

[image: image1]
School Environments and Elementary School Children’s Well-Being in Northwestern Mexico












	 
	ORIGINAL RESEARCH
published: 19 March 2020
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00510





[image: image]

School Environments and Elementary School Children’s Well-Being in Northwestern Mexico

César Tapia-Fonllem1*, Blanca Fraijo-Sing1, Victor Corral-Verdugo1, Glenda Garza-Terán2 and Melanie Moreno-Barahona1

1Programs of Master and Doctorate in Psychology, University of Sonora, Hermosillo, Mexico

2Programs of Master and Doctorate in Social Sciences, University of Sonora, Hermosillo, Mexico

Edited by:
Giuseppe Carrus, Roma Tre University, Italy

Reviewed by:
Massimiliano Scopelliti, Libera Università Maria Ss. Assunta, Italy
Giovanni Sanesi, University of Bari Aldo Moro, Italy

*Correspondence: César Tapia-Fonllem, cesar.tapia@unison.mx

Specialty section: This article was submitted to Environmental Psychology, a section of the journal Frontiers in Psychology

Received: 22 November 2019
Accepted: 03 March 2020
Published: 19 March 2020

Citation: Tapia-Fonllem C, Fraijo-Sing B, Corral-Verdugo V, Garza-Terán G and Moreno-Barahona M (2020) School Environments and Elementary School Children’s Well-Being in Northwestern Mexico. Front. Psychol. 11:510. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00510

School environment refers to the set of relationships that occur among members of a school community that are determined by structural, personal, and functional factors of the educational institution, which provide distinctiveness to schools. The school environment is an important factor when evaluating student well-being. Previous findings have shown that variables such as physical, academic, and social dimensions influence school environments. This research seeks to explain the relationship between school environment and the well-being of primary education students. To carry out this research, a total of 405 students from four public elementary schools in northwestern Mexico were selected to participate. The instrument used to measure the variables and the relationship of school environment and well-being is based on the three dimensions of school environment proposed by Kutsyuruba et al. (2015): Physical, social, and academic. Statistical analyses were carried out to determine the reliability and validity of the measurement scales using SPSS V20 and EQS software. Confirmatory factor analysis models were tested to determine the construct validity of each scale; then, an analysis via structural equation modeling was made to form an explanatory model obtaining acceptable practical and statistical indicators. Among the relationships in this study, our research identified the variable of school environments as an outcome determined by physical, academic, and social factors. School environment and student well-being variables were also found to be correlated.
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INTRODUCTION

The study of the physical, social, and academic (curricular) conditions of the environment and the administrative organization of schools have been related to school environments and the well-being of students (Corral-Verdugo et al., 2015). Nowadays, it has become more common to find empirical studies that identify the impact of school environments on student well-being. For example, safe school environments and student well-being have been found to be significantly and strongly interrelated variables on research of various kinds of students’ needs (Kutsyuruba et al., 2015).

Primarily, research of positive school environment is focused on physical conditions: density, privacy, activity areas, open spaces, and, even, green areas. Some of the most researched effects from physical elements have been the ones resulting from noise, lighting and colors, temperature and humidity, decoration, and furniture, since they contain properties that have effects on people’s behavior; nevertheless, despite having found evidence of these effects, the results are not considered entirely conclusive (Olivos and Amérigo, 2010). The quality of these conditions in school infrastructure can have direct effects on the behavior and cognitive, social, and emotional development of children (Prescott and David, 1976; Wohlwill and Heft, 1987; Moore et al., 2003). In other words, the school space is considered a didactic agent that helps to offer optimal physical conditions for the development of the teaching-learning process. Likewise, it allows for the creation of an adequate environment for the development of students’ abilities, fostering their autonomy as well as teacher motivation.

Romañá (1994) focused on the role that the environment takes as an object of attention for learning. There are three ideas about how it has been addressed: (a) conceiving the environment as an educator: the nature of physical elements of the environment as socializing agents themselves; (b) considering it as an educational object for the valuation and conservation of the environment, and (c) and conceiving it as an educational or didactic resource; in other words, as a pedagogical utility factor.

Olivos and Amérigo (2010) performed a historical review and background check on the study of the connection between environment and education and identified that it had been studied in the fields of pedagogy, where it had been called “environmental pedagogy” (Göttler, 1955) or “mesological pedagogy” (Zaniewski, 1952); and psychology, under the term “classroom ecology” (Sommer, 1967; Weinstein, 1979). Other authors have also underlined how the emotional dimension is an important component in the development of evaluation competences, such as for example, the aesthetic evaluation experience, and we argue that this component could also be relevant for the evaluation of school environments (e.g., Mastandrea, 2014; Mastandrea and Crano, 2019).

At the end of the 20th century, environmental psychology focused its attention on the study of school environments, specifically on aspects of practical conditions such as ergonomics and architecture, considering particular physical aspects of the school environment and its role in the process of teaching learning and even associating it with academic performance (Holahan, 1986; Gump, 1987; Bell et al., 1990; Gifford, 2007; Amedeo et al., 2008).

However, there are always challenges for the design and management of educational spaces and they overcome the traditional difficulties of improving the teaching-learning process in conflictful conditions resulting from social interaction within school environments. A wide range of studies has found a reduction of negative or violent behaviors that are usually present in schools are due to management changes in physical environments (Bosworth et al., 2011; Steffgen et al., 2013; Cornell et al., 2015). Current trends in educational intervention consider the promotion of positive personal interactions as a priority and as a cause or consequence of harmonious activities of the school with its environment, putting integration into practice (Corral-Verdugo et al., 2015).

It is in the second decade of the 21st century when special attention was paid to the study of school environments (Bernardes and Vergara, 2017), school climate (Wang and Degol, 2016; Maxwell et al., 2017) and its connection with student well-being (Bird and Markle, 2012; Borkar, 2016).

Currently, research on physical aspects in school environments has gained attention as a result of the theoretical relevance of the human-environment link, the new conceptions about the importance of social interactions in the educational environment, and questions about the objectives of education in the modern world (Aldridge and McChesney, 2018; Lundberg and Abdelzadeh, 2019).

In existing literature, this has been an extensively investigated subject in an attempt to depict a complete model of school environments. We have not only taken into consideration the contributions of Thapa et al. (2013), who identify five dimensions that converge in security, social relations, teaching/learning, institutional environment (both physical and administrative), and process of school improvement; but also the ones from Bradshaw et al. (2014), who suggested that there are three elements that affect the formation of safe and supportive school models, including the variables of commitment, safety, and environment. Both reflect the evolution of research in this area; and, despite their success in the identification of some relevant dimensions of school environment, they still suffer from a lack of variables to consider.

Particularly, as a basis for this study, we reference the contributions of Kutsyuruba et al. (2015) which, as a result from an exhaustive review of published empirical evidence, conclude in a common axis categorization of the school environment named “dimensions of the school climate” that consists of three main categories: (a) physical, refers to the condition of school facilities, the environmental quality of schools, and their relationship with the educational performance and behavior of students; (b) academic, where it is mentioned that the personal skills and characteristics of teachers serve as factors for the development of their students; and finally, (c) social, this specific category suggests that the quality of relationships between members of the school community is fundamental in the configuration of the school climate. These categories shape a conceptual framework that can be regarded as a multidimensional construction of the components and conditions of a positive or safe school environment (Kutsyuruba et al., 2015).

Our study incorporates and integrates these three dimensions into a variable called school environment and evaluates its impact on student well-being. The participating population consists of children from fifth and sixth grade of primary education in Hermosillo, Mexico. Figure 1 shows the hypothetical model of variable correlations under study, where we propose that the physical dimension comprises the classroom, playground, and library elements; that the academic dimension consists of variables related to students, teaching methodology, didactic strategies, and evaluation; and the social dimension is constituted by justice, sustainability, and social behavior.
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FIGURE 1. Hypothetic model of the relationship between school environment and well-being.




CONCEPTUALIZATION OF CATEGORIES IN THE STUDY


School Environment


Physical


Classroom

Space for the delivery of materials that correspond to the areas of basic knowledge where students and teachers interact with furniture that enables individual or group work. Recently it has been mentioned that specific characteristics of the classroom’s physical environment are related to student satisfaction, attitudes, and evaluation of the quality of the course (Fraser, 2015; Han et al., 2019).



School yard

Spaces in which students perform educational, civic, recreational, and food-related activities. In a recent study, Dilbil and Basaran (2017) argue that playgrounds positively affected cognitive development and levels of attachment of children to school.



Libraries

Space that is well-conditioned to read, learn, and consult a bibliographic collection belonging to the school community where students can interact and work. Schultz-Jones (2011) conducted a study to explain how an evaluation of the learning environment of the school library can be used to demonstrate a positive impact on student performance.



Student relationship

In the educational context, the teacher–student relationship is one of the most outstanding academic interactions at the core of the teaching-learning process. Even though this interaction is composed by many other elements, this relationship is the one that plays the most important role when it comes to meeting educational objectives (Bertoglia, 2008). Affective teacher–student communication and interaction plays an important role in building a teacher–student support relationship and a positive classroom environment (Roorda et al., 2011; Poulou, 2014).



Teaching methods

The didactic methods are part of the methodological aptitudes that a trainer must have. This means that these types of methods will influence the degree of intervention of the trainer on the student (Calvo, 2006). Teachers’ classroom management practices have a direct impact on the probability of success of their students (Gage et al., 2018). Classroom management and methods are a major challenge for teachers and school administrators, often qualified as the main area of concern for teachers and the most common reason why many choose to leave their profession. Recently, academic research on emotional health, especially during the early years of childhood, has had a greater interest in social and emotional learning and its relationship with the improvement of student behavior (Caldarella et al., 2012).



Evaluation

For Bordas and Cabrera (2001), an evaluation system within the classroom will be convenient as long as the students feel like active agents; learn to value their actions and learning, know and understand the curricular objectives; as well as understand the aspects of evaluation in certain tasks. Since the data that teachers receive from their evaluation serve as references for the future, it is necessary to think more deeply about the content of these evaluations, in addition to how we can create conditions for teachers to use this evaluation to inform their instructional methods (Datnow and Hubbard, 2015).



Teaching strategies

The term strategy implies reflexive planning to do something by applying any general model used in the classroom (Orlich et al., 2012). Previous studies have concluded that teachers in primary education use different teaching strategies as students gain knowledge through experience, participation in education, express their opinion, and solve problems (Hus and Grmek, 2011).



Social


Justice

Konow (2003) refers to justice as a virtue that is attached to what is morally correct, concerning the ethics, rationality, natural law, equity, or religion in which they base their foundations.



Sustainability

Regarding sustainability, it is important to mention that there are two studies that have prioritized the analysis of sustainable or environmental education. These are “Literature on Environmental Education” (De Castro, 2010) and “Education for Sustainability” by Corral (2010) which required this component to focus more on environmental protection behaviors, forgetting the point that students can obtain various types of benefits when practicing sustainable behaviors (Corral-Verdugo et al., 2015).



Social coexistence

Refers to the way students relate with others and how those relationships have important consequences in his/her personal development. Ponferrada-Arteaga and Carrasco-Pons (2010) explain that the emotional expectations that students have about their own school and the degree of recognition and legitimization of the differences manifested by the practices of the school institution influence how students deal with each other at school. A study made by Tian et al. (2016) shows that social support experienced in school is significantly related to subjective well-being.



Well-Being

Well-being is often interpreted as growth and human satisfaction; it is deeply influenced by the surrounding contexts of people’s lives and, as such, the opportunities for self-realization (Ryff and Singer, 2008). Well-being incorporates the challenges that individuals face in their attempts to fully function and realize their potential (Keyes, 2006; Medina-Calvillo et al., 2013).

One of the reasons why this topic was chosen is because literature that analyzes the conditions of school environments at the basic level requires empiric evidence that proves its impact in children well-being.



MATERIALS AND METHODS

The main objective of the study was to test a model where the variable “school environment” is determined by physical, academic, and social dimensions. Our variables were “school environment” and “well-being.” The aim of the study focused on a correlational methodology with the purpose of measuring the degree of relationship between the variables mentioned above (Sampieri et al., 1998). It also has a non-experimental design, since the phenomenon was experienced and measured as it occurred in its natural context. We employed an instrument consisting of different scales that evaluate each of the variables and constructions of the model (Supplementary Data Sheet 1).


Participants

Four primary schools at the primary level were evaluated, two of them public and two private, all in the city of Hermosillo, Mexico. A total of 405 students were surveyed, 212 females and 193 males, aged between 10 and 12. At the time of the study, the students were in the fifth and sixth grade of primary school.



Measurements

After deciding on what type of data needed to be collected, the instrument chosen was a survey that consisted of four variables divided in 11 subscales for a total of 63 items. In addition, the survey also included a brief questionnaire inquiring about certain demographic variables related to gender, grade, age, and school.


Physical Dimension

This scale assessed the educational spaces such as the classroom, the school yards, and the library. It comprised 15 items and was a semantic differential type scale, where two opposing adjectives are presented and the response is selected from six intermediate values.



Academic Dimension

A 24-item scale divided into four subscales: teacher’s relationship with students, teaching methodology, evaluation, and teaching strategies. All subscales were structured with Likert questions, where the response options were “never,” “almost never,” “almost always,” and “always.” In relationship with other students, they were presented with a scale consisting of eight items; the didactic methodology scale has 10 items; the evaluation scale with four items; and, finally, the scale of teaching strategies which includes four items.



Social Dimension

Contained three subscales with 11 items, the first one, referring to justice, included four semantic differential type items. The next section, sustainability, was composed of four items also elaborated in Likert scales with four response options going from “never” to “always.” Finally, the social coexistence scale (Fraijo-Sing et al., 2014) evaluated three groups of social interaction, two corresponding to school and one from home, was a Likert scale about satisfaction with five response options ranging from “very unsatisfied” to “very satisfied.”



Well-Being

An adaptation for children of the Van Dierendonck (2004) version of Ryff’s (1989) psychological well-being scale (psychological well-being scales, SPWB), from which 13 items were selected, corresponding to the categories of self-acceptance, personal growth, and purpose with life.

Except for the social coexistence and well-being scale, the rest were specifically developed for the purpose of this study and were tested in a regional context (Northern Mexico).



Procedure

First, a non-random sample was selected; that is, there was a process by which data were extracted to be analyzed, where the universe consists of elementary school students from the city of Hermosillo, Mexico. In the next phase, there was a request for authorization from the directors of the educational institutions to proceed with the application of the instrument. This was carried out in a period of 2 weeks, when students were surveyed in groups in their respective classrooms, without teacher intervention but with their approval.

It is important to emphasize that this instrument was tested as reliable and valid by comparing the magnitude of the different variables and indicators. Once the surveys were answered and the numerical valuations of variables were made, we obtained ranges of values for the responses, as well as the different trends obtained. Through this data analysis, we transformed the data into information that was used to answer our research questions by using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS v21.0). Using this, we analyzed the psychometric properties and construct validity through exploratory factor analysis, reliability through Cronbach’s alpha, analysis of descriptive data of each of the scales, and correlation coefficients between the scales (Supplementary Table 1).

Subsequently, we tested the structural model using the statistical program EQS. First, we analyzed the measurement models of each of the variables. Then, we performed a structural model analysis to test the model of school environments using procedures in first instance plot development (sets of two variables). Likewise, first and second order variables were formed.



RESULTS

Table 1 shows the correlation matrix of the measured variables of scholar environment and their internal consistencies. The Cronbach’s alpha values in all used scales turned out to be appropriate, indicating an acceptable reliability coefficient of the instruments. Overall, the correlations go from moderate, but statistically significant, to strongly correlated.


TABLE 1. Univariate statistics and their relationship to school environment and well-being.
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Structural Model

Figure 2 shows the structural model that illustrates the relationship between the variables “school environment” (composed of physical, academic, and social factors) and “well-being.” In reference to model fitting and its interpretation, researchers use numerous goodness-of-fit indicators to assess a model. Some common fit indexes are the normed fit index (NFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI), and comparative fit index (CFI) (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Absolute fit indexes were also employed to evaluate the degree to which the model proposed and how the actual data variance–covariance matrices compare. Some absolute fit indexes include the chi-square statistic and the standardized root-mean-square residual (Bentler, 1995). We can verify that the indicators of goodness of statistical adjustment (X2 = 570.99, 307 df, p = 0.000) were not significant, so there are no apparent reasons, in mathematical matter (Corral-Verdugo, 1995), to discard this model and the relationships that are illustrated in it. On the other hand, it should also be noted that the goodness of fit indexes adjustments (BBNFI = 0.90, BBNNFI = 0.91, CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.04.) show that the structural model is supported by the amount of data that was presented in this sample, since all values are equal to or greater than 0.90 (Bentler, 1990).
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FIGURE 2. Structural model of the relationship between school environment and well-being. Goodness of fit: X2 = 570.99 (307 df), p = 0.000, BBNFI = 0.90, BBNNFI = 0.91, CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.04. Well-being R2 = 0.35.




DISCUSSION

Our research was presented with the chance to provide additional empirical evidence to the conclusions of the work of Kutsyuruba et al. (2015), who determined integrative categories associated with studies on school climate and proposed a three-dimensional model: physical, academic, and social. Other studies have offered a conceptual framework derived from a multidimensional construction of components and conditions of a positive school environment (Wang and Degol, 2016). In addition to confirming the relevance of this theoretical–conceptual approach, we recognized a causal relationship between the school environment and the well-being of elementary education students who participated in the study (Aldridge and McChesney, 2018).

The hypothetical model that guided this research was confirmed by the structural model’s second order factor called “school environment” which was shaped by the three dimensions suggested by Kutsyuruba et al. (2015): physical, academic, and social. In turn, the “school environment” had an effect on the “well-being” variable (Ryff and Singer, 2008), which also allowed us to verify the relevance of the suggestions made by Corral-Verdugo et al. (2015) in their review and conceptualization of a “positive school.”

Hypothesized first-order factors were also conformed by their respective measures and by the nesting of their variables. Confirming these relationships leads us to conclude that the present estimation and evaluation of the school environment dimension model was measured in a valid and pertinent manner for this construct. Results obtained by this model support the ideas of the three-dimensional construct of Kutsyuruba et al. (2015) and confirm this theoretical model in the reality of children of fifth and sixth grade of basic education in Hermosillo, Mexico.

Such remarks allow for some reassurance that we have established some of the variables that could influence a positive school climate (Bosworth et al., 2011; Aldridge and McChesney, 2018). In the three dimensions proposed by the model, we can also identify the actions required in order to impact on well-being and its relationship with the academic achievement of the students (Maxwell et al., 2017), their ways of relating to teachers (Roorda et al., 2011), and the relationships they establish with peers and others in their environment (Tian et al., 2016).

In other regards, this work suffers from limitations notably related to methodological aspects and the means used to collect data. Even when speaking about the validity of the instruments and statistical procedures that account for their reliability, the surveys used for this analysis were specifically developed for the purpose of this study on a non-random sample, which may compromise the generalizability of our findings, despite obtaining acceptable goodness of fit indexes. Therefore, we recommend future research should therefore seek to address this issue by devising a specific method for gathering data on random samples by the means of surveys.

A key strength of this research lies within the integration of the three aspects considered in our model. Some studies have discussed variables related to well-being. For instance, how the physical design of space affects learning and the well-being of children (Martin, 2016); how teacher support and the ways it is perceived by students impacts well-being (Reddy et al., 2003); and also, the way social relationships with companions and peers may serve as a protective factor for well-being (Lindberg and Swanberg, 2006). However, gathering all of these variables into a single model can be considered to be a significant step forward in the study of student well-being, as well as which variables should be considered in order to design and promote the implementation of programs concerning well-being in school environments.



CONCLUSION

The posture of a school environment factor constituted by physical, social, and academic components was verified and adequately supported by the data gathered in our study and the structural model obtained in Figure 2. The school environment factor also correlated significantly with a measure of well-being as proposed by our hypothetic model. Moreover, our measure of school environment was found to be a valid one given regarding internal consistency where all factors have a reasonable level of reliability; we can see that all the variables show acceptable correlation values as we also consider the goodness of fit indexes obtained.

Our model confirmed that, in order to promote subjective well-being, schools must facilitate the optimal development of people by accepting that all students possess differentiated strengths, recognize its students’ abilities, and offer school environments that imply positivity in aspects concerning the physical, social, and didactic spheres of school life. Insights into these aspects are expected to contribute to a better understanding of how they correspond harmoniously with the abilities and expectations of the students (Corral-Verdugo et al., 2015; Maxwell et al., 2017). The potential implementation of these findings has been widely described in literature. A school should aim its goals toward the promotion of the subjective well-being of its students, without neglecting the purposes of developing academic and cognitive skills (Huebner et al., 2009).

In order to design an accurate system, knowledge of the factors that contribute to well-being in school environments is necessary. The application of these research findings should be focused on the advocacy of curricula that embodies these factors, in such a manner that may comprise better practices in school environments (Bird and Markle, 2012). A more interesting and practical scenario would be if findings such as the ones found in this study could be oriented toward the outlining or amelioration of public education programs dedicated to student’s prosperity, learning, and well-being.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The datasets generated for this study are available on request to the corresponding author.



ETHICS STATEMENT

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by Comité de ética en Investigación de la Universidad de Sonora. Written informed consent to participate in this study was provided by the participants’ legal guardian/next of kin.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

CT-F and BF-S contributed by writing, reviewing, and editing. CT-F and VC-V contributed with conceptualization and design of this study. GG-T ran formal analysis and organized databases. CT-F contributed by supervising this study and its methodological tasks (methodology) were designed by CT-F and BF-S. GG-T and MM-B provided the writing of the original draft. All authors contributed to manuscript revision and read and approved the submitted version.



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00510/full#supplementary-material



REFERENCES

Aldridge, J. M., and McChesney, K. (2018). The relationships between school climate and adolescent mental health and wellbeing: a systematic literature review. Int. J. Educ. Res. 88, 121–145. doi: 10.1016/j.ijer.2018.01.012

Amedeo, D., Golledge, R. G., and Stimson, R. J. (2008). Person-Environment-Behavior Research: Investigating Activities and Experiences in Spaces and Environments. New York: Guilford Press.

Bell, P. A., Fisher, J. D., Baum, A. Y., and Greene, T. E. (1990). Environmental Psychology, 3.a Edn. Holt: Rinehart y Winston.

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychol. Bull. 107:238. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238

Bentler, P. M. (1995). EQS Structural Equations Program Manual. Encino, CA: Multivariate Software.

Bernardes, M., and Vergara, L. G. L. (2017). Aprendiendo entre la naturaleza: una revisión de los beneficios de los espacios verdes en el ambiente escolar. Arquit. Del Sur. 35, 96–103. doi: 10.22320/07196466.2017.35.052.09

Bertoglia, R. L. (2008). La interacción profesor-alumno. Una visión desde los procesos atribucionales. Psicoperspect. Individ. Soc. 4, 57–73.

Bird, J. M., and Markle, R. S. (2012). Subjective well-being in school environments: promoting positive youth development through evidence-based assessment and intervention. Am. J. Orthopsychiatry 82:61. doi: 10.1111/j.1939-0025.2011.01127.x

Bordas, M. I., and Cabrera, F. (2001). Estrategias de evaluación de los aprendizajes centrados en el proceso. Rev. Esp. Pedagog. 218, 25–48.

Borkar, V. N. (2016). Positive school climate and positive education: impact on students well-being. Indian J. Health Wellbe. 7, 861–862.

Bosworth, K., Ford, L., and Hernandaz, D. (2011). School climate factors contributing to student and faculty perceptions of safety in select Arizona schools. J. Sch. Health 81, 194–201. doi: 10.1111/j.1746-1561.2010.00579.x

Bradshaw, C. P., Waasdorp, T. E., Debnam, K. J., and Johnson, S. L. (2014). Measuring school climate in high schools: a focus on safety, engagement, and the environment. J. Sch. Health 84, 593–604. doi: 10.1111/josh.12186

Caldarella, P., Page, N. W., and Gunter, L. (2012). Early childhood educators’ perceptions of conscious discipline. Education 132, 597–599.

Calvo, M. (2006). Introducción a la metodología didáctica. Sevilla MAD 26, 54–55.

Cornell, D., Shukla, K., and Konold, T. (2015). Peer victimization and authoritative school climate: a multilevel approach. J. Educ. Psychol. 107:1186. doi: 10.1037/edu0000038

Corral, V. (2010). Psicología de la Sustentabilidad. Un Análisis de lo que Nos Hace Proecológicos y Prosociales. México: Editorial Trillas.

Corral-Verdugo, V. (1995). Modelos de variables latentes para la investigación conductual. Acta Comportament. 3, 171–190.

Corral-Verdugo, V., Frías, M., Gaxiola, J., Tapia, C., Fraijo, B., and Corral, N. (2015). Ambientes positivos [Positive environments].

Datnow, A., and Hubbard, L. (2015). Teachers’ use of assessment data to inform instruction: lessons from the past and prospects for the future. Teachers Coll. Rec. 117.

De Castro, R. (2010). “Educación ambiental,” in Psicología Ambiental, eds J. I. Aragonés y, and M. Amérigo, (Madrid: Pirámide).

Dilbil, A., and Basaran, Z. (2017). Effect of school yard playgrounds on development and school attachment levels of children. Univ. J. Educ. Res. 5, 144–151. doi: 10.13189/ujer.2017.051321

Fraijo-Sing, B., Tapia-Fonllem, C., Corral-Verdugo, V., and Echeverría-Castro, S. (2014). “Participación en democracia y convivencia prosocial: componentes de una escuela positiva,” in en Ambientes de Aprendizaje y Contextos de Desarrollo Social, Vol. 1, (London: PEARSON), 9.

Fraser, B. (2015). “Classroom learning environments,” in Encyclopedia of Science Education, ed. R. Gunstone, (Dordrecht: Springer), 154–157.

Gage, N. A., Scott, T., Hirn, R., and MacSuga-Gage, A. S. (2018). The relationship between teachers’ implementation of classroom management practices and student behavior in elementary school. Behav. Disord. 43, 302–315. doi: 10.1177/0198742917714809

Gifford, R. (2007). “The physical environment and the development of the child,” in Environmental Psychology, 3.a Edn, ed. W. A. Colville (Colville, WA: Optimal Books).

Göttler, J. (1955). Pedagogía Sistemática. Barcelona: Herder.

Gump, P. V. (1987). “School and classroom environments,” in Handbok of Environmental Psychology, Vol. 1, eds E. D. Stokols, and E. I. Altman, (New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons), 691–732.

Han, H., Moon, H., and Lee, H. (2019). Physical classroom environment affects students’ satisfaction: attitude and quality as mediators. Soc. Behav. Pers. Int. J. 47, 1–10. doi: 10.2224/sbp.7961

Holahan, C. J. (1986). Environmental Psychology. Nueva York, NY: Random House.

Hu, L. T., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equat. Model. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

Huebner, E. S., Gilman, R., Reschly, A. L., and Hall, R. (2009). “Positive schools,” in Oxford Library of Psychology. Oxford Handbook of Positive Psychology, eds S. J. Lopez, and C. R. Snyder (New York: Oxford University Press), 561–568.

Hus, V., and Grmek, M. I. (2011). Didactic strategies in early science teaching. Educ. Stud. 37, 159–169. doi: 10.1080/03055698.2010.506336

Keyes, C. L. (2006). The subjective well-being of America’s youth: toward a comprehensive assessment. Adolesc. Fam. Health 4, 3–11.

Konow, J. (2003). Which is the fairest one of all? A positive analysis of Justice Theories. J. Econ. Literat. 61, 1188–1239. doi: 10.1257/002205103771800013

Kutsyuruba, B., Klinger, D. A., and Hussain, A. (2015). Relationships among school climate, school safety, and student achievement and well-being: a review of the literature. Rev. Educ. 3, 103–135. doi: 10.1002/rev3.3043

Lindberg, L., and Swanberg, I. (2006). Well-being of 12-year-old children related to interpersonal relations, health habits and mental distress. Scand. J. Car. Sci. 20, 274–281. doi: 10.1111/j.1471-6712.2006.00405.x

Lundberg, E., and Abdelzadeh, A. (2019). The role of school climate in explaining changes in social trust over time. Scand. J. Educ. Res. 63, 712–724. doi: 10.1080/00313831.2018.1434824

Martin, C. S. (2016). Exploring the impact of the design of the physical classroom environment on young children with autism spectrum disorder (ASD). J. Res. Spec. Educat. Needs 16, 280–298. doi: 10.1111/1471-3802.12092

Mastandrea, S. (2014). “How emotions shape aesthetic experiences,” in The Cambridge Handbook of the Psychology of Aesthetics and the Arts (Cambridge Handbooks in Psychology), P. Tinio, and J. Smith, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 500–518. doi: 10.1017/CBO9781139207058.024

Mastandrea, S., and Crano, W. (2019). Peripheral factors affecting the evaluation of artworks. Empir. Stud. Arts 37, 82–91. doi: 10.1177/0276237418790916

Maxwell, S., Reynolds, K. J., Lee, E., Subasic, E., and Bromhead, D. (2017). The impact of school climate and school identification on academic achievement: multilevel modeling with student and teacher data. Front. Psychol. 8:2069. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02069

Medina-Calvillo, M. A., Gutiérrez-Hernández, C. Y., and Padrós-Blázquez, F. E. R. R. A. N. (2013). Propiedades psicométricas de la escala de bienestar psicológico de Ryff en población mexicana. Rev. Educ. Desarrollo 27, 25–30.

Moore, G. T., O’Donnell, L., and Sugiyama, T. (2003). “Children’s physical environments rating scale” in Children: The Core of Society, Proceedings of the Australian Early Childhood Association biennial conference (CD-ROM), ed. R. Cornish, (Canberra: Australian Early Childhood Association).

Olivos, P. J., and Amérigo, M. (2010). Psicología Ambiental. Madrid: Pirámide.

Orlich, D. C., Harder, R. J., Callahan, R. C., Trevisan, M. S., and Brown, A. H. (2012). Teaching Strategies: A Guide to Effective Instruction. Boston, MA: Cengage Learning.

Ponferrada-Arteaga, M., and Carrasco-Pons, S. (2010). Togetherness, coexistence or confrontation-the impact of school climate and culture on peer-to-peer social relations in catalonia, Spain. Mediterr. J. Educ. Stud. 15, 87–107.

Poulou, M. (2014). The effects on students’ emotional and behavioural difficulties of teacher–student interactions, students’ social skills and classroom context. Br. Educ. Res. J. 40, 986–1004. doi: 10.1002/berj.3131

Prescott, E., and David, T. G. (1976). Concept Paper on the Effects of the Physical Environment on Day Care. Pasadena, CA: Pacific Oaks College. Unpublished paper.

Reddy, R., Rhodes, J., and Mulhall, P. (2003). The influence of teacher support on student adjustment in the middle school years: a latent growth curve study. Dev. Psychopathol. 15, 119–138. doi: 10.1017/s0954579403000075

Romañá, T. (1994). Entorno Físico y Educación. Reflexiones Pedagógicas. Barcelona: PPU SA.

Roorda, D. L., Koomen, H. M., Spilt, J. L., and Oort, F. J. (2011). The influence of affective teacher–student relationships on students’ school engagement and achievement: a meta-analytic approach. Rev. Educ. Res. 81, 493–529. doi: 10.3102/0034654311421793

Ryff, C. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it? Explorations on the meaning of psychological wellbeing. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 57, 1069–1081. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.57.6.1069

Ryff, C. D., and Singer, B. H. (2008). Know thyself and become what you are: a eudaimonic approach to psychological well-being. J. Happiness Stud. 9, 13–39. doi: 10.1007/s10902-006-9019-0

Sampieri, R. H., Collado, C. F., Lucio, P. B., and Pérez, M. D. L. L. C. (1998). Metodología de la Investigación, Vol. 1. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Schultz-Jones, B. (2011). “Assessing school library learning environments,” in Global Perspectives on School Libraries: Projects and Practices, eds L. Marquardt, and D. Oberg, (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter), 71–82.

Sommer, R. (1967). Classroom ecology. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 3, 489–503.

Steffgen, G., Recchia, S., and Viechtbauer, W. (2013). The link between school climate and violence in school: a meta-analytic review. Aggress. Violent Behav. 18:300309.

Thapa, A., Cohen, J., Guffey, S., and Higgins-D’Alessandro, A. (2013). A review of school climate research. Rev. Educ. Res. 83, 357–385. doi: 10.3102/0034654313483907

Tian, L., Tian, Q., and Huebner, E. S. (2016). School-related social support and adolescents’ school-related subjective well-being: the mediating role of basic psychological needs satisfaction at school. Soc. Indic. Res. 128, 105–129. doi: 10.1007/s11205-015-1021-7

Van Dierendonck, D. (2004). The construct validity of Ryff’s scales of psychological well-being and its extension with spiritual well-being. Pers. Ind. Diff. 36, 629–643. doi: 10.1016/s0191-8869(03)00122-3

Wang, M. T., and Degol, J. L. (2016). School climate: a review of the construct, measurement, and impact on student outcomes. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 28, 315–352. doi: 10.1007/s10648-015-9319-1

Weinstein, C. S. (1979). The physical environment of the school: a review of the research. Rev. Educ. Res. 49, 577–610. doi: 10.3102/00346543049004577

Wohlwill, J. F., and Heft, H. (1987). “The physical environment and the development of the child,” in Handbook of Environmental Psychology, eds E. D. Stokols, and I. Altman, (New York, NY: Wiley), 281–328.

Zaniewski, R. (1952). Les Theories Du Milleu et la Pédagogie Mésologique. París: Casterman.


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Tapia-Fonllem, Fraijo-Sing, Corral-Verdugo, Garza-Terán and Moreno-Barahona. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-11-00510-g001.jpg
Schoolyard

Teacher’s
relationship with
student

Teaching
methods

School
environment

Academic Well-being

Didact
strategies

Sustainability

Social
coexitence






OPS/images/fpsyg-11-00510-g002.jpg
Teacher’s
relationship with

R=77
student

Teaching
methods

Well-being

Academic

[

75

Didact
strategies

Social
coexitence





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		School Environments and Elementary School Children’s Well-Being in Northwestern Mexico



		INTRODUCTION



		CONCEPTUALIZATION OF CATEGORIES IN THE STUDY



		School Environment



		Physical



		Classroom



		School yard



		Libraries



		Student relationship



		Teaching methods



		Evaluation



		Teaching strategies







		Social



		Justice



		Sustainability



		Social coexistence











		Well-Being







		MATERIALS AND METHODS



		Participants



		Measurements



		Physical Dimension



		Academic Dimension



		Social Dimension



		Well-Being







		Procedure







		RESULTS



		Structural Model







		DISCUSSION



		CONCLUSION



		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/fpsyg-11-00510-t001.jpg
X o Alpha PH AC SO WB

PH 3.7 0.66 0.79 1
AC 3.1 0.44 0.88 0.407** 1
SO 3.5 0.60 0.74 0.606™* 0.647** 1

wWB 1.9 0.67 0.67 0.342** 0.284** 0.344* 1

n = 411; X = mean; o = standard deviation; PH = physical dimension;
AC = academic dimension; SO = social dimension; WB = well-being. Pearson
*o < 0.05. **p < 0.001.





OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Psychology

School Environments
and Elementary School

Children’s Well-Being
in Northwestern Mexico









OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





