

While our study contributes significantly to understanding of user experiences within SBEs, it acknowledges 

certain limitations that warrant consideration. The narrow focus on a specific user group and context limits the 

generalizability of our findings, underscoring the need for future research to encompass broader demographic and 

contextual variables. Furthermore, the potential for evolving interpretations over time and context necessitates 

longitudinal studies to capture the dynamic nature of user experiences within SBEs. Moving forward, interdisciplinary 

research initiatives that transcend disciplinary boundaries hold promise for unravelling the multifaceted dimensions of 

user experiences within educational environments, paving the way for more inclusive and equitable SBEs. Moreover, 

future research activities should attempt to develop standardized indicators for assessing user experiences within SBEs, 

facilitating comparative analyses and benchmarking efforts across diverse settings. 
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