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Abstract

During the COVID-19 pandemic, the UK was one of the many countries around the world
who kept schools open to provide in-person instruction for vulnerable pupils and the
children of essential workers. Attendance of in-person instruction in the UK peaked at 17.5%
in July of 2020 and most school leaders indicated that there were between 10 and 29 pupils
attending in-person instruction. Yet, the experiences of students who attended school in-
person have had comparatively little study and it has been assumed that their experiences
were approximately similar to students attending online instruction from home. The aim of
this research is to investigate the unique experiences of UK secondary students who
attended school in-person during the COVID-19 pandemic. In particular, this study evaluates
how the complex relationship between digital technology and the socio-spatial context of
schools mediated students’ experiences of in-person instruction. Semi-structured interviews
were conducted with twelve students in UK secondary schools. These interviews were then
transcribed and coded for key themes. Overall, the students felt that being in-person
provided them with more opportunities to socialize, form close relationships with friends
and teachers, and access academic and socio-emotional support. However, some also
struggled to gain a sense of normality at school due to the heightened regulatory
environment, anxiety about coronavirus, and greater loss of autonomy over their own lives.
In contrast to narratives of the ‘disruptive’ effect of education technology, students
demonstrated a high level of agency over their use of digital technology and felt that they

were able to quickly adapt to online remote instruction.
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1. Introduction

While the vast majority of students experienced abrupt displacement from school during
the COVID-19 pandemic, the UK was one of many countries where a small minority of
students continued to attend school in-person throughout lockdown (OECD, 2020). In the
rapid switch to emergency remote learning, the Department of Education recommended
that schools should remain open only for the children of key workers as well as students
who had been assessed as vulnerable or had special needs (Roberts & Danechi, 2022). For
the first few months of lockdown, approximately 80% of schools and colleges remained
open largely to provide safeguarding and support for the 500,000 vulnerable pupils and
three million children of keyworkers in the country (Children’s Commissioner, 2020; DfE,
2020; Julius & Sims, 2020). In practice, most eligible pupils chose not to take up the offer of
in-person provision largely due to health and safety concerns (DfE, 2020; Sevilla et al.,
2021). Still, from May to July of 2020, between 3% and 17.5% of students in the UK were

attending school in-person (Roberts & Danechi, 2022).

Given the limited take-up, there has been very little research on the experiences of
students who attended school during lockdown. At the present moment, there is no
devoted study on in-person provision in the UK and few large-scale surveys examine school
attendance as a distinct category for comparative analysis. This oversight in research is
surprising given the emphasis on in-person instruction as an important provision to support
vulnerable learners in the future. A recent report from the OECD placed a strong emphasis
on the return to school as a key strategy to combat the ‘long-term social and emotional
impacts on students.” As the report stated, it will be necessary to encourage ‘joint efforts’ by
education stakeholders to ‘re-create schools as safe, supportive, and inclusive places for all
students’ (OECD, 2020, p. 35). Another report recommended that countries should
implement an ‘a system of incentives to promote attendance, in particular for more
vulnerable students’ as the continued absenteeism of more vulnerable students from
schools risks further exclusion (OECD, 2020, p. 36). Even recently, Education Secretary
Nadhim Zahawi stated in an interview that:

‘...the big lesson, the painful lesson we learnt was that when children weren’t in school,
the impact on their mental health and of course their education was quite substantial
which is why | am so determined [...] to make sure education remains open and children
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are in the best place when they are in the classroom with their friends learning in front
of a teacher...’
(“Zahawi: Covid taught us painful lesson on schools,” 2022)

Given the renewed importance of in-school learning for the future of education, it is
worth considering the experiences of the minority of students attending school during
lockdown. There is an intrinsic value in accounting for students’ experience in education
particularly as the voices of in-person pupils are not adequately represented throughout the
surveys on emergency remote learning. Additionally, there is a value in studying the
experiences of in-person learners in light of the unique socio-material and spatial conditions
they operated in during lockdown. While the majority of students began online learning
while isolated at home with family, students who attended in-person were more separated
from their home-life, could receive more direct support from staff, and could potentially
interact with other pupils. Furthermore, the minority of students who attended school
during lockdown experienced a formal and structured learning ‘space’ that significantly
differed from their peers. As well, the socio-material conditions of the school environment
would have had an influence on their engagement with digital technology, and as well may

have been influenced by the presence of digital technology.

Considering the emphasis on the importance of school re-openings and face-to-face
provisions in the future, it is worth considering how radical changes to the surrounding
environment may have influenced students’ experiences of emergency remote learning.
This is especially important as conventional narratives of digitally-mediated learning often
imagine the ideal learner as a ‘roaming autodidact’ who is ‘simultaneously embedded in
technocratic futures and disembedded from place, culture, history, and markets’ (McMillan
Cottom, 2016, p. 7). By highlighting the unique ‘situatedness’ of in-person pupils this study
aims to provide a ‘context-rich’ approach that appropriately grounds their experience of
digital technology in the ‘social interests, relationships and restrictions that are associated

with the formal and informal provision of education’ (N. Selwyn, 2010, p. 70).

In order to investigate students’ subjective experiences of in-person learning, a case-
study was carried out through qualitative interviews twelve secondary students (aged 11-15

years) who attended school in-person during the 2020 lockdown. For simplicity, this study
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understands ‘experience’ as a broad conceptual category and does not limit the
investigation to a particular phenomenological interpretation (Mcintosh & Wright, 2019;
Van Manen, 2016). By accounting for these subjective experiences, this study aims to
augment the existing literature on in-person provision during lockdown. It also aims to
contribute to understandings both of the impact of space on students’ experiences of online

learning and the impact of digital technology on students experiences of learning in-person.
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2. Literature Review

This section reviews the existing literature on in-person provision during lockdown and
notes the lack of consideration for students lived experience. Considering that there is a vast
body of work on experiences of remote learning, there is intrinsic value in accounting more
fully for in-person learners. This informs the first research question (RQ1) that asks 1) What
were the everyday experiences of students who attended school in-person? How did they
form social relationships, relate to authority figures such as their teachers and family, and
engage with lessons? The focus on in-person pupils is further justified considering the
unique socio-spatial arrangements that would have contributed significantly to their
experience of learning during lockdown. An extensive research tradition has emphasized the
role of space in shaping social relationships within a school context. Considering the
contrast with the vast majority of students who were at home during lockdown, the second
research question (RQ2) aims to explore 2) How important was the socio-spatial
environment of the school for students’ overall experiences of remote learning during
lockdown? Finally, the impact of digital technology on students experience of lockdown is
highly context dependent. Socio-material conditions such as the spatial arrangement of
classrooms, available networks of support, and entrenched socio-technical practices shape
and, in turn, are shaped by digital technology. The final research question (RQ3) adopts
theoretical frameworks from critical research of education technology to explore 3) How did

digital technology impact on the experience of learning in-person during lockdown?

2.1.In-Person Provision in the UK during COVID-19

The decision to provide in-person instruction during lockdown was less in the interest of
academic efficiency as it was a means of addressing holistic needs for vulnerable pupils and
key-worker children. The Department for Education stated that ‘school or college can be an
important life-line for children who need or have needed a social worker’ and strongly
recommended vulnerable groups receive instruction on-site ‘so that they can gain the
educational and wellbeing benefits of attending’ (DfE, 2020). While many schools still
provided curriculum-based teaching, senior leaders indicated that the focus of in-school
provision was largely providing a place where students were safe and could access essential

welfare support (Julius & Sims, 2020). The balance between welfare support and curriculum
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instruction varied considerably for in-person pupils with half of schools stating they offered
at least 3 hours of teaching per day while almost a quarter stated they offered only
childcare (Leahy et al., 2021; Stewart, 2020). Reports on this variation of curriculum have
raised concerns that in-person primary pupils may be at a significant disadvantage to peers

who attended remotely (Sharp, Nelson, et al., 2020).

Although the purpose of in-person provision centered around student well-being, there
is little known about the everyday experiences of in-person pupils or how they received
support from schools during lockdown. One survey deliberately excluded responses from
the 19.4% of parents whose children attended school during lockdown to focus on ‘children
with more standard educational experiences over this period’ (Sevilla et al., 2021, p. 6). In
this case, the authors argued that in-school provision ‘was intended to be more focused on
childcare than structured education, so may give a misleading reflection of in-school

learning experiences’ (p. 7).

The available information on in-person instruction is drawn from large national surveys
that focus on select items of concern for policy development—largely around ‘quantifying
lost time’ through attendance figures, hours of live-instruction, and frequency of extra-
curriculars (Julius & Sims, 2020; Leahy et al., 2021; Williamson et al., 2021). These surveys
indicate that pupils likely experienced significantly different teaching practices and social
interactions while in-school but offer very limited information beyond practicalities. Some
cite anecdotal evidence that suggests students who remained in school throughout
lockdown flourished with smaller class sizes and better support from teachers (Julius &
Sims, 2020; Skipp et al., 2021). Others suggest that the quality of instruction in schools was
severely limited by social-distancing restrictions and irregular staffing that hindered
teachers’ abilities to provide well-being and educational support (Lucas et al., 2020). The
few surveys to account for students’ self-reported experiences offer some further
information on their everyday realities but these also have methodological limitations.
Williamson et al. (2021) provides one of the few comparisons between in-person and at-
home experiences and shows that in-person pupils benefited more from group activities and
expressed more desire for time with family. However, this study is limited due to its small

sample size of only fifteen in-person students compared to 600 remote learners. Similarly, a
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large student survey by Mansfield et al. (2021) observed significantly better mental health
among in-person learners yet did not expand on in-school attendance as a category for

comparative analysis.

Overall, most research on in-person provision during lockdown is limited by the reliance
on large-scale surveys that are inherently limited in their capacity to account for students’
authentic experiences (May, 2011). In addition to the fixation on metrics for learning
‘effectiveness’ (e.g. attendance levels, curriculum delivery, teaching practices), thereis a
noted scarcity of students’ voices and participation in existing research (Biesta, 2015). It is
especially worth noting that almost all surveys on vulnerable learners during lockdown did
not actually survey students but instead formed conclusions based on the perceptions of
teachers, parents, and school leadership (Julius & Sims, 2020; Leahy et al., 2021; Lucas et al.,
2020; Sharp, Nelson, et al., 2020; Sharp, Sims, et al., 2020). Given that the literature on in-
person provision informs policy decisions that directly affects students, it is important that
research better recognizes students’ agency by ‘acknowledgement of their experiences as
morally meaningful’ (Carnevale, 2020, p. 3). In other words, there is intrinsic ethical value in
better accounting for students experiences as ‘agential expressions of their aspiration and
related concerns, which also inform our understandings of their best interests’ (Carnevale,

2020, p. 3).

2.2.Why focus on ‘experience?’

In addition to the ethical merits of acknowledging student experiences, the uniqueness
of the in-person context during lockdown offers potentially unique theoretical insights.
Perhaps one of the most unique features of in-person provision was the social arrangement
that restricted the school community to a small minority of students and staff. Most school
leaders estimated that there were between 10 and 29 pupils attending in-person instruction
during lockdown so it is likely that students would have had only a limited number of peers
present with them at school (Julius & Sims, 2020). This singularly unique social environment
is particularly interesting when viewed through the lens of education theories such as
situated learning. John Dewey’s early emphasis on ‘situations’ described how the

‘interaction’ between ‘objective and internal conditions’ reflected ‘an experience in its
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educational function and force’ (Dewey, 1997, p. 208). Later theorists formalized ‘situated
learning’ to emphasize ‘well-bounded communities of practice’ that shape the social
activities, culture and context for learning (Brown et al., 1989; Kitchens, 2009; Lave &
Wenger, 2013). During lockdown, in-person pupils encountered a ‘well-bounded community
of practice’ that shaped their relationship to their peers, teachers, and the engagement with

remote learning. This informs the first research question of this study:

1) What were the everyday experiences of students who attended school in-person?
How did they form social relationships, relate to authority figures such as their

teachers and family, and engage with lessons?

2.3. Theoretical Background: Socio-materiality and Spatial Theory

Another aspect that made in-person instruction unique was the usage of digital
technology in schools for emergency remote learning. In-person pupils shared in a common
experience with their peers at home in attending online classes instead of face-to-face
instruction. However, in-person pupils experienced remote online learning in the context of
a formal structured environment rather than at home. This singularly unique circumstance
provides an interesting opportunity to explore the interwoven network of education
technology, socio-material conditions, and spatial relations during in-person provision. As
this involves engaging with a number of theoretical traditions, it is important to first clarify
terms.

This study accounts for ‘socio-material conditions’ in reference to the ‘role of material
forms, artifacts, spaces, and infrastructures in everyday knowledgeable practice’
(Orlikowski, 2006, p. 460). This theoretical framework understands human actions, socio-
technical practices, and material conditions as part of connected ‘heterogeneous
assemblages’ (Fenwick & Edwards, 2011, p. 87). Socio-materiality is also related to ‘spatial’
theories of education that emphasize that ‘space is produced due to a complex interweaving
of physical space, abstract or representational space, and the usage of space’ (Robert
Helfenbein & Huddleston, 2021, p. 3). Both theoretical approaches are important to
understanding the impact of digital technology and the socio-spatial environment on

students experience of in-person instruction. Digital technology and socio-spatial conditions
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are inseparably linked in their impact on experience so they are explored together

throughout the following sections. Both research questions are presented below:

2) How did digital technology impact on students’ experience of learning during
lockdown?
3) How important was the socio-spatial environment of the school for students’ overall

experiences of remote learning during lockdown?

2.3.1. Socio-materiality and Education Technology

Critical studies of education technology emphasize the importance of situating analysis
of digital technology in the ‘uneven, contested and contradictory realities of technology use
within educational settings’ (N. Selwyn, 2010, p. 70). The use of socio-material approaches
to education allows researchers to account for the complex relations between human
actions, socio-technical practices, and material conditions (Fenwick & Edwards, 2011).
Students who attended school in-person during lockdown encountered digital technology in
a unique socio-material contexts that differed considerably from their peers at home. It is
important not to imagine these material differences, as Fenwick (2015) put it, ‘as part of the
background for human action, dismissed in a preoccupation with consciousness and
cognitions, or related to brute tools subordinated to human intention and design’ (p. 84). In
contrast to this view of technology as a ‘black box’ isolated from social practices, Orlikowski
(2006) argues that the ‘materiality of infrastructures, spaces, and technological artifacts
structure human agency’ as well as ‘human knowledgeability’ over socio-technical practices

(p. 466).

This approach has been particularly influential for social constructivist research that
demonstrates how the social field of the school ‘constructs hierarchies of technological
activity’ that influences how students perceive ‘the value of technologies’ (Rafalow &
Puckett, 2022, p. 1). These hierarchies can also be contested as shown by Hope (2005) who
demonstrates how students’ practices of concealment of digital devices allows them to
navigate agency within Foucauldian panoptic surveillance in schools. A study of university

students in Denmark argues that education technologies open a gateway for other ‘spatial
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imaginaries’ that can bring information ‘into the space of the classroom’ and allow students
an escape to ‘off-task activities’ (Aagaard, 2017, p. 1132). The complexity of interactions
between humans, technology and socio-material conditions requires, as Wardak et al.
(2022) argued, a broader analytical approach that can elucidate the complexity of
heterogenous networks of interacting digital and non-digital entities through which learning

spaces are constructed’ (Wardak et al., 2022, p. 1).

The relevance of this conceptualization to in-person provision is particularly evident in
the entanglement of socio-material conditions that contribute towards digital inequality. In
particular, the pandemic demonstrated how both material and social conditions at home
put many students at a disadvantage and necessitated in-person support. On a material
level, most schools in the UK reported challenges around digital access with many pupils
having limited or no access to devices or broadband (Couper-Kenney & Riddell, 2021;
Green, 2020; Lucas et al., 2020; Miiller & Goldenberg, 2020; Ofsted, 2021; Sevilla et al.,
2021; Walsh et al., 2020). However, lack of digital technology was only one factor
contributing to inequality. Research on the ‘digital-divide’ has long argued for an expansion
beyond ‘haves and have-nots’ to include ‘the full range of digital inequality in equipment,
autonomy, skill, support, and scope of use among people who are already online’ (Dimaggio
et al., 2004; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2014; Zheng & Walsham, 2021). For instance, the
availability of appropriate study space at home proved problematic for many students as a
comprehensive survey by Dias et al. (2020) showed that over half of primary school children
and 10% of secondary school children did not have access to their own dedicated study

space.

Furthermore, attempts to address digital poverty (such as laptop drives) often failed to
account for the social dimension of inequality, particularly the role of parental support and
the ‘skills gap’ for digitally excluded students (Ames, 2016, 2019; Davies et al., 2017). In
lockdown, students without family support were disadvantaged as their parents were less
likely to apply for a laptop loan, often lacked necessary digital skills, and were unable to
assist with their children’s online learning either due to lack of time, resources, or support
from schools (Coleman, 2021; Feinberg et al., 2022; Montacute & Cullinane, 2021).

Moreover, teachers saw lack of parental support, pre-existing attitudes to school work, and
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poor independent study skills as more influential on pupil engagement with online learning
than their access to suitable technology (Montacute & Cullinane, 2021). This echoes the
findings from Eynon & Malmberg (2012) who showed how the ‘online information seeking
habits’ of disadvantaged youth heavily depended on ‘networks of support’ through

encouragement at home, usage at school, and friends engagement with technology (p. 526).

Given that students at school could access support networks for online learning, there is
reason to believe they likely had an advantage over their peers at home. Several researchers
have emphasized the importance of the school as a ‘compensatory agent’ for digital
inequalities at home and showed clear advantages for students who returned to in-person
(Gonzalez-Betancor et al., 2021; van de Werfhorst et al., 2020). When schools re-opened in
the UK, students who returned to school showed substantial increases in learning
engagement, regardless of individual characteristics. By contrast, engagement decreased for
those who stayed home Sevilla et al. (2021). Given the special influence of the school on
student experiences, it is worth isolating the school ‘space’ as a uniquely important

dimension of analysis.

2.3.2. Spatial Theory and Education Technology

The emphasis on socio-spatial relations further demonstrates the unique value of
studying in-person provision given the singular encounters pupils would have had with their
spatial environment. The importance of socio-spatial conditions as mediators of experiences
is, in many ways, a foundational idea in education (Bligh & Crook, 2017; Robert Helfenbein
& Huddleston, 2021). John Dewey argued that students should ‘place’ actions ‘in their time
and space connections’ and Paulo Freire described learning as ‘rooted in temporal-spatial
conditions’ that people must ‘critically reflect’ and ‘act upon’ (Dewey, 1997, p. 208; Freire,
1972, p. 90). These early reflections were extended by social theorists who developed the
theoretical distinctions between ‘space’ as ‘the physical attributes of the world around us’
and ‘place’ as ‘the ways in which people engage in meaning-making as a relation to
particular material locations or spatial relationships and characteristics’ (Harvey, 1985; R.
Helfenbein, 2019, p. 5; Lefebvre, 1991; Massey, 2005; Soja, 2010). The development of

critical spatial theory informed education researchers who came to develop ‘spatial
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perspectives of learners and educators and their intersections with structures of power and

identity’ (R. Helfenbein, 2019, p. 4).

Given that students attending schools during lockdown in particular socio-spatial conditions,
it is important to consider how this influenced their use of education technology. There is an
extensive body of research that shows how use and perception of digital technology is
influenced by the ‘learning space’ (Byers et al., 2018; Byers & Imms, 2016; Christopher
Brooks, 2012). Factors such as the relative ‘formality’ or “flexibility’ of a classroom often
impacted how students and teachers adopted digital technology into their everyday
practice. In a highly influential study from Cuban et al. (2001), researchers showed that the
use of technology in classrooms was mediated by established teaching practices, school
structures, and physical organization. By contrast, similar work by Alirezabeigi et al. (2020)
showed that introduction of digital technology could re-arrange school structures when
formalized into pedagogical practice. Another study by Selwyn et al. (2017) shows that the
introduction of personal devices (with the ‘Bring Your Own Device’ movement) impacted on
all aspects of schools and classroom life, including beyond the occasions of formal
learning—though not always for the better. Although they differ in the relative ‘disruptive’
power of digital technology, researchers have shown that the introduction of digital
technology into education interacts with the pre-existing structures of the school

environment including schedules, curriculum, and socio-spatial relationships.

In addition to ‘impeding’ on the use of digital technology, research has shown the
potential of spaces that support equitable and inclusive access to technology. Libraries and
higher education institutions have led much of this research through internal studies on
their own physical environment and their capacity to promote ‘digital inclusion’ (Jamieson
et al., 2000; Meyers et al., 2013; Northcote, 2008; Willis et al., 2019). A feature of this which
has received considerable attention has been the role of space on socio-emotional well-
being with many advocating for spaces that can support ‘digital wellbeing’ and social
support for students (Burr et al., 2020; Calvo & Peters, 2014; Fang et al., 2019; Franz, 2019b;
Merga, 2021). Furthermore, a paper from Wahlstedt et al. (2008) explored the role of

spatial relationships in e-learning environments. The authors emphasize that learners in an
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e-learning environment require increased social interaction to accommodate the lack of

physical space and social community that is present in a traditional classroom.

Of particular relevance to this study are the number of rich case studies that have
investigated students experience of emergency remote learning and alluded to the
importance of the in-person environment. For example, a paper from Zecca & Media (2020)
showed that the digital online environment fostered students’ self-regulated learning and
awareness of their own learning processes but that only in-person schooling was
experienced as a ‘living-learning space.” Another study investigated the modalities that can
be used to give an online University lecture a ‘sense of presence’ so that students could
experience a psychological sense of being in a classroom together with the teacher and their
classmates (Chessa & Solari, 2021). The importance of presence was also shown to be
relevant to students belief in their own ‘mattering’ as was shown in a Canadian study on
hybrid formats that demonstrated how students who attended school remotely felt that
they ‘mattered’ less than those who attended in-person Vaillancourt et al. (2022). These
case studies also reveal the inequalities in the home environment that shaped students
engagement with remote learning. A study on the experiences of young Palestinian girls
showed that their familial relationships at home brought them to the centre of the home
living space where gender roles (such as duties in the kitchen, helping with family members
etc.) were more frequently expected and thus hindered their engagement with lessons
(Meler, 2022). These studies demonstrate the influence of spatial relations on students

engagement with education and digital technology.

2.4.Research Aims

This study aims to go beyond practical considerations for in-person provision and better
understand the everyday experiences, social relationships, and attitudes of students
towards their usage of digital technology in school during lockdown. Given the observed
impact of socio-material conditions and the school space on students engagement with
digitally-mediated learning, this study aims to understand how students attributed ‘value

and meaning’ both to their immediate space and encounter with the digital during in-person
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provision (Gruenewald, 2003, p. 629; R. Helfenbein, 2019, p. 6). By doing so, this research
also aims to address how students’ experiences may have differed to those at home. To

summarize, this study addresses three key research questions:

1. What were the everyday experiences of students who attended school in-
person? How did they form social relationships, relate to authority figures such
as their teachers and family, and engage with lessons?

2. How did digital technology impact on their experience of learning during
lockdown?

3. How important was the socio-spatial environment of the school for students’

overall experiences of remote learning during lockdown?
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3. Methodology

This section outlines the methodological approach for this study including the research
instruments, ethical considerations, and limitations. Given that the aims of this study are
focused on capturing rich experiences of a select group of young people, qualitative
methods are employed to elevate the voices and personal expressions of participants. The
hope is that these methods will foster respect and appreciation of their experiences and

give recognition to their agency over the social issues that affect them (Carnevale, 2020).
3.1. Research Instruments

3.1.1. Qualitative Interviewing
In order to allow students to speak to their own interests, this study used qualitative
interviewing that was implemented in a semi-structured style. This method was chosen
deliberately as a response to previous research which has tended to overemphasize surveys
and other quantitative accounts of the lockdown experience for UK secondary students. As
Richard Pring argues, the limitations of these forms of inquiry are often answered by the
gualitative interview that aims to uncover the ‘meaning’ of events through the ‘intentions,

values, and beliefs of the agent’ (Pring, 2000).

Qualitative interviewing is inherently focused on the subjective and individual meanings
that are revealed through language. It emerged as a methodological tool alongside a
linguistic and cultural turn in social sciences that began in the 1980’s and 1990's. This
paradigm shift brought language into central focus as an independent and principle domain
of study that exists in-between the ‘two theoretical traditions’ of social science. As
Cruickshank put it, ‘language is the medium for the social construction of reality’ which ‘is
regarded as objective for the person but which actually originates from common social
interaction’ (Cruickshank, 2012, p. 40). The analysis of language in interviews, conversations,
and texts has become a ubiquitous method in education research and several distinct
traditions of ‘discourse analysis’ have emerged within the past few decades (Rogers et al.,

2016).
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While recognizing the benefits of qualitative interviewing and the discourse analysis
tradition, it is important to give equal consideration to its limitations. The qualitative
interview is a very common methodological tool in social research and many have suggested
it is used excessively and improperly (Atkinson & Silverman, 1997; Edwards & Holland, 2020;
Silverman, 2017; Whitaker & Atkinson, 2019). The impulse to have led to many applying
gualitative interviews assuming that they can be taken as representative of the subjects’
authentic interior. However, there is considerable debate on the extent to which interviews
are merely performed constructions that are shaped and filtered through the choices and
perceptions of the researcher (Hammersley, 2019). In particular, there has been
considerable debate and ethical concern as to whether discourse analysis can be applied to
conversations in formal or informal interviews (Hammersley, 2014; Leipold & Winkel, 2017;

Wooffitt, 2011)

The study addresses these concerns with deliberate methodological choices discussed
below. As well, this study draws on the work of Sandelowski (2000) and Bowker & Star
(2000) who argued that, instead of strictly naming the precise methodological category of a
qualitative study, researchers should embrace ‘qualitative description’ as a ‘distributed
residual category’ that encompasses several methods and practices of inquiry (Sandelowski,
2010, p. 82). By accounting for and discussing these choices, this study also aims to achieve
an appropriate level of rigor but also maintain sincerity throughout the discussion (Tracy,
2010). Semi-structured interviews will be conducted with students who attended school in-
person with the aim of exploring their qualitative experience during lockdown and how that

may have been impacted by both space and digital technology.

3.1.2. Case Study and Population Sampling
Based on practical and theoretical rationale, a case study on a select group of secondary
students within the UK was chosen as the method for investigation. The researcher
conducted twelve (n=12) interviews of approximately 20-30 minutes with students who
attended school in-person. The decision to limit the study to a small group of secondary
students was due in part to the time limits of a graduate degree but also to the reality that
the number of students who attended school in-person during lockdown was quite small. As

a result, it was necessary to focus on an achievable number. As well, due to the ethical
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guidelines discussed in a later section, the researcher could not conduct interviews with
participants online. Therefore, it was necessary for the researcher to conduct interviews
face-to-face in a school environment. As each interview required a significant amount of
time and co-ordination, the researcher aimed to develop a rich analysis of a small set of
students who shared a singularly unique experience rather than produce a generalizable
theory of all students who attended school in-person.

There was also a theoretical justification for the limited sample size in this study. One of
the most common approaches to judging appropriate sample sizes for qualitative studies is
in the saturation of data (Hennink et al., 2019). While originating in the grounded theory of
Glaser & Strauss (1967) saturation refers the point in which the ideas in textual data
crystallize into coherent themes that begin to repeat themselves (Morse, 1995, 2015).
Repetition of themes among participants in this study indicated a level of thematic
saturation which the researcher judged to be achievable with ten or more participants
(Gentles et al., 2015; Hennink et al., 2019; Weller et al., 2018).

This study employed purposive homogenous sampling that aimed to highlight a single
shared experience amongst a category of students (Etikan et al., 2016; Frechette et al.,
2020; Gentles et al., 2015). The category of students had limited exclusion criteria. Students
were selected based solely on their age and attendance of in-person instruction for any
amount of time and for any reason. However, the logistics of recruitment created further
exclusion of participants. Students selected were not SEN students from special schools and
in practice, most of the students who were sampled were from key worker parents.
Students were recruited from Oxfordshire-based schools due to the practicalities of visiting
in-person but difficulties in recruitment resulted in some students being recruited from

Dorset. Ultimately, a total of three UK-based secondary schools participated.

The decision to study adolescents within the age group of 11 to 15 years was deliberate.
Age-based differentiation in research takes into account the cognitive development of
young people and its impact on their ability to engage with researchers in qualitative
interviews (Kirk, 2007). Limiting the age range of students to a few years allows researchers
to control for variation due to participants’ differing cognitive development (Gibson, 2012;

Vogl, 2015). Furthermore, research on children’s relationship with technology shows that
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there is a definitive change around ten years of age and that adolescents use of technology

differs strongly from adults (Aarsand, 2007; Davies & Eynon, 2013).

In accordance with ethical regulations, student-participants were recruited through
teachers who the researcher contacted through e-mail. Of the three schools that
participated, only one had a pre-existing relationship with the researcher. It is important to
note the importance of recruitment strategies in social research and the role of teachers as
gate-keepers as this often poses practical challenges that can influence the outcome of
research (Heath et al., 2007; Kristensen & Ravn, 2015; Negrin et al., 2022). There were

challenges in recruitment for this study which are discussed in its limitations.

The interview length was limited to approximately 20 to 30 minutes. The average
interview time was approximately 24 minutes with only one interview that exceeded 30
minutes (41.3 minutes) and three that were under 20 minutes. The interview length was
chosen to allow the researcher to explore in-depth questions with students, develop a
rapport, and allow further discussion if possible (Dicicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). It was
limited for pragmatic reasons such as scheduling time and minimizing impact on the

students’ school day but also to avoid tiring out participants.

The decision to audio-record the interview was made to allow the researcher to
effectively engage participants while maintaining a level of rigor. As recommended by Seale
& Silverman (1997), it is standard practice to audio-record qualitative interviews to ensure a
level of ‘rigor and validity’ in the analysis. The researcher was conscientious of the influence
of audio-recorders on the feelings of trust and perception of privacy between participant
and researcher as argued by Rutakumwa et al. (2020). However, the researcher did not feel
she could effectively engage young participants while also taking extensive notes (or ‘live-
coding’) as recommended by Parameswaran et al. (2020). Especially as she noticed students
eyes were drawn to her note-pad in the few instances of note-taking. Instead, the
researcher was deliberate in her placement of the audio-recorder away from the participant

after gaining assent to audio-record the interview.
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3.1.3. Conducting the Interview

In addition to logistical and environmental considerations, the interview design was
adapted to effectively engage with younger participants. The researcher used a semi-
structured interview design which has been recommended for studies where the domain of
inquiry is defined and understood (such as a particular event or phenomena) but where the
researcher cannot anticipate responses (J. F. Gubrium et al., 2012). In this case, the
researcher’s ‘objective knowledge’ about education policy, emergency remote learning, and
in-person provision during lockdown provided a ‘structure’ to the interview questions.
However, this structure was flexible and responsive to participants whose subjective
experiences informed the researcher’s line of discussion (McIntosh & Morse, 2015; Merton
& Kendall, 1946; Morse & Field, 2022). Drawing from Mcintosh & Morse (2015), the
researcher identified a set of topics which were explored with each participant using a
number of scripted questions. The topics were related to this project’s three research
guestions which also framed sample questions that were included in the project’s ethics
application. This was printed out as an ‘aide-memoir’ during interviews (See Appendix A,

7.2).

As children are often questioned by adults to produce a ‘right’ answer at the expense of
their opinion, it was necessary for the researcher to take steps that mitigated power
dynamics and encouraged open dialogue (Brooker, 2020; Alison Clark, 2010). Although most
of the participants were adolescents, this study benefitted from applying interview
methodologies used in sociology of childhood research. Studies on interviews with children
have showed frequent encouragement (‘Very interesting...”; “‘Wow, cool!’), open-ended
questions (‘How’, ‘Why’, “‘What’ etc.) and question requests (‘Could you tell me about...”)
were the most effective at engaging children in rich dialogue (Alison Clark, 2010;
Ponizovsky-Bergelson et al., 2019; Tay-Lim & Lim, 2013). This informed the researcher’s

phrasing of questions to encourage dialogue and avoid ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ responses.

The researcher also used the first interview as a pilot to test the effectiveness of the
interview schedule and question phrasing. Using the criteria of Chadwick et al. (1984) as
recommended in Mcintosh & Morse (2015), the researcher amended the topic ordering,

focus, and ‘question stems’ while maintaining continuity with the original focus of the study.
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The annotations made on the question sheet after the first interview guided the

researcher’s engagement with all subsequent participants. A verbatim transcription of notes

detailing topic order, associated research question, and phrasing are as follows:

RQ1: What were the everyday experiences of students who attended school in-
person? How did they form social relationships, relate to authority figures such as
their teachers and family, and engage with lessons?

RQ2: How did digital technology impact on their experience of learning during
lockdown?

RQ3: How important was the socio-spatial environment of the school for students’
overall experiences of remote learning during lockdown?

[Topic order]

[RQ1] Memory of lockdown & 1° day in-person

[RQ1/2/3] Any experience with online learning at home?

[RQ1/2/3] Comparison w/ in-person experience (either remote, normal)
[RQ3] Logistics of in-person (space & structures)

[RQ1/2/3] Meanings

[RQ2] Tech [technology] preferences

[RQ1] Social life, relationship changes w/ teachers, friends, family
Preferences, the future

Policy planning committee

[Question phrasing and topic focus]

Not either or [sic]
How not why

Tell me about

Tech meaning avoid
COVID-anxiety

The researcher found that the question order was essential to the success of the pilot

interview. By beginning the discussion with basic questions about the student’s experience

of lockdown, the researcher gained important contextual information that informed

discussion. Beginning with straightforward questions also allowed the researcher to judge

how best to engage with the student throughout the interview. For example, the pilot

participant’s response to the first question ‘Can you tell me about your first experience with

lockdown?’ showed willingness to share complex reflections about uncertainty and his
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home environment as well as informing the researcher about the participant’s family
background.

In addition to topic order, the pilot interview also showed the researcher how question
phrasing could influence responses. In particular, the researcher found that asking ‘either-
or’ questions was ineffective as the participant seemed to choose which ever option the
researcher appeared to prefer. In subsequent interviews the researcher avoided ‘either-or’
questions and was mindful to keep a neutral tone to avoid indicating preferential answers.
The pilot interview showed the researcher that asking about ‘meaning’ confused the
participant particularly related to technology. Instead, it was helpful to ask the participant to

explain his preferences related to technology.

It is also important to note that the researcher used informal conversations with school
staff to supplement and frame interview withs students. Swain & King (2022) have argued
that informal conversations can be appropriately used in research to enhance findings and
the objective knowledge of teachers aided the researcher in her discussion. Teachers
briefed the researcher on a participants’ year group, reason for being in-person, and how
the school responded to emergency remote learning. Before the pilot interview, the
researcher also learned that many in-person students had anxiety about catching COVID-19
and that the vast majority of students who attended in-person were key-worker children.
These conversations are not used as data for analysis but were supplemented the

researcher’s background knowledge.

3.2. Research Positionality in Interview

This study employed standard qualitative interview practices that were adapted to
appropriately and effectively engage with the young participants. It was important for the
researcher to be mindful of the inherent power that adults hold over children and to
consider how this could impact on their engagement with the interview (A. Clark, 2003;
Ponizovsky-Bergelson et al., 2019).

For ethical reasons, the interviews were conducted in-person rather than online. Several

researchers have noted the impact of interview location on the engagement from interview
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participants (Groenewald, 2004; J. F. Gubrium et al., 2012). In particular, Adams-Hutcheson
& Longhurst (2017) notes the importance of sharing a space in-person to ‘produce rhythms
of “atmospheric atmospheres” that can feel comfortable.’ (p. 153). The impact of the in-
person environment on participants engagement is particularly important when considering
the social-meanings of the interview location. In this study, the interviews were conducted
in classrooms and smaller offices, chosen by the teacher based on availability and the needs
of privacy. Being in a formal environment may have allowed students to reflect on their

immediate experiences in the structure of the school (Herzog, 2014).

While focus groups and mediated discussions have been used in qualitative studies with
pupils, the researcher felt that it was necessary for the interview to be conducted one-on-
one with participants so that their responses would not be unduly influenced by social
pressure from classmates or teachers. It was therefore necessary to take deliberate steps to
minimize the effect of authority that comes with qualitative interviewing and to minimize
the level of anxiety in participants (Brooker, 2020; Alison Clark, 2010). Before the interview,
the researcher drew on Dunphy & Farrell (2011) and told participants that the purpose of
the interview was to better understand their experiences and that there were no right or
wrong answers. The researcher also used strategies such as self-disclosure (‘l am a graduate
student in education, I’'m almost finished with my own school and this interview is for my
thesis which is like my last piece of coursework | need to finish my degree...”) and
deliberately reflecting personal thoughts throughout the interview to encourage a dialogue
(‘I was at home during lockdown as well...I would often get distracted on my phone or have
to deal with younger family members...but | have many friends who really liked learning
from home and they had different experiences...’).

The researcher actively engaged with participants by responding to their interests and
following their line of discussion, sometimes leading away from the interview topic. When
the students expressed an interest in an idea, the researcher would follow up and then
attempt to relate that idea to the experience of in-person learning if appropriate. For
example, if a student was interested in dance the researcher would ask how they
participated in dance classes during lockdown. The researcher concluded interviews when

they felt that the key topics had been explored to their fullest possible extent but was
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mindful to the students interest in engaging with the questions. Interviews concluded with

appropriate debriefing, praise and thanks as recommended by Clark (2005).

3.3. Analysis

Interview recordings were transcribed using an automatic transcription service approved
by the University of Oxford that produced text in a Microsoft Word document. These
transcriptions contained several errors but allowed the researcher to gain a general sense of
the discussion by scanning through the text. As a preliminary analysis, the researcher
listened to the interviews while identifying key themes and editing sections of transcript
that were illegible. The use of ‘good-enough’ transcripts as a preliminary stage in coding has
been identified as a beneficial method in qualitative research (Bokhove & Downey, 2018).
Several studies have noted a tendency in qualitative research to overuse transcripts as a
supposedly more rigorous format while neglecting the rich data contained in aural
modalities (Stonehouse, 2019; M. Wainwright & Russell, 2010). The use of audio recordings
was essential to this study as it allowed the researcher to hear the student’s tone of voice,

pauses, and emphases on certain words.

For analysis of interview data, the researcher applied inductive, iterative, and reflexive
coding processes (Charmaz & Thornberg, 2021; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; J. F. Gubrium et al.,
2012). The coding processes were informed by grounded theory which does not prescribe a
single approach but allows researchers to draw on different methodologies throughout their
analysis (Charmaz & Thornberg, 2021). Sandelowski (2000, 2010) has argued that many
studies which claim to implement a priori frameworks like grounded theory actually
combine several analytical methods for qualitative description. Therefore, it was important
for the researcher to remain open-minded throughout their analysis which implementing

qualitative coding strategies recommended by Saldana (2016).

Using NViVo software, the researcher coded transcripts to key themes which had been
identified throughout the preliminary analysis. The aim of this coding process was to
capture the overall attitudes of participants towards different factors of their experience

with in-person instruction. The researcher avoided using this process to ‘count’ word-choice
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in responses or otherwise transform the interviews into quantitative data. The general view
is that counting is inappropriate for semi-structured interviews as the small sample sizes and
complexity of conversations do not readily lead to generalizable findings (Frechette et al.,
2020). However, the researcher did observe the relative frequencies and coverage of codes

to assess trends in conversations.

After the preliminary round of coding, the researcher chose to organize codes according
to ‘Topic’ and ‘Discussion’. Codes in the ‘Topic’ category referred to the ‘location’ or object
of discussion that was sometimes prompted by the researcher through a question related to
the topic (See Appendix B, 8.1). Topics were also raised by participants in response to an
open-ended prompt or in relation to a separate question. Codes in the ‘Discussion’ category
account for the ideas, attitudes, details, and narratives that emerged throughout
participants responses (See Appendix B, 8.2). This was according to simultaneous and
elemental coding strategies recommended in Miles et al. (2014). The researcher coded
participant responses with a minimum of two codes with one code identifying the topic and
the other identifying the discussion. Most responses had multiple codes as they related to
several topics and discussion ideas at once. This allowed the researcher to note the context
in which students raised certain ideas and how they related to other attitudes throughout

the interview.

For the first round of coding analysis, the researcher performed queries in NVivo to
examine the data in each ‘Topic’ and ‘Discussion’ code. This allowed the researcher to
consolidate the key ideas present in the interviews and identify patterns between
contrasting codes (in particular, between ‘self-regulation’ and ‘support’). It also helped the
researcher crystalize code definitions and criteria. The researcher then performed matrix
coding queries to visualize the frequency with which codes overlapped. Frequently
overlapping codes were understood as discursively related and second-order analysis
employed ‘pattern coding’ to assess their conceptual relationship (Saldana, 2016, p. 235).
Final analysis condensed discursively related codes (codes which frequently overlapped)

into four key conceptual relationships outlined in this study’s findings.
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3.4. Ethical Considerations

As this project involves children it was essential for the researcher to take appropriate
steps to safeguard participants. The project followed ethical guidelines set out by the
University of Oxford’s Central University Research Ethics Committee (CUREC) and received
approval for ‘Approved Procedure 25’ (See Appendix A, 7.1. for CUREC 1A Approval). This
procedure allowed the researcher to contact teachers who then facilitated recruitment by
gaining voluntary consent from students’ parents or guardians. The researcher used ‘opt-in’
recruitment where students were invited to participate but would not be included unless
their parents gave consent. Teachers and parents were provided with a list of interview
guestions and key topics as well as an information sheet detailing the nature of the study
(See Appendix A, 7.2-7.3). An information sheet was also provided to student participants
(See Appendix A, 7.4). While it was not necessary to attain ‘assent’ from students, the
researcher felt that it would be unethical not to give students full autonomy over their
participation in research (See Appendix A, 7.5). In doing so, the researcher followed ethical
guidelines as set out by BERA (2018). During interviews, the researcher assured students
that they did not have to participate if they did not want and were free to ‘opt-out’ at any
point even after the interview concluded. To protect participant’s data, the researcher
uploaded all interviews to her Microsoft OneDrive account. Additionally, all data from
interviews was anonymized and stored securely on the researcher’s password-protected
account. This is in accordance with guidelines set out by BERA (2018). To protect
participants’ identities, the researcher drew on the ethical guidelines in Saunders et al.,
(2015) and assigned pseudonyms to each transcript and slightly altered certain places,
school subjects, and events that could be used to identify participants. When sensitive
topics occur in conversation, the researcher does not use the student’s pseudonym and

refers to them with gender neutral (they/them) pronouns.

3.5. Limitations

It is helpful to frame the limitations of this project with reference to the eight ‘big-tent’
criteria of quality in research outlined by (Tracy, 2010). The ethical limitations are discussed
above and this section outlines the limitations in the projects methodology and overall

approach.
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The first limitation is in the study’s ‘rigour’ which Tracy (2010) identifies in reference to
the tools and methodologies chosen to carry out the research. There are a number of
limitations that occurred throughout the project that may have had an impact on the
research results. These largely related to the sampling and recruitment process. Several
factors contributed to low-response from recruitment e-mails that the researcher had not
anticipated. The most important factor in limiting responses was the fact that the
researcher was mostly ‘cold-calling’ staff and thus had no pre-existing rapport which has
been shown to be an essential factor in recruitment (Negrin et al., 2022). As well, the
methodology of this study required an investment of time from teachers and student-
participants which some schools were unable to provide.

Furthermore, the analysis of interviews had internal limitations due to the fact that
there was only one researcher coding interviews and was subject to only intra-rater
reliability via reflexive practice rather than formal inter-rater reliability assessments
(O’Connor & Joffe, 2020). As well, student attitudes varied extensively and were not always
internally consistent. Therefore, there are considerations to be made about the veracity of
some statements in addition to students ability to feel comfortable sharing their honest

opinion with the researcher (Vrij et al., 2006).
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4. Findings and Discussion

This section presents the findings from the analysis of interviews. The first section
summarizes the key findings of interview analysis and includes relevant coding results (See
Appendix B, 8.3 for full Coding Results). The following sections explore four key conceptual
themes that emerged from discussions. These themes relate to the structure of socialization
(Table 1), the impact of space on socio-emotional wellbeing (Table 2), learning support
(Table 3), and students’ technological agency (Table 4). The quoted and summarized

accounts of students are referred to using pseudonymes.

4.1. Summary of Findings

The most common codes which emerged from analysis were closely interrelated and
often intersect. Analysis of their most common associations (coding overlaps) showed that

they generally clustered around four conceptual categories:

1) Socialization - Interview discussions centered around the topic of school and its

regulatory structures, specifically as it relates to students’ social relationships.

Table 1 - Socialization Coding Breakdown

Codes References | Top Overlapping Codes (Number of overlapping references)
School 134 Rules and Structures (80)
Space (60)

Friends and Social Relationships (58)
Socio-emotional wellbeing (52)

Rules and 123 School (80)
Structures Self-regulation (52)
Space (51)
Autonomy (49)
Space 101 School (60)

Rules and Structures (51)
Autonomy (47)
Socio-emotional wellbeing (39)

Friends and | 92 School (58)

Social Rules and Structures (41)

Relationships Socio-emotional wellbeing (40)
Space (36)

Socio- 88 School (52)

emotional Rules and Structures (42)
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wellbeing Friends and Social Relationships (40)
Space (39)

2) Space and Socio-emotional wellbeing - COVID-19 regulations transformed the spatial and
social environment in schools. While students benefited from social support they
struggled to gain a sense of ‘normality’ in the school space. A pervasive ‘COVID-anxiety’,
altered how students related to being in school with friends and many struggled with

the loss of autonomy over their own lives.

Table 2 - Socio-Emotional Well-being and Space Coding Breakdown

Code Names Number of | Top Overlapping Codes (Number of overlapping
references | references)

Space 101 School (60)

Rules and Structures (51)

Autonomy (47)

Socio-emotional wellbeing (39)

Socio- 88 School (52)
emotional Rules and Structures (42)
wellbeing Friends and Social Relationships (40)
Space (39)
Autonomy 82 Rules and Structures (49)
School (48)
Space (47)
Self-regulation (37)
Home 54 Space (29)

Socio-emotional wellbeing (25)
Autonomy (25)

Self-regulation (24)

CovID-19 28 Rules and Structures (20)
Socio-emotional wellbeing (19)
Friends and Social Relationships (16)
School (14)

'Weird' 37 School (20)

Rules and Structures (16)
Socio-emotional wellbeing, Memory of Lockdown, Space
(14)

3) Learning Support - Discussions about student’s learning focused largely on support,
administration, and teachers. Several students reported difficulty self-regulating during

remote learning and felt the structure of the school environment made them more



Candidate Number: 1058476 33

focused and engaged with their work. Yet there was a far greater emphasis on the value

of support from teachers and school staff.

Table 3 - Learning Support Coding Breakdown

Code Names Number of | Top Overlapping Codes (Number of overlapping
references references)

Learning 103 Support (52)

School (47)

Teacher (47)

Administration (42)

Teacher 77 Support (48)

Learning (47)

School (39)

Rules and Structures (38)
Self-regulation | 77 Rules and Structures (52)
School (41)

Learning (40)

Autonomy (37)

Support 77 Learning (52)

Teacher (48)

School (39)

Friends and Social Relationships (28)
Administration | 49 Learning (42)

Technology and Internet (34)
Rules and Structures (26)
Autonomy (21)

4) Technological Agency — Students were somewhat ambivalent about the role of
technology throughout their experience of lockdown. This was in part due to their
previous facility using digital devices for school and their strong resilience and agency in
adapting to new software and practices. Most felt that online learning had the greatest
impact over the practical administration of lessons. Many expressed a desire to better

adapt digital technology to support their own interests and learning.

Table 4 - Technological Agency Coding Breakdown

Code Names Number of | Top Overlapping Codes (Number of overlapping
references | references)

Technology & 93 Learning (37)

Internet Administration (34)
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School (33)
Rules and Structures (32)
Administration | 49 Learning (42)

Technology and Internet (34)
Rules and Structures (26)
Autonomy (21)

Ambivalence 36 Technology and Internet (24)
Rules and Structures (12)
Administration (10)

Learning (9)

4.2.Socialization

The significance of the social experience in schools during lockdown is its comparison

with the vast majority of students in the UK and around the world. The dramatic disruption

to the social environment due to COVID-19 was experienced by most students in terms of

dislocation from school structures and isolation at home (Clemens et al., 2020; Pallan et al.,

2021). A longitudinal study by Torfason et al. (2022) showed that students made

significantly fewer social connections during 2020 than they did in previous years and Jo et

al. (2021) showed that students were less likely to maintain their existing friendships.

Students who attended in-person also experienced dramatic disruption to their social
relationships in school and at home. The most common discussion throughout interviews
was the impact that both school regulations and COVID-19 protocols had on the social
environment in ‘lockdown school.” Yet, while some students were socially isolated by this
change, others were facilitated in forming new and uniquely close friendships.

4.2.1. Spatial Regulation

When asked about their first few days attending in-person during lockdown, most
students described being organized into their year groups which were spaced throughout
the school to promote social distancing. Luke’s school initially split students into two
classrooms with separated desks but moved everyone into the hall to accommodate the
influx of ‘year five key workers.” Jane’s school had an ‘upper bit’ with six people and a

downstairs area with tables for eight students. Mark’s school gave students the option of
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working in a corridor or in a library. Sarah’s school had seven or eight students bubbled in

the library and Nick’s friend group was in a designated room.

The in-person environment was subject to an extensive degree of regulations that many
students felt impeded their ability to socialize and connect with others. Luke, Sophie, and
Mikaela noted that the separation of desks made it difficult for students to have friends

‘around them’ and resulted in having to shout at each other across the classroom.

Mikaela: like just going in like having no one around me was like you know I'm a social
person, so it's kind of like different and like being so far away from people like sitting like
3 chairs away. Like having to shout at them, it's kind of like weird. It was it was very
different at first like really like, challenging [...]

Sophie: It did change quite a bit because it wasn't as fun. And there, it was just like a lot
less comfortable 'cause | was like so used to having my all my classmates around me and
then | had like two or three near me [...] it was a lot different because our teacher was
sat at the front away from us. The desks were all separated which was, which was for
the first time because we weren't, | wasn't used to having our desks separated. Um, our
library was closed. Our in-class library we couldn't go to 'cause we would have been near
each other. And we couldn't go up to the front and like write on the board and stuff.
The separation of desks and restriction on student interactivity affected the acoustic
environment of the classroom which has been shown to impact students’ sociability and
comfort (Avsar & Gonullu, 2010; Klatte et al., 2013; Marchand et al., 2014; Scannell et al.,
2016). Students were also not supposed to talk to one another whilst doing their work or
attending online classes at school. A few students noted that the layout of the school was
very controlled and that ‘you couldn’t go and be with the people in your class ‘cause they
would be two or three rows down or in another classroom on their screen’ (Luke). Alice,
Jordan, and Luke noted that it was ‘very quiet’ and ‘not much talking’ in classes as students
were not meant to interact. While Alice felt that she was able to make friends during break,

Luke and Jordan found this more challenging due to being separated from their friends and

prevented from interacting with others.

Luke: | mean | can still see my friends, but not all of them, 'cause all of them didn't go
in. But um yeah, we did a one game because we're not allowed...um...to be together
really. We did this thing where it's called ‘Social-Distancing Football’ where basically
whenever our head teacher came out we would just be like passing whilst two meters
away, but whenever he was gone, we just were playing normal football. (laughs)
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However, there were several other students who felt that the unique conditions of in-

person learning had precisely the opposite effect on their social relationships.

4.2.2. New Friends

Many students did not know who would be attending with them in-person before they
arrived on the first day. Some attended with only two to three other pupils in their
classroom while others attended with large groups of friends. Sam, Jordan, Mikaela, and
Mark all mentioned that they did not know anyone else attending in-person with them as
most of their friends’ parents were not keyworkers. Both Sam and Jordan indicated that this
was a challenge for them as it was difficult to make friends at first. However several
students (Jane, Alice, Samuel, Nick, Mikaela, Emily, and Mark) described how the
organization of the school and attendance of only a select category of pupils contributed to
them forming new social ties with others who they might have never knew existed. Jane
was seated next to her best friend and noted ‘when it was just all of our site in one room, or
like two roomes, it just made me see like how many people | didn't actually know.” Sam,
Alice, and Emily noted that their experience differed from students at home because they
had a unique chance to meet new people that, as Nick put it, ‘people who | would never
have had a reason to talk to because they weren’t in my friend group.” Mikaela even
described how her ‘social bubble’ grew during in-person learning thanks to one student
introducing her to a much larger community that extended outside of the school (‘which |

actually liked cause it just kind of, you know, just made everything a lot easier...’).

4.2.3. Uniquely Close Associations
One method of understanding this phenomena is through the lens of social network
research that understands tie-formation as dependent on the social composition and social
proximity of an environment (Beckmann et al., 2022; Feld, 1981; Feld et al., 2021; Fuhse &
Gondal, 2022; Hess, 2004; ML Small, 2019). The uniqueness of the in-person social
environment was such that it may have been easier to make friends. When asked how her

experience during lockdown compared to school in normal times, Emily responded:
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Emily: There's less of us. | suppose you got to know the people more because there was
less of you and you chatted with them and everything. Whereas if you were at school
with normal day, you don't reach out to everyone. There's so many of us.

In this case, the regulatory environment of lockdown altered the social composition of
schools by restricting attendance to the children of keyworkers and vulnerable pupils whose
parents chose to take up the offer of in-person provision. It also altered the social proximity
of students by increasing the amount of time that students spent with one another and
increasing the occasions for potential emotional connection (Brechwald & Prinstein, 2011;
Granovetter, 1983; Nilsson, 2019). The conditions of being in-person altered the way that
students related to each other. Jane described how she became closer to her best friend
while in person as well as to several others with whom she remained friends after lockdown.
When asked how her experience compared to normal school, she responded:

Jane: Definitely more relaxed 'cause | we weren't as close to each other and might want
as many people. It was just like a lot better. And | prefer like the environment that we
had then as | than we do in my regular classroom now, 'cause I've met so many people in
that that I'm still friends with today and | remember like on like the first week. We would
all play like games on our phones together at break and that's what we would do for like
all breaks for like two weeks so...

Nick and Sarah also described in-person learning as significantly more ‘relaxed’ or ‘much
less chaotic’. Whereas the normal school environment was more loud with ‘low-level
disruption distracting people, people shouting across the classroom’ attending with less
people in person was ‘quite nice just to spend some time here with mates for a couple of
minutes. Join on to the Google Meets.” Nick added that

Nick: ...one of the positives of being at school during lockdown was we were all kind of
there for each other. We all had a teacher there just to be like ‘I’'m here for you. Like if
anything is happening at home we're here for you. We want to help, like we want to
help you.’

Sarah: Yeah, it was definitely really nice to sort of see my friends and my best mate was
in there as well he was here And it was actually so nice to see other people who weren't
my family 'cause even though | love my family it does get boring talking to the same
people every day [laughs] But yeah, | actually really enjoyed coming in and seeing
everyone and we used to play like games together at break like you know the game
‘Among Us’ Yeah, yeah, we used to play that at breaks and lunches and used to do that
together, so it's actually a really fun time to do it and then we always used to help each
other with schoolwork and everything. So if | was struggling people would come and
help me and if they were struggling | would go and help them.
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4.2.4. Recreation

In particular, student interviews repeatedly underscore the vital role of school leaders
who made deliberate choices to prioritize student well-being during lockdown. In-person
provision was, after all, a support for vulnerable pupils who would be most impacted by
remote learning and required additional support (Sevilla et al., 2021). Students who
attended in-person formed close bonds and also had the opportunity to engage in
recreational activities that were inaccessible to the vast majority of pupils. As Sam put it,
‘We got to see people more. People that we’ve never met and we did have a lot of fun at
breaktimes and stuff. We got to socialize, but other people had to stay inside.” Charlotte
recalled the opportunity to do sports at school as ‘probably quite beneficial for both our
physical health and mental health...” Sarah also shared this sentiment:

Sarah: And then on Fridays they they used to do a tennis thing at lunchtime, one of the
PE teachers came in. They started doing some tennis with us, so it made it a little bit
more fun. Little bit more active. 'cause you weren't getting a lot of...I-| know that |
wasn't getting a lot of exercise when we did COVID [laughs] so it they came and it was
actually really really nice just to do some sports, yeah.

As lockdown restrictions eased, students in schools experienced even greater freedoms
to interact with one another. Mikaela recalled how she returned to school at the end of
2020 and the restrictions which had made socializing difficult before had been changed to
let her move around the school with greater ease and freedom. ‘You could sit next to your
friends. You could like, talk to them.” Both Jane and Nick recounted similar stories about
rules ‘loosening out’ and having a snowball fight at school—apparently ‘even some of the
teachers joined in.” As Jane put it, ‘it was just with some people that | didn't even know who
their name was but like we still had a good time.” The fondness with which students
remember their extra-curriculars and the opportunity to play outside reflects studies that
emphasized the importance of physical activity to mitigate pupil anxiety during the
pandemic. In-person pupils were given significantly more opportunity to engage in physical
activity than other students who faced considerable barriers (Bdsselmann et al., 2021; Ng et
al., 2020; Wright et al., 2021).

The decision of some schools to focus on extracurriculars for in-person students was

criticized as it potentially put in-person pupils at a disadvantage yet the benefits to students
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mental health and sense of community was evident across the interviews. It is also
consistent with existing research on the role of physical activity and peer connectedness as
essential to supporting adolescent mental health during the pandemic, particularly in
limiting students’ anxiety about coronavirus transmission (Bosselmann et al., 2021; Widnall
et al., 2022; Wright et al., 2021). Furthermore, the strong sense of belonging that students
describe is consistent with research that has shown how the displacement from normality
enhanced social bonds particularly for those with strong social support from friends

(Campione-Barr et al., 2021; Jo et al., 2021; Saiz et al., 2021).

4.3. Space and Socio-Emotional Wellbeing

Another lens to understand this finding relates to the impact of a heightened social
environment on the socio-emotional wellbeing of students. The lack of social interaction for
students but also continuity and security in their learning environment has been highlighted
as an important factor that contributes to student attainment and overall well-being
(Quilter-Pinner, 2020; Taylor et al., 2022; Zheng & Walsham, 2021). The interviews with in-
person students showed that the opportunity to attend school in-person allowed a number
of benefits to their overall well-being through social support networks and a level of
structural continuity with pre-lockdown schooling. However, students also noted that
COVID-19 restrictions introduced a tension that within the normality and stability provided
by the school space. Furthermore, when students were prompted to describe their learning
‘space’ and how they might wish to improve the provision of in-person learning, almost all

indicated a desire for more autonomy over their physical learning environment.

4.3.1. ‘It was weird...”: Displacement from Normality

Almost every student interviewed said that their experience of lockdown and in-person
learning was ‘weird’ or in some way described the event in terms of a departure from
normality. This is an obvious observation but it is useful to note here as the interviews all
contained language that continually referred back to ‘normality’ and ‘weirdness’ with
relation to lockdown. Students often referred to the departure from normality due to the
initial uncertainty about their attendance in school, the confusion and disorganization with
in-person provision, and the inconsistencies of social-distance regulations. Mark, Jane, and

Sarah remembered how the first few days of in-person learning were very ‘hectic’, ‘surreal’,
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and ‘stressful’ as no one seemed to know what they were doing. Jane and Luke spoke about
the inherent weirdness of being in school with only a few other people and joining online
lessons with classmates. Jane felt that it was particularly weird having to go into school for

staff to check in on her without ‘seeing them sat next to us.’

On the other hand, Emily and Mikaela found that attending school in-person allowed
them to have some sense of normality in their lives despite the exactions of COVID-19. As
Emily put it ‘I think it felt good. It felt normal again but like it felt more normal 'cause
everyone was together, but then it didn't feel fully normal 'cause everyone was wearing
masks at that point.” Mikaela described how she enjoyed going into the school hub to get

hot food and see the ‘hub ladies’.

Mikaela: So we saw the hub ladies which kind of made us smile 'cause they're really
nice. But then they kind of just like slowly disappeared but...[‘What did it feel like to be
in the hub?’] Normalness, like it just kinda felt normal cause like you’re in hub it’s just
kind of like ‘Oh this is where | used to like socialize’ kind of like feels a little bit better to
just be in school.

The struggle for a sense of ‘normality’ was also complicated by constant change in
social-distancing restrictions. Nick and Jane described inconsistencies in their teachers and
schools implementation of COVID-19 guidelines that made it difficult to adjust to lockdown.
Jane ‘They would constantly keep changing the rules as like the government would change it
and it would just be really weird cause every teacher would have a different perspective on
things and weren’t sure what the new rules were!’ Nick also added that the ‘fire break’
lockdown in November 2020 was ‘a big change’ from his usual in-person experience. ‘There
were thirty in the classroom compared to the usual twelve from like two months ago. |

thought “l can't be sat in a classroom with big groups of people!”’

4.3.2. COVID-Anxiety
In addition to the displacement from normality, the pervasive ‘COVID-anxiety’ was the
strongest influence on socio-emotional well-being for in-person students. It is important not
to understate how pervasive this concern was for students. The physical experience of

social-distancing restrictions altered the student’s encounters with the school environment,
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their relationship with friends, and teachers. Mikaela spoke very positively about her
experience of in-person learning but noted that COVID-anxiety was the most significant

downside.

Mikaela: Oh my God. What like how nervous people were about COVID. It was crazy just
'cause it was like ‘Mask, sanitizer, two meters.” And it was just like crazy and | was like
‘Oh my God like | can't deal with this.” Longer that | think, that was the downside of
coming into school. Because there was absolutely everyone was so mad about COVID
like 'cause it was the rules and it was so hard just to keep a distance 'cause your friends
are there and you're just like ‘Come give me a hug. Sorry love.” And then you couldn't.

Concern about catching COVID-19, quite literally affected the socio-spatial arrangement
of classrooms. Students were assigned set groups, areas, and seating places to limit the
spread of coronavirus and to logistically manage positive cases and self-isolation. Students
experienced a radical change in their spatial arrangement in classrooms and also a
transformation in the meaning of those spatial arrangements. As de Rosa & Mannarini,
(2021) put it, the coronavirus became an ‘invisible other’ that existed in the space between
students and carried certain psychological and social meanings that altered the way that
students imagined themselves and others.

Emily and Sarah found this arrangement to be less stressful as they could feel
comfortable socializing with their groups and the consequences for one person testing

positive were less disruptive to their lives. However, Nick found this quite stressful:

Nick: ...the jabs [vaccines] weren't rolled out for my age group yet, so we were kind of
like ‘Well, ‘A’ is off with COVID and he spread it around to a bunch of other people. We
had a policy at school. You had to sit in your assigned seat all the time. And if the person
next to you—there was a bubble—so if a person sitting here has caught COVID, then a
person here, here, here, here and just like three table around three tables around would
have to isolate and test and weren't allowed in school. So that caused a lot of disruption
for some people learning, and some people were vulnerable. And so they were like, ‘Oh,
| don't wanna come in case | catch it, 'cause that could be really harmful to me and |
know someone who has long COVID at fourteen so...”

The risk of catching COVID-19 influenced how students interacted but the greatest level
of ‘COVID-anxiety’ that students described was the risk of spreading the virus into their

homes. Nick, Jane, and Sophie had vulnerable family members at home and felt very

anxious about going into school. Nick’s mother was a primary carer and both Jane and Sarah
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lived with their grandparents. Jane described how she was ‘never really worried about
getting it cause | knew | wouldn’t really be at risk’ but that her every interaction with friends
made her worried about ‘giving it to other people like my grandparents or other people’s
family who are vulnerable.” Similarly, Nick noted how his mental health ‘kind of had a bit of
a dip’ during lockdown.
Nick: ...'cause it could be my mum’s in danger my dad’s in danger, people who | care
about were like in danger of getting seriously ill and | was worried I'd pass it on to my
mum without knowing and then she’d pass it on. That was one of my biggest worries.’
Jane noted how a generalized COVID-anxiety was prevalent throughout in-person
learning. She recalled an incident when a classmate became symptomatic and ‘everybody in
there was in like full panic mode.” Jane remembered that ‘it was just a full day waiting for
her to get the results back in a panic and wondering “Oh God, what if I've given it to my

Nana — who drove me [...] But thank God it came back negative.’

When asked if they would want ‘policy planners’ to know anything about the in-person
learning experience, Nick and Sophie mentioned the level of COVID-anxiety as an important
consideration. Sophie said that she would like people to know that ‘being in-person school
during lockdown is actually quite stressful’ and said she would have liked to have waited to
go in after ‘cases went down quite a bit.” Nick also felt that it was important to ‘make sure
that people are comfortable coming in” and to provide information for them to ‘make the
choice on their own.” He also added ‘Don’t force people to come in if their Mum and Dad

are NHS or military or whatever.’

4.3.3. Home and School
All students were asked to compare their experience during both remote and in-person
learning. Responses to this question showed that space had a strong influence on students’
experience and many had unique relationships with their home and school environment.
The role of physical space and socio-emotional well-being was an important focus of
lockdown research as most students were highly affected by the spatial inequalities of the

home environment (McKinlay et al., 2021; Wu & Kc, 2022). In particular, some students
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struggled with remote learning due to their relationship and associations with home. Nick
described how he struggled with the lack of structure and isolation.

Nick: | think it's just like being at home. Home is like different from school where you're
more chilled, like sat on the sofa or on a laptop, whereas school you’re sat with pen and
paper yeah, listening to somebody explain it and it was more for me. [...] But it's
definitely not being able to talk to anyone 'cause just be like lonely sat in a living room
on your own. Yeah, just silence. You just kind of sat there...

Nick also added that he had a strong affinity to being outdoors which ‘felt like a second

home..." This was a particular challenge when he had to self-isolate in ‘a tiny room that’s

four-by-four’ which ‘was really not great.’

The lack of structure and isolation at home was a common challenge that student’s
associated with the home learning. However, an equal challenge that student’s reported
was their relationship with family. Mark recalled that ‘lockdown took a toll on everyone’s
mental health especially parents’ and that attending school was a ‘dividing line’ to ‘give
students a break from everything going on at home.” Jordan, Sam, and Sophie mentioned
their siblings being disruptive as a challenge. Sophie referred to school being ‘the most
trustful environment | had at the time’ because ‘home was stressful enough cause | couldn’t
concentrate with my older brother who was always on the Xbox and shouting...which did my
head in.” As might be expected due to being the children of key-workers, over half of the
students noted that their parents couldn’t always be around at home to help with remote
learning. Though some still preferred being at home, almost all students felt that it was
essential to have the support from being in school.

In particular, the benefit of school support on student socio-emotional wellbeing was a
highly prominent theme throughout interviews. As discussed in a previous section, students
were able to form close social relationships with friends and teachers at school and many
felt this mitigated the anxiety of lockdown and online learning.

High-quality peer connections have been shown to mitigate the socio-emotional harm of
lockdown as well as early adolescents’ willingness to act ‘pro-socially’ (Branje & Morris,
2021; Hutchinson et al., 2021; Sabato et al., 2021; Widnall et al., 2022). Sophie mentioned
that she felt a lot more comfortable having friends and her year five teacher (‘who was
really funny’) to keep her company in school. When asked how having friends made her feel

more comfortable, she noted:
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Sophie: ... | trust my friends quite a lot. I'm still friends with most of them now and um, |

don't know how to explain it (laughs)...it was like...’cause I'm like used to talking to them

about stuff | could like, just get all my stress out and talk to them about this stuff I'm

feeling.

Sarah and Nick also noted how teachers were essential to supporting their overall well-
being. As Sarah put it, ‘they understood that it was difficult being at school when all your
friends were at home’ and were ‘just trying to make it a better, more fun environment. Just

normal school.” Though he emphasized the importance of autonomy and trust, Nick was

vocal on how he felt schools should provide socio-emotional support in the future:

Nick: Definitely have networks where they can fall back on if something is difficult or
have areas they can go to if you're struggling. Especially with like mental health because
it's not obvious at times. But definitely have somewhere where students can go and talk
to someone. Have like a quiet room where they can just have a minute and like think
and don't force information out of them.

One student in particular emphasized how being in school was ‘just a sigh of relief’ due
to their considerable caring responsibilities at home. The student remembered that ‘the
teachers—like when | first walked in—I think the teachers could see | was stressed out.’
They remembered telling their father ‘I’'m actually happy again’ as they were able to ‘talk to
people about what'’s going on right ‘cause they have like a student support worker.” This
student formed close bonds with teachers who allowed her autonomy and literal space to
feel emotions at school.

...a couple of weeks in | walked in the classroom crying 'cause there’s all this stuff
building on top of me. So she said ‘You can go sit in the toilets for a bit and just calm
down and take a friend, yeah? And then | walked back in and was like ‘I don't think | can
do the lesson.” And she was like ‘I'll just find you in the toilets. Long as you let me know
if you're okay.’ Yeah, absolute legend. I've got her for two classes next year, so | was
very happy about that...

The close relationships that students described also reflect the phenomenon of close social
bonding that occurs during

4.3.4. Autonomy
As important as it was for students to have a structured space in which they could

receive support from teachers and their peers, students also expressed a desire for
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autonomy over their environment. The concept of ‘spatial autonomy’ is drawn from
education psychology to understand how children develop agency over their own
environment by negotiating with socio-spatial rules set by adults (Green, 2018; Murray,
2018). Students communicated a desire to shape their socio-spatial environment to support
their sense of well-being which echoes studies on the use of flexible learning spaces and
‘informal’ places in school to (Franz, 2019a; Kariippanon et al., 2018; Niemi et al., 2022)
Some students felt that being in-person supported this. For example, Mikaela mentioned
that she enjoyed having complete control over her own desk without having to share with
others. As she put it, ‘...it’s just kind of like ‘Have that there, know where that is’ and you
could just leave it there and no one would touch it so it kind of just felt nice in a way.” As
well, Sarah felt that being in-person provided better balance in her life ‘because | quite like
that you go home, get to take your uniform off and put on your own clothes [...] if | did

home learning, | don’t think there would be a balance between school.’

However, other students felt anxious about the lack of control over their environment.
In many cases this was related to autonomy over their own space but also in the ability to
self-structure their day. Sarah enjoyed being in-person but ‘found it stressful sometimes,
just like a bit much’ and would have liked the option to choose days that she attended from
home. Jordan and Mark had developed a routine at home that made them more
comfortable. When they went in-person, Jordan said that he was ‘nervous because cause |
was scheduled’ and Mark was anxious about adapting his routine to being in a new part of
the school. Similarly, several others described how being in-person felt more ‘rushed’ and
‘frantic’ than normal. Sophie felt overwhelmed because ‘I had to do all my work on the
laptop and we only had 10 minutes break time.” When asked to describe their ideal school
space, Charlotte, Alice, and Emily said they would have preferred a more ‘low pressure’,

‘peaceful’, or ‘calmer’ environment than the one they had while in-person.

The tension with personal autonomy and a preference for less ‘stressful’ environments
was particularly pronounced for students who preferred being at home. Luke, Sam, Emily,
and Alice expressed that they preferred having control over their own space and taking their
time to complete work. Alice was unhappy about being in-person because she ‘didn’t want

to be like, somewhere where | didn’t understand’ whereas she felt that her bedroom was a
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‘safe place [...] it’s like a peaceful place and | can just do what | want.” Sam also spoke to the
sense of freedom while at home:

Sam: Yeah, 'cause you're at home and you can like, you're in your own space so it's
better than being in a school environment. You could go in your garden if you wanted,
get food when you wanted, sit in your bed if you wanted, whereas in school, like, you
know, you're in school which is where you have teachers watching you. [...]

Students often emphasized how being at home allowed them certain freedoms that also

made it easier to engage with classes. Emily felt she got more sleep while at home and

Sophie was able to use music that helped her manage strong emotions, as she put it:

Sophie:...it would make me a little bit more happier because then I'd be able to listen to

happy music, ‘cause when I'm sad | listen to sad music. But when I'm happy | listen to

happy music. (laughs) | don’t understand why. Whenever I’'m sad | know | should usually

listen to HAPPY music But | DON'T! (laughs)

Sam and Luke felt that they were able to ‘get on’ with their work in their own space
because there was ‘no one to let get in your way and you could take your time with it, do it
how you liked.” When asked why he preferred his bedroom, Luke sighed and responded

‘Well, ‘cause | wouldn’t have to deal with anyone. They’re all fussing about the computer

downstairs and I’'m just up there and finishing my work early so | can do what | want.’

4.4. Learning Support

An important aspect of the interview schedule was the actual learning process and how
it was impacted by attending school in-person and remotely. An interesting trend emerged
throughout student’s perception of their own learning process particularly how their self-
regulation [researcher’s term] was impacted by remote learning. However, analysis showed
that student’s emphasis on self-regulation was matched and often surpassed by a far
greater emphasis on support. The importance of support, particularly from teaches, was the
most common benefit that students associated with learning in-person. While quantitative
analysis is not the focus of this study, in this case the overlap of codes is illustrative. As seen
in Table 5, the ‘Learning’ topic code overlapped more with ‘Support’, ‘School’, ‘Teacher’ and
‘Administration’, than with ‘Self-Regulation” which was more often associated with ‘Rules

and Structures’.
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Table 5 - Top Overlapping Codes for Self-Regulation, Support, and Learning

Self-Regulation Support Learning

Rules and Structures (52) Learning (52) Support (52)

School (41) Teacher (48) Teacher (47)

Learning (40) School (39) School (47)

Autonomy (37) Friends and Social Administration (42)
Relationships (28)

Space (36) Socio-emotional well-being | Self-regulation (40)
(25)

4.4.1. Self-Regulation

The recurring emphasis on support is particularly revealing when compared to the
discussion of self-regulation. Education research has long shown that the vast majority of
students struggle to self-regulate with online learning (Pedrotti & Nistor, 2019; Reich, 2020;
Wang et al., 2013; Wong et al., 2019). Studies on emergency remote learning during
lockdown have highlighted student self-regulation as a key challenge that contributed to
massive learning loss and overall disengagement (Mohammad et al., 2021; Rademacher,
2022; Yu et al., 2022; Zecca & Media, 2020). These studies caution against a tendency to
overemphasize the responsibility of individual students to self-regulate their learning and
suggest better recognition of the ‘highly context dependent’ nature of behavior (Mahmud et
al., 2021, p. 1). Furthermore, although research on ‘informal learning’ spaces emphasizes
the importance of socio-spatial contexts, it often does not fully account for the importance
of targeted and comprehensive support on behalf of family, teachers, and communities

(Kraftl et al., 2022; Malcolm et al., 2003; Merritt et al., 2021).

Analysis of the occurrence of self-regulation discussion provides an insight into how
students conceptualized their own ability to self-determine and self-motivate. When
describing their experience of home learning, several students noted that the lack of routine
and accountability to submit work resulted in their disengaging from lessons. Nick and
Mikaela were upfront about their inability to self-regulate without accountability from
teacher or parents. Mikaela felt that it was helpful to have someone ‘monitoring you and
know what you’re doing and keep you doing it’ otherwise, she said: ‘l can’t focus without

slowly going to a different tab and just doing something else.” Nick found that he ‘could just
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kind of say I’'m online and then leave.” As a result, Nick recalled that: ‘at the end of the first
lockdown, | had around two hundred missing assignments that | hadn't done just from lack

of concentration and the feeling of, ‘Well, I'm here. What do you want from me?’

Self-regulated behavior is highly influenced by students’ personal interest in the task and
their self-efficacy which is developed by support from family, teachers, and friends (Merritt
et al., 2021; E. Wainwright & Marandet, 2013; Wang et al., 2013). An element of the remote
learning experience was the role of space in creating an environment for focus. When asked
to describe her experience learning from home, Charlotte responded: ‘Long. Yeah, long is
the first word that comes to mind. Because | was getting distracted so much, it was taking
me a very long time to do work than when | was in the school.” Learning online from school
took Charlotte about ‘an hour and a half all together but when | was at home it would end
up taking me from 8:00 AM to 10PM.” When asked why she felt it took so long, Charlotte

responded:

Charlotte: | think partly because | was becoming distracted and partly because | just, |
wasn't in an environment that felt like the environment that | was used to doing
schoolwork in. So, | didn't feel as if | had much of an incentive to do it. Other than the
fact that | was not willing to go to bed until I'd finished all of it.

Socio-cultural research has argued that it is inherently the socially-situated nature of
learning that allows students to engage in understandings of the world as it relates to their
personal identity and formation (Brown et al., 1989; Lave & Wenger, 2013). Kitchens (2007)
argues that the disconnection of students from their place of learning through ‘pedagogies
of placelessness’ disengages students from the process of learning. While being in school
provided a regulatory structure to enforce students’ engagement with their lessons, it also
re-situated them in their social milieu where they could engage in dialogue with peers and
teachers, give and receive support, and develop their personal autonomy whilst navigating a
global pandemic.

Students described difficulties adjusting to doing activities that they were used to doing
in the school environment whilst at home. They also described using particular locations in
their home to designate as a learning space. Sarah liked to work from the kitchen table

‘because it gets me out of bed so I’'m not like ‘Oh, | can’t be bothered with it.” It actually
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gives me some good discipline to fully concentrate and get it done.” Jane used her desk only
when she used her laptop for homework. Otherwise, she preferred to just be in bed for
relaxing. Mark described how he had a personalized system of designating one area for
studying where he did all his work and strictly separated that area from distractions.
However, while some students did develop methods to self-regulate at home, most felt that
being in school imposed a structure and accountability that allowed them to finish their
work. Even though Sam preferred learning from home, he added it was helpful to have
‘pressure to get it done at school because you wouldn’t want your time at home to be taken
up by doing work.” Sam, and Nick felt that being in school helped them orient their day
because ‘you know what you should be doing, the rules are set there’, ‘there are timings’,
‘lessons’, and ‘the day is planned out.” Nick mentioned how he found this helpful because: ‘I
can't make choices for the life of me.” Sarah and Jane also added that they felt the school
was supporting them completing their work in-person so they did not have to take anything
home. Jane’s school made a decision not to assign homework at the end of the day and
instead allowed for time between lessons to finish work. While Sarah found this gave her

more balance, Jane found it ‘quite stressful.’

While students acknowledge the benefits of structure in school, some cited an impact
on their socio-emotional well-being due to the lack of autonomy over their own learning.
Pacing of lessons was a common challenge with some student feeling that work in school
was rushed while others felt that they were waiting around and not able to move on to the
next task as they could at home. Jane, Alice, Emily, and Sam frequently described feeling
‘rushed’ to complete lessons and that they couldn’t take the time to ‘think and do better
work.” Luke, on the other hand, found that being in-person removed the incentive to
complete work early because ‘if you finish early, you're not allowed to move on to the next
task and finish that early either [...] you’d just have to like wait it out and they wouldn’t let

you go on the other things and stuff.’

Students also noted how certain school regulations limited their enjoyment and
engagement with lessons. Luke and Sam preferred physical education online because they
felt trusted to take control and do their own outdoor activities whereas in-person ‘they

would just have us run around a track.” Mark, Jordan, and Sam noted that there were also
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disruptions from other pupils at school which would interrupt them and make it hard to
focus at times. As well, several students mentioned how school restricted their use of digital
technology to prevent distractions but often impeded uses that were personally beneficial.
Though she acknowledged the risk of distraction, Sophie felt that she worked faster and
wrote neater when she listened to music. Jane, Jordan, and Mikaela enjoyed being trusted
by teachers to use the internet as a resource during lessons and found that this gave them a

level of agency over their own learning.

4.4.2. Teachers

Although the imposition of structure and accountability was helpful for some students
to complete their work, far more students spoke positively about the benefit of support
from teachers during in-person learning. As mentioned previously, all of the students
interviewed were the children of keyworkers and over half mentioned that their parents
employment made it difficult to receive support at home. They also demonstrated a keen
awareness and appreciation of the benefits that in-person support provided. This reflected
the considerable evidence that shows lockdown elevated the role of teachers and teaching
assistant as essential in leading school communities, providing support networks and
managing the challenges of transitioning to online learning (Cheng et al., 2022; Jellis et al.,
2021; Kim et al., 2021; Kwatubana & Molaodi, 2021; McLennan & Mercieca, 2020). Jane
mentioned that teachers struggled to keep students on track with the curriculum because
‘not everyone was on the same level and not everybody can get the same help at home.’
She added:

Jane: ...because we were lucky to have the people in there like ready to help us but
people at home, like if like their parents were working or something, they may have not
had any help. They were just there by themselves.

When asked what she thought future in-person provisions should consider, Charlotte

suggested that there should be better support for students at home:

Charlotte: | don't know if this is particularly the area of the question that you're looking
for a response in, but....make a support system for the people who are at home more
than the people that are in school. In school we already had it because there were all
the teachers there and it was a very supportive, kind, environment. But | think the
people who were at home the whole time were very out of that. Probably could benefit
from there being a bit more interaction [...] or really a better support system.
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Charlotte was not an outlier in emphasizing the importance of the school as a support
system during lockdown. All students mentioned that they benefited in some way from the
support provided by teachers and several more emphasized that they were unable to get
the same level of support online. Charlotte, Sarah, and Mikaela felt that teachers weren’t
able to see facial expression or provide constant feedback in the online format. Charlotte
noted that this contributed to several peers ‘struggling on certain topics that we had
covered in lockdown.” Sarah mentioned how she had a strong interest in dance, partly
inspired by a dance teacher, and ‘hated doing dance lessons at home’ because ‘it was so
much better to see them and, like, we do get on really well.” Sarah also mentioned that the
art teachers ‘were really supportive’ but she still fell behind with art projects ‘because they
were all online.” Jane recalled an experience with an online math class where a teacher had
to talk her through how to set up a system in the classroom while the rest of the students
were online. Amidst the weirdness, Jane reflected: ‘...and | understand that in real life they
would just come over to your and just whisper how to do it but it was just like the whole
class could hear everything.’ Privacy was especially important for students who felt anxious
asking for help. Alice and Jordan mentioned how they often felt anxious asking for help
during online meetings ‘because, like they’re all there and it's embarrassing ‘cause everyone
can hear you [...] but if like the teacher was there in school with me | can just ask them in

private.’

Students felt that having teachers in-person made school in lockdown a particularly
supportive environment. As was mentioned in the discussion about socialization during in-
person provision, students were able to draw on a community of support that was
unavailable to the vast majority of pupils at home. Sarah noted that students ‘got breaks
between online class and the teachers would speak to you and give you plenty of support if
you need it.” This was despite the fact, as Sarah and Alice noted, that most of the teachers
‘were also at home’ and that ‘it was mostly support teachers in-person at the time.” Alice
recalled that there were a variety of staff in school with some teachers there alongside
teaching assistants who ‘were just there for you in case you needed help at all.” Special
focus here is given to the central role of both teachers and teaching assistants who were

central to supporting in-person learners (Moss et al., 2021). Sam noted that teaching
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assistants were often unable to help with specific subjects but that they would often ‘go and
find someone else in a different room who could, like help you out if you really needed it.’
Mikaela was particularly expressive about the importance of the school community and
teachers who supported her during lockdown. She described an experience where she was
in-person on her own with a teacher she ‘had heard a lot of bad things about...” but that
‘when | actually needed help | was like ‘Oh no she’s gonna shout at me’ but she didn’t. She

was really nice and that kind of shocked me, cause | didn’t know her.’

When asked about their personal learning preferences or how they might have
organized in-person provision, several students expressed how much they valued having a
support network. Nearly every student said it was ‘just nice to be able to see my friends’
and others added that this was essential for their feeling ‘safe’ at school. Nick said his ideal
learning environment ‘has to have people with me [...] because | like to explain it to other
people and get it explained to me, get other people’s thoughts on it.” Mark recommended
that students would have learned more effectively if better organized spatially and if the
‘head teacher stayed in school’ to show them that ‘they were there for a reason and that

the teachers were there with them.’

4.5. Technological Agency

The experience of using digital technology during lockdown was an important part of
this study’s investigation. All students were asked about their use of digital technology and
its role in their overall experience of in-person learning. Yet despite the researcher’s
emphasis, analysis of interviews shows that students were surprisingly ambivalent about
their experience with digital technology. Most students provided details about their
experiences using platforms such as Microsoft TEAMS and Google Meets but seldom spoke
beyond functional processes and logistical challenges. In the coding breakdown, it is
illustrative to see in Table 6 that ‘Technology and Internet’ most frequently overlapped with

‘Learning’ but that these overlaps were mostly related to ‘Administration’.

Table 6 - Technology, Learning, and Administration Overlaps

\ Technology and \ Technology and Internet; Administration
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Internet Learning
Learning (37) Administration (27) Learning (42)
Administration (34) Teacher (17) Technology and the Internet (34)

4.5.1. Ambivalence and Resilience

Yet, while a great deal of research on digital pedagogy has emphasized the importance
of digital devices on the learning process, students felt that there was a high degree of
continuity with their experience using technology before and during lockdown (Fawns,
2022; Yates et al., 2021). Students cited the challenge of technical difficulties but most
focused around functional limitations that hindered their interaction with teachers. This is
consistent with previous research on the importance of teacher interaction for effective
online learning (Cheng et al., 2022; Saeed & Al Qunayeer, 2022; Stone & Springer, 2019). It
also highlights the practical and existential challenges for teachers who had to find new
methods to facilitate ‘teaching prescence’ through a modality that limited their interaction
with students (Kovacs et al., 2022; O Ceallaigh, 2021).

When asked about the experiences of online learning, most students described the
general function and rules of an online class. Sarah detailed her online class experience as ‘I
had to join onto a Google Meet and then we would talk to our teachers a bit and then we’d
have to their work just like everyone else at home.” Mikaela straightforward response was
characteristic of the group:

Mikaela: They supplied us with a laptop and you just like logged in. Yeah, 'cause we all
have like school logins for like emails and stuff like that so you just log in and then you
just do your work, save it to the computer then you go home, come back in, and it's
already there. So it was just easy.

Students discussions expressed a high value for the instrumental efficiency of digital
technology that reduced anxieties about school and facilitated access to resources
(Feenberg, 2006). When students were asked about the particular challenges or benefits of
learning online, many cited technical malfunctions, disorganization, and a general
‘weirdness’ of attending online class while in school. Jordan noted that ‘sometimes the Wi-Fi
was quite bad and | had trouble getting homework’, Jane once had her microphone break
and she ‘had to type questions really fast which was difficult’, Sam found that it was

annoying waiting for the laptop to get started up, and Sophie found it weird to ‘keep clicking
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around to different screens.” However, these challenges were not overly disruptive and
students often overcame them quite easily. As Jane put it, her school ‘always had a work
around if something didn’t work out or there was a tech issue.’ For example, she described
how her school did not anticipate students needing to use chargers which was ‘weird
because we had to social distance but be close enough to the connection cable so our
laptops could actually work.” But then ‘on the second day it went more smoothly ‘cause they
got extension leads for all of us so we could spread out.” Sarah said she felt that she ‘had no
idea’ what she was doing with Google Meets ‘and it was quite annoying for the first few
weeks but then | pretty much got used to it by the end.’ Sophie found it difficult to use

Google Meets but ‘figured it out eventually.’

4.5.2. Agency

The overall resiliency of students to cope with and adapt to novel digital technologies
demonstrates a remarkable level of agency with digital technology. Many had established
habits, preferences, and relationships with using digital devices and online resources that
they drew upon during lockdown. Luke spoke quite proudly about saving up for a laptop
‘which came quite in handy in the second lockdown’ as the rest of his family shared a single
computer. Jane only used her laptop ‘for learning and homework’ and tended to only use
her laptop at her desk. She felt that this was somewhat similar to how she used digital
devices in school where ‘I would do my work on my laptop and then use my phone at break
‘cause we're allowed to do that [...] and if | used my phone during lesson, I'd just make sure
it’s only for lesson purposes.” Alice and Emily had similar approaches to using their laptops
just for doing homework and Emily enjoyed having her ‘PowerPoints all in one file’ on her

desktop.

Students were remarkably adaptive to unfamiliar practices with online learning and
quickly identified aspects of certain platforms that they preferred. Mark was not used to
using Microsoft software ‘so it did take some getting used to. But | figured out my flow and
then actually found it was much easier so | just continued on with that.” Sophie had more
experience with Word and PowerPoint so she preferred them over Chrome but would have
liked to ‘merge those two together, then you could do like a blank sheet or blank

PowerPoint instead of using both at the same time.” Sam liked Google Classroom because it
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was ‘very accessible and easy to use. More so than any other platforms though | can’t think
of any right now...” On the other hand, Jane and Sarah both disliked Google Classroom
‘because all my lessons got jumbled up and onto different pages’ and ‘if | didn't go into all of
my settings and change all my Gmail's like | would do it on my personal e-mail address and it

wouldn’t let me in and it would just take ages to go through.’

Overall, most students enjoyed some of the additional resources that were available to
them during lockdown. Sophie enjoyed using BBC Bite size games ‘for fun’ and Jane liked
Oak Academy videos ‘that could be really helpful sometimes.” Sam, Luke, Jordan, Sarah, and
Mikaela described how they would often watch videos that teachers uploaded to YouTube
or otherwise watch content that interested them. Very few, however, expressed a feeling
that their learning was dramatically altered by any one particular software. Sarah felt that
she couldn’t have done ‘half the work’ they did without a software called ‘Show My
Homework.” She was particularly positive about the functionality that kept her assignments
more organized and quizzes that helped with revision particularly as she found online tests
‘really difficult.” Luke felt that having online lessons was ‘a lot easier’ than completing ‘sheet
work” at home which had no mechanism for students to receive feedback. But he disliked
the fact that teachers had disabled student calls so he couldn’t communicate easily with

classmates.

While a great deal of research on digital pedagogy has emphasized the importance of
digital devices on the learning process, students felt that there was a high degree of
continuity with their experience using technology before and during lockdown (Fawns,
2022; Yates et al., 2021).When asked if they felt that digital technology had changed their
school environment or practice, students acknowledged subtle changes but saw them as
purely practical adaptations. Charlotte felt that the environment in the classroom ‘definitely
changes’ with the introduction of technology but ‘whether for good or for bad, | couldn’t tell
you.’ She followed with an equally balanced assessment:

Charlotte:...If you have a laptop or a phone | think it's probably both good and bad.
Because although there's obviously a slightly increased risk of getting distracted, there's
also more ability to find things out for yourself. Not to get extra support as such but look
things up that would be beneficial for you. But that might not be beneficial for the rest
of the class.
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Alice felt that the rapid move to online learning only differed from before because they
‘started using Google Classroom to meet with our teacher online and stuff.” Before
lockdown, ‘we had an app with all our homework and we were used to using that for
projects and stuff. So it wasn’t much of a change. It was kind of like doing homework but
you were at school.” Emily added that she did not think that things would really change
because ‘obviously some people do have laptops ‘cause they find it easier to type than
writing by hand’ and that the only difficulty she could think of was that some online
platforms had time limits. Mark, Nick, Emily and Sarah felt that they enjoyed a balance of
using digital technology at school but felt ‘it really just depends on what you’re doing.” Nick
and Emily struggled with handwriting and enjoyed being able to type notes but they
preferred ‘paper and pencil for practical stuff like a lab or something.” Mark and Sarah found
it significantly easier to access homework online and revise without having to track down
pieces of paper but Mark strongly preferred not to have technology nearby when he was

studying.
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5. Conclusion

To conclude, It is helpful to return to this study’s research questions. This research first
set out to explore the everyday experiences of student who attended school, their
mechanisms for forming social relationships, relationship with authority figures, and
engagement with lessons. It then aimed to explore the inter-relationship between digital
technology and the socio-spatial environment of the school in students’ overall experiences
of remote learning during lockdown.

Interview discussions with secondary students characterized the in-person environment
as a highly-regulated experience that acted on their social relationships. For many, the
dramatic change in the social composition of the school allowed them to form new
connections that were strengthened by the heightened proximity between in-person
students. The unique opportunity to socialize within the context of the school space also
promoted positive socio-emotional well-being for students. In particular, recreational and
other informal activities that permitted inter-personal interaction were highly valued by
students who may have otherwise preferred to be at home. Physical separation from the
home environment where material factors such as lack of space, digital technology, or
otherwise disruptive conditions might have hindered students engagement with online
learning was also a benefit. Yet, while material and spatial conditions were important, the
interviews demonstrated their close entanglement with the social that arguably had a more
significant influence on their experience.

Spatial conditions were largely discussed in reference to their impact on social
relationships and this is particularly pronounced in students’ reflections on coronavirus
restrictions. The experience of being in-school was transformed by social-distancing
restrictions that, as the term suggests, impacted both spatial and social dynamics. The space
between students took on a new meaning and acted on their interpersonal relationships as
well as their individual well-being. Students expressed a desire for autonomy over their
learning space largely in reference to a desire for socio-emotional support from teachers or
friends. It is important to note that students who expressed negative experiences with a loss
of autonomy over their lives often referenced the social regulations of school as inhibiting

their ability to receive support e.g. needing privacy to speak with teachers, take breaks by
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playing with friends, and use personalized systems such as music to regulate their own
socio-emotional state.

Interviews underscored the importance of being in-school for social support which was
also integral for students’ learning. In-person provision was largely seen in existing literature
as ‘only childcare’ rather than a ‘learning experience’ (Andrew et al., 2020). Yet the accounts
of students who attended school highlighted the social-networks of support and close
interaction with teachers as an essential prerequisite for learning. In particular, their
reflections on self-regulation at home made reference to the distracting influence of digital
technology but found that their difficulties were due more to the lack of accountability and
guidance from teachers.

This is particularly important to note given the impact of digital technology on students
experience during lockdown. This was the most surprising finding as students expressed a
great deal of agency and ambivalence over their experience of online learning. They
described how digital devices were integrated into existing practices and adopted by
teachers and students according to their individual needs. Rather than disrupting education,
technology appears to have been interwoven within the social experience of school, the
negotiation of students’ autonomy, and the regulation of their learning. This contrasts both
with narratives of digital technology as a ‘disruptive’ or a ‘democratizing’ force on education
(Reich, 2020).

These findings are valuable in their own right as they offer a theoretical contribution to
understandings of students experience during lockdown. However, this study focused on
the experiences of students who shared in a singular encounter but did not distinguish
between their individual characteristics such as gender, race, or socio-economic status.
Further research could explore how different groups of students encountered in-person
provision in order to account for the role of identity in their experience. As well, though
most research on in-person provision discusses its importance for vulnerable learners, this
study was only able to recruit the children of key workers. Given the prominence of
vulnerable pupils throughout policy discussions and absence of their voices in research, it is
especially important for further research to account for their experience with in-person
instruction.

In conclusion, the experience of in-person pupils during lockdown reveal valuable

insights about the relationship between socio-spatial conditions and education technology.
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Interviews with twelve students highlighted the role of the school as a social-support
network which is contingent on presence in particular socio-spatial arrangement.
Furthermore, it demonstrates that digital technology is a constituent feature in this network
of social arrangements. As such, this study highlights the situatedness of emergency remote
learning and calls for further attention in research to the role of schools as a socio-spatial

mediator of student experience.



Candidate Number: 1058476 60

6. References

Aagaard, J. (2017). Breaking down barriers: The ambivalent nature of technologies in the
classroom. New Media & Society, 19(7), 1127-1143.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816631505

Aarsand, P. A. (2007). Computer and Video Games in Family Life. Childhood (Copenhagen,
Denmark), 14(2), 235-256. https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568207078330

Adams-Hutcheson, G., & Longhurst, R. (2017). ‘At least in person there would have been a
cup of tea’: interviewing via Skype. Area, 49(2), 148-155.
https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12306

Alirezabeigi, S., Masschelein, J., & Decuypere, M. (2020). Investigating digital doings through
breakdowns: a sociomaterial ethnography of a Bring Your Own Device school.
Https://Doi.0Org/10.1080/17439884.2020.1727501, 45(2), 193-207.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2020.1727501

Ames, M. G. (2016). Learning consumption: Media, literacy, and the legacy of One Laptop
per Child. The Information Society, 32(2), 85-97.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2016.1130497

Ames, M. G. (2019). The Charisma Machine: The Life, Death, and Legacy of One Laptop per
Child. MIT Press. https://play.google.com/store/books/details?id=yYy5DwWAAQBA)J

Andrew, A., Cattan, S., Costa-Dias, M., Farquharson, C., Kraftman, L., Krutikova, S.,
Phimister, A., Sevilla, A., & Payne, J. (2020). Learning during the lockdown: real-time data
on children’s experiences during home learning. Institute for Fiscal Studies.
https://ifs.org.uk/uploads/BN288-Learning-during-the-lockdown-1.pdf

Atkinson, P., & Silverman, D. (1997). Kundera’s Immortality: The interview society and the
invention of the self. Qualitative Inquiry: Ql, 3(3), 304-325.
https://doi.org/10.1177/107780049700300304

Avsar, Y., & Gonullu, M. T. (2010). The influence of indoor acoustical parameters on student
perception in classrooms. Noise Control Engineering Journal, 58(3), 310.
https://doi.org/10.3397/1.3383098

Beckmann, Kniittel, & Petermann. (2022). The Role of Spatial Context in Shaping
Adolescents’ Peer Relationships. Social Inclusion.

https://www.cogitatiopress.com/socialinclusion/article/view/5444



Candidate Number: 1058476 61

BERA. (2018). Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research. British Educational Research
Association [BERA] (2018)

Biesta, G. (2015). On the two cultures of educational research, and how we might move
ahead: Reconsidering the ontology, axiology and praxeology of education. European
Educational Research Journal, 14(1), 11-22.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474904114565162

Bligh, B., & Crook, C. (2017). Learning Spaces. In E. Duval, M. Sharples, & R. Sutherland
(Eds.), Technology enhanced learning: Research themes (pp. 69-87.). Springer
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02600-8

Bokhove, C., & Downey, C. (2018). Automated generation of ‘good enough’ transcripts as a
first step to transcription of audio-recorded data. Methodological Innovations, 11(2),
205979911879074. https://doi.org/10.1177/2059799118790743

Bosselmann, V., Amatriain-Fernandez, S., Gronwald, T., Murillo-Rodriguez, E., Machado, S.,
& Budde, H. (2021). Physical Activity, Boredom and Fear of COVID-19 Among
Adolescents in Germany. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 624206.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.624206

Bowker, G. C., & Star, S. L. (2000). Sorting Things Out: Classification and Its Consequences.
MIT Press. https://play.google.com/store/books/details?id=xHIP8WqzizYC

Branje, S., & Morris, A. S. (2021). The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on adolescent
emotional, social, and academic adjustment. Journal of Research on Adolescence: The
Official Journal of the Society for Research on Adolescence, 31(3), 486—499.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12668

Brechwald, W. A., & Prinstein, M. J. (2011). Beyond homophily: A decade of advances in
understanding peer influence processes. Journal of Research on Adolescence: The
Official Journal of the Society for Research on Adolescence, 21(1), 166—179.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2010.00721.x

Brooker, L. (2020). Interviewing children. In Doing early childhood research (1st Edition, pp.
162-177). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003115397-14

Brown, J. S., Collins, A., & Duguid, P. (1989). Situated cognition and the culture of learning.
Educational Researcher , 18(1), 32—42. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189x018001032



Candidate Number: 1058476 62

Burr, C., Taddeo, M., & Floridi, L. (2020). The Ethics of Digital Well-Being: A Thematic
Review. Science and Engineering Ethics, 26(4), 2313—-2343.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-020-00175-8

Byers, T., Hartnell-Young, E., & Imms, W. (2018). Empirical evaluation of different classroom
spaces on students’ perceptions of the use and effectiveness of 1-to-1 technology.
British Journal of Educational Technology: Journal of the Council for Educational
Technology, 49(1), 153—164. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12518

Byers, T., & Imms, W. (2016). Evaluating the Change in Space in a Technology-Enabled
Primary Years Setting. In K. Fisher (Ed.), The Translational Design of Schools: An
Evidence-Based Approach to Aligning Pedagogy and Learning Environments (pp. 199—
220). SensePublishers. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6300-364-3_10

Calvo, R. A., & Peters, D. (2014). Positive Computing: Technology for Wellbeing and Human
Potential. MIT Press. https://play.google.com/store/books/details?id=ul6ZBQAAQBA)

Campione-Barr, N., Rote, W,, Killoren, S. E., & Rose, A. J. (2021). Adolescent adjustment
during COVID-19: The role of close relationships and COVID-19-related stress. Journal of
Research on Adolescence: The Official Journal of the Society for Research on
Adolescence, 31(3), 608—622. https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12647

Carnevale, F. A. (2020). A “Thick” Conception of Children’s Voices: A Hermeneutical
Framework for Childhood Research. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 19,
1609406920933767. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406920933767

Chadwick, B. A., Bahr, H. M., & Albrecht, S. L. (1984). Social Science Research Methods.
Prentice Hall.

Charmaz, K., & Thornberg, R. (2021). The pursuit of quality in grounded theory. Qualitative
Research in Psychology, 18(3), 305—327.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2020.1780357

Cheng, M.-M., Chuang, H.-H., & Smith, T. J. (2022). The role of teacher technology
experiences and school technology interactivity in teachers’ culturally responsive
teaching. Computers in the Schools: Interdisciplinary Journal of Practice, Theory, and
Applied Research, 39(2), 163—185. https://doi.org/10.1080/07380569.2022.2071231

Chessa, M., & Solari, F. (2021). The sense of being there during online classes: analysis of

usability and presence in web-conferencing systems and virtual reality social platforms.



Candidate Number: 1058476 63

Behaviour & Information Technology, 40(12), 1237-1249.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2021.1957017

Children’s Commissioner. (2020). School Attendance Since September.
https://www.childrenscommissioner.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/cco-briefing-
on-school-attendance-since-september.pdf

Christopher Brooks, D. (2012). Space and consequences: The impact of different formal
learning spaces on instructor and student behavior. Journal of Learning Spaces, 1(2).
http://libjournal.uncg.edu/index.php/jls/article/view/285/275

Clark, A. (2003). The Mosaic Approach and Research with Young Children. In V. Lewis, M.
Kellet, C. Robinson, S. Fruser, & S. Ding (Eds.), The reality of research with children and
young people (pp. 157-61.). Sage Publications. https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/eur/the-
reality-of-research-with-children-and-young-people/book226261#preview

Clark, Alison. (2005). Listening to and involving young children: a review of research and
practice. Early Child Development and Care, 175(6), 489-505.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430500131288

Clark, Alison. (2010). Transforming children’s spaces: Children’s and adults’ participation in
designing learning environments (1st Edition). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203857588

Clemens, V., Deschamps, P., Fegert, J. M., Anagnostopoulos, D., Bailey, S., Doyle, M., Eliez,
S., Hansen, A. S., Hebebrand, J., Hillegers, M., Jacobs, B., Karwautz, A., Kiss, E., Kotsis, K.,
Kumperscak, H. G., Pejovic-Milovancevic, M., Christensen, A. M. R., Raynaud, J.-P.,
Westerinen, H., & Visnapuu-Bernadt, P. (2020). Potential effects of “social” distancing
measures and school lockdown on child and adolescent mental health. European Child &
Adolescent Psychiatry, 29(6), 739-742. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-020-01549-w

Coleman. (2021). Digital Divide in UK Education during COVID-19 Pandemic: Literature
Review. Research Report. Cambridge Assessment. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED616296

Cruickshank, J. (2012). The Role of Qualitative Interviews in Discourse Theory. Critical
Approaches to Discourse Analysis across Disciplines, 6(1), 38-52. http://cadaad.net/

Cuban, L., Kirkpatrick, H., & Peck, C. (2001). High access and low use of technologies in high
school classrooms: Explaining an apparent paradox. American Educational Research
Journal, 38(4), 813-834. https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312038004813

Davies, C., & Eynon, R. (2013). Teenagers and Technology. Routledge.



Candidate Number: 1058476 64

Davies, Eynon, R., & Wilkin, S. (2017). Neoliberal gremlins? How a scheme to help
disadvantaged young people thrive online fell short of its ambitions. Information,
Communication and Society, 20(6), 860—875.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2017.1293131

de Rosa, A. S., & Mannarini, T. (2021). Covid-19 as an “invisible other” and socio-spatial
distancing within a one-metre individual bubble. Urban Design International, 26(4), 370—
390. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41289-021-00151-z

Dewey, J. (1997). Democracy And Education. Free Press.

DfE. (2020). Supporting vulnerable children and young people during the coronavirus
(COVID-19) outbreak - actions for educational providers and other partners.
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus-covid-19-guidance-on-
vulnerable-children-and-young-people/coronavirus-covid-19-guidance-on-vulnerable-
children-and-young-people

Dicicco-Bloom, B., & Crabtree, B. F. (2006). The qualitative research interview. Medical
Education, 40(4), 314-321. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2929.2006.02418.x

Dimaggio, P., Hargittai, E., Celeste, C., & Shafer, S. (2004). Digital inequality: From unequal
access to differentiated use. In Social Inequality (pp. 355-400). Russell Sage Foundation.
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84902901376&partnerID=40&md5=9415ac7f6564072028166a96d4ce2277

Dunphy, L., & Farrell, T. (2011). Eliciting young children’s perspectives on indoor play
provision in their classroom : Reflections and challenges. In D. Harcourt, B. Perry, & T.
Waller (Eds.), Researching Young Children’s Perspectives (1st Edition, pp. 128-142).
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203830437

Edwards, R., & Holland, J. (2020). Reviewing challenges and the future for qualitative
interviewing. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 23(5), 581-592.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2020.1766767

Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim. (2016). Comparison of convenience sampling and purposive
sampling. American Journal of Theoretical and Applied Business.
https://www.academia.edu/download/55796997/Comparison_Convenience_and_Purpo

sive_Sampling-2016_4p.pdf



Candidate Number: 1058476 65

Eynon, R., & Malmberg, L.-E. (2012). Understanding the online information-seeking
behaviours of young people: the role of networks of support. Journal of Computer
Assisted Learning, 28(6), 514-529. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2011.00460.x

Fang, M. L., Canham, S. L., Battersby, L., Sixsmith, J., Wada, M., & Sixsmith, A. (2019).
Exploring Privilege in the Digital Divide: Implications for Theory, Policy, and Practice. The
Gerontologist, 59(1), el-e15. https://doi.org/10.1093/GERONT/GNY037

Fawns, T. (2022). An Entangled Pedagogy: Looking Beyond the Pedagogy—Technology
Dichotomy. Postdigital Science and Education. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-022-
00302-7

Feenberg, A. (2006). What is philosophy of technology? In Defining Technological Literacy
(pp. 5-16). Palgrave Macmillan US. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781403983053_2

Feinberg, M. E., A Mogle, J., Lee, J.-K., Tornello, S. L., Hostetler, M. L., Cifelli, J. A,, Bai, S., &
Hotez, E. (2022). Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic on Parent, Child, and Family
Functioning. Family Process, 61(1), 361-374. https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12649

Feld, S. L. (1981). The Focused Organization of Social Ties. The American Journal of
Sociology, 86(5), 1015-1035. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2778746

Feld, S. L., Knighton, D. T., & McGail, A. (2021). Reflections on “the focused organization of
social ties” and its implications for bonding and bridging. In Personal Networks (pp. 360—
370). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108878296.027

Fenwick, T. (2015). Sociomateriality and learning: A critical approach. In A. E. H. David Scott
(Ed.), The SAGE Handbook of Learning. SAGE Publications.
https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/oxford/reader.action?doclD=4067479&amp

Fenwick, T., & Edwards, R. (2011). Introduction: Reclaiming and renewing actor network
theory for educational research. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 43(SUPPL. 1), 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1111/).1469-5812.2010.00667.X

Franz, J. (2019a). Designing “space” for student wellbeing as flourishing. School Spaces for
Student Wellbeing and Learning: Insights from Research and Practice, 261-279.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-6092-3_14

Franz, J. (2019b). Towards a spatiality of wellbeing. School Spaces for Student Wellbeing and
Learning: Insights from Research and Practice, 3-19. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-
13-6092-3_1



Candidate Number: 1058476 66

Frechette, J., Bitzas, V., Aubry, M., Kilpatrick, K., & Lavoie-Tremblay, M. (2020). Capturing
Lived Experience: Methodological Considerations for Interpretive Phenomenological
Inquiry. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 19, 1609406920907254.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406920907254

Freire, P. (1972). Pedagogy of the oppressed (M. Bergman Ramos, Trans.). Sheed & Ward.

Fuhse, J. A., & Gondal, N. (2022). Networks from culture: Mechanisms of tie-formation
follow institutionalized rules in social fields. Social Networks.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2021.12.005

Gentles, S., Charles, C., Ploeg, J., & McKibbon, K. A. (2015). Sampling in qualitative research:
Insights from an overview of the methods literature. The Qualitative Report.
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2015.2373

Gibson, J. E. (2012). Interviews and focus groups with children: Methods that match
children’s developing competencies. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 4(2), 148-159.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-2589.2012.00119.x

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory. Aldine Transaction.

Gonzdlez-Betancor, S. M., Lépez-Puig, A. J., & Cardenal, M. E. (2021). Digital inequality at
home. The school as compensatory agent. Computers & Education, 168, 104195.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104195

Granovetter, M. (1983). The Strength of Weak Ties: A Network Theory Revisited.
Sociological Theory, 1, 201-233. https://doi.org/10.2307/202051

Green, C. J. (2018). Young children’s spatial autonomy in their home environment and a
forest setting. Journal of Pedagogy / Pedagogicky Casopis, 9(1), 65—85.
https://doi.org/10.2478/jped-2018-0004

Groenewald, T. (2004). A Phenomenological Research Design lllustrated. International
Journal of Qualitative Methods, 3(1), 42-55.
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690400300104

Gruenewald, D. A. (2003). The Best of Both Worlds: A Critical Pedagogy of Place. Educational
Researcher , 32(4), 3—12. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X032004003

Gubrium, J. F., Holstein, J. A., Marvasti, A., & McKinney, K. D. (Eds.). (2012). The SAGE
handbook of interview research: The complexity of the craft (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452218403



Candidate Number: 1058476 67

Hammersley, M. (2014). On the ethics of interviewing for discourse analysis. Qualitative
Research: QR, 14(5), 529-541. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794113495039

Hammersley, M. (2019). On Epistemic Integrity in Social Research. In R. Iphofen (Ed.),
Handbook of Research Ethics and Scientific Integrity (pp. 1-22). Springer International
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-76040-7_16-1

Harvey, D. (1985). Consciousness and the urban experience. Blackwell.

Heath, S., Charles, V., Crow, G., & Wiles, R. (2007). Informed consent, gatekeepers and go-
betweens: negotiating consent in child- and youth-orientated institutions. British
Educational Research Journal, 33(3), 403-417.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920701243651

Helfenbein, R. (2019). Qualitative Methods, Critical Geography, and Education. In Oxford
Research Encyclopedia of Education. Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/ACREFORE/9780190264093.013.549

Helfenbein, Robert, & Huddleston, G. (2021). Curriculum studies, critical geography, and
critical spatial theory. In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Education. Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.013.1448

Hennink, M. M., Kaiser, B. N., & Weber, M. B. (2019). What Influences Saturation?
Estimating Sample Sizes in Focus Group Research. Qualitative Health Research, 29(10),
1483-1496. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732318821692

Herzog, H. (2014). Chapter 13: Interview Location and its Social Meaning. In J. Gubrium, J.
Holstein, A. Marvasti, & K. McKinney (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Interview Research:
The Complexity of the Craft (pp. 207—-218). https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452218403.n14

Hess, M. (2004). ‘Spatial’ relationships? Towards a reconceptualization of embedded ness.
Progress in Human Geography, 28(2), 165—186.
https://doi.org/10.1191/0309132504ph4790a

Hope, A. (2005). Panopticism, play and the resistance of surveillance: case studies of the
observation of student Internet use in UK schools. British Journal of Sociology of
Education, 26(3), 359-373. https://doi.org/10.1080/01425690500128890

Hutchinson, E. A., Sequeira, S. L., Silk, J. S., Jones, N. P., Oppenheimer, C., Scott, L., &
Ladouceur, C. D. (2021). Peer connectedness and pre-existing social reward processing

predicts U.s. adolescent girls’ suicidal ideation during COVID-19. Journal of Research on



Candidate Number: 1058476 68

Adolescence: The Official Journal of the Society for Research on Adolescence, 31(3), 703—
716. https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12652

Jamieson, P., Fisher, K., Gilding, T., Taylor, P. G., & Trevitt, A. C. F. (2000). Place and Space in
the Design of New Learning Environments [Article]. Higher Education Research &
Development, 19(2), 221-236. https://doi.org/10.1080/072943600445664

Jellis, C., Williamson, J., & Suto, I. (2021, November). How well do we understand wellbeing?
Teachers’ experiences in an extraordinary educational era. ICERI2021 Proceedings. 14th
annual International Conference of Education, Research and Innovation, Online
Conference. https://doi.org/10.21125/iceri.2021.1219

Jo, J. K., Harrison, D. A., & Gray, S. M. (2021). The ties that cope? Reshaping social
connections in response to pandemic distress. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 106(9),
1267-1282. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000955

Julius, J., & Sims, D. (2020). Schools’ Responses to COVID-19: Support for Vulnerable Pupils
and the Children of Keyworkers. National Foundation for Education Research.
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED608651

Kariippanon, K. E., Cliff, D. P., Lancaster, S. L., Okely, A. D., & Parrish, A.-M. (2018). Perceived
interplay between flexible learning spaces and teaching, learning and student wellbeing.
Learning Environments Research, 21(3), 301-320. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-017-
9254-9

Kim, L. E., Leary, R., & Asbury, K. (2021). Teachers’ narratives during COVID-19 partial school
reopenings: an exploratory study. Educational Research; a Review for Teachers and All
Concerned with Progress in Education, 63(2), 244—-260.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2021.1918014

Kirk, S. (2007). Methodological and ethical issues in conducting qualitative research with
children and young people: a literature review. International Journal of Nursing Studies,
44(7), 1250-1260. https://doi.org/10.1016/].ijnurstu.2006.08.015

Kitchens, J. (2009). Situated Pedagogy and the Situationist International: Countering a
Pedagogy of Placelessness. Educational Studies, 45(3), 240-261.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131940902910958

Klatte, M., Bergstrom, K., & Lachmann, T. (2013). Does noise affect learning? A short review
on noise effects on cognitive performance in children. Frontiers in Psychology, 4, 578.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00578



Candidate Number: 1058476 69

Kovacs, H., Zufferey, J. D., Tormey, R., & Jermann, P. (2022). Teaching under lockdown: the
change in the social practice of teaching. Higher Education, 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00863-3

Kraftl, P., McKenzie, M., Gulson, K., Accioly, I., Blackmore, J., Burke, C., Clarke, D., Daniels,
H., Bailon, R. O. F., Goodyear, P., & Others. (2022). Learning spaces: built, natural and
digital considerations for learning and learners. In S. Bugden & G. Borst (Eds.), Education
and the learning experience in Reimagining education: The International Science and
Evidence based Education Assessment (pp. 452-547). UNESCO MGIEP.

Kristensen, G. K., & Ravn, M. N. (2015). The voices heard and the voices silenced:
recruitment processes in qualitative interview studies. Qualitative Research: QR, 15(6),
722-737. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794114567496

Kwatubana, & Molaodi. (2021). Leadership Styles That Would Enable School Leaders to
Support the Wellbeing of Teachers during COVID-19. Bulgarian Comparative Education
Society. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED614047.pdf

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (2013). Learning in doing: Social, cognitive and computational
perspectives: Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. Cambridge
University Press.

Leahy, F., Newton, P., & Khan, A. (2021). Learning during the pandemic: quantifying lost
time. ofqual.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachm
ent_data/file/1000351/6803-2_Learning_during_the_pandemic-
_quantifying_lost_time.pdf

Lefebvre, H. (1991). The production of space (1st ed.). Blackwell.

Leipold, S., & Winkel, G. (2017). Discursive Agency: (Re-)Conceptualizing Actors and
Practices in the Analysis of Discursive Policymaking. Policy Studies Journal: The Journal of
the Policy Studies Organization, 45(3), 510-534. https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12172

Lucas, M., Nelson, J., & Sims, D. (2020). Schools’ responses to Covid-19: Pupil engagement in
remote learning. National Foundation for Education Research.
https://www.nfer.ac.uk/media/4073/schools_responses_to_covid_19 pupil_engageme
nt_in_remote_learning.pdf

Mahmud, M. M., Wong, S. F., & Ramachandiran, C. R. (2021). Deconstructing Self-Regulated

Learning Skills in the Emergency Remote Learning. In 2021 the 6th International



Candidate Number: 1058476 70

Conference on Distance Education and Learning (pp. 202—-206). Association for
Computing Machinery. https://doi.org/10.1145/3474995.3475029

Malcolm, J., Hodkinson, P., & Colley, H. (2003). The interrelationships between informal and
formal learning. In Journal of Workplace Learning; Bradford (Vol. 15, Issue 7/8, pp. 313—
318). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/13665620310504783

Mansfield, K. L., Newby, D., Soneson, E., Vaci, N., Jindra, C., Geulayov, G., Gallacher, J., &
Fazel, M. (2021). COVID-19 partial school closures and mental health problems: A cross-
sectional survey of 11,000 adolescents to determine those most at risk. JCPP Advances,
1(2), e12021. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcv2.12021

Marchand, G. C., Nardi, N. M., Reynolds, D., & Pamoukov, S. (2014). The impact of the
classroom built environment on student perceptions and learning. Journal of
Environmental Psychology, 40, 187-197. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.06.009

Massey, D. B. (2005). For Space. SAGE Publications.

May, T. (2011). Social research: issues, methods and process (4th ed.) [Xv, 332 p]. McGraw
Hill. https://solo.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/primo-
explore/fulldisplay?docid=oxfaleph000540887&context=L&vid=SOLO&lang=en_US&sear
ch_scope=LSCOP_ALL&adaptor=Local Search
Engine&isFrbr=true&tab=Ilocal&query=any,contains,tim may social
research&sortby=rank&facet=frbrgroupid,include,241433298&offset=0

Mclntosh, M. J., & Morse, J. M. (2015). Situating and Constructing Diversity in Semi-
Structured Interviews. Global Qualitative Nursing Research, 2, 2333393615597674.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2333393615597674

Mclntosh, & Wright. (2019). Exploring what the notion of ’lived experience’offers for social
policy analysis. Journal of Social Policy.
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/journal-of-social-policy/article/exploring-
what-the-notion-of-lived-experience-offers-for-social-policy-
analysis/F948F8A5882164CFC4D4706C57C57294

McKinlay, A. R., May, T., Dawes, J., Fancourt, D., & Burton, A. (2021). “You’re just there,
alone in your room with your thoughts” A qualitative study about the impact of
lockdown among young people during the COVID-19 pandemic. In bioRxiv. medRxiv.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.11.21254776



Candidate Number: 1058476 71

McLennan, & Mercieca. (2020). What can | do? Teachers, students and families in
relationship during COVID-19 lockdown in Scotland. Malta Review Of.
https://discovery.dundee.ac.uk/en/publications/iwhat-can-i-doi-teachers-students-and-
families-in-relationship-du

McMillan Cottom, T. (2016). Black Cyberfeminism: Intersectionality, Institutions and Digital
Sociology. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2747621

Meler, T. (2022). ‘A room of one’s own’: remote learning among Palestinian-Arab female
students in the Israeli periphery following the COVID-19 crisis. Gender and Education,
34(3), 280-296. https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2021.1924361

Merga, M. K. (2021). Libraries as Wellbeing Supportive Spaces in Contemporary Schools.
Journal of Library Administration, 61(6), 659—675.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01930826.2021.1947056

Merritt, J., Kernot, J., Dizon, J., & Boshoff, K. (2021). Facilitating practices to support
children’s self-regulation in classrooms: a scoping review protocol. JBI Evidence
Synthesis, 20(3), 882—889. https://doi.org/10.11124/JBIES-21-00067

Merton, R. K., & Kendall, P. L. (1946). The Focused Interview. The American Journal of
Sociology, 51(6), 541-557. https://doi.org/10.1086/219886

Meyers, E. M., Erickson, I., & Small, R. V. (2013). Digital literacy and informal learning
environments: an introduction. Learning, Media and Technology, 38(4), 355-367.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2013.783597

Miles, M. B., Huberman, A. M., & Saldafia, J. (2014). Qualitative data analysis: A methods
sourcebook. Sage.

ML Small, L. A. (2019). The role of space in the formation of social ties. Annual Review of
Sociology, 45, 111-132. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073018-022707

Mohammad, H. K., Al-Bashaireh, A. M., Zahran, Z., Al-Daghestani, A., AL-Habashneh, S., &
Shaheen, A. M. (2021). University students’ interaction, Internet self-efficacy, self-
regulation and satisfaction with online education during pandemic crises of COVID-19
(SARS-CoV-2). International Journal of Educational Management, 35(3), 713—725.
https://doi.org/10.1108/1JEM-11-2020-0513

Montacute, R., & Cullinane, C. (2021). Research Brief: Learning in Lockdown. The Sutton
Trust. https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/37194/1/Learning-in-Lockdown.pdf



Candidate Number: 1058476 72

Morse, J. M. (1995). The significance of saturation. Qualitative Health Research, 5(2), 147—
149. https://doi.org/10.1177/104973239500500201

Morse, J. M. (2015). “Data Were Saturated . . . .” Qualitative Health Research, 25(5), 587—
588. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732315576699

Morse, J. M., & Field, P. A. (2022, July 11). Qualitative Research Methods for Health
Professionals. SAGE Publications Inc. https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/qualitative-
research-methods-for-health-professionals/book5128

Moss, G., Webster, R., Harmey, S., & Bradbury, A. (2021). Unsung heroes: The role of
teaching assistants and classroom assistants in keeping schools functioning during
lockdown. UCL Institute of Education.
https://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/id/eprint/10125467/1/Unsung%20Heroes_Final.pdf

Murray, G. (2018). Researching the Spatial Dimension of Learner Autonomy. In A. Chik, N.
Aoki, & R. Smith (Eds.), Autonomy in Language Learning and Teaching: New Research
Agendas (pp. 93—113). Palgrave Macmillan UK. https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-
52998-5_6

Negrin, K. A, Slaughter, S. E., Dahlke, S., & Olson, J. (2022). Successful Recruitment to
Qualitative Research: A Critical Reflection. International Journal of Qualitative Methods,
21, 16094069221119576. https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069221119576

Ng, K., Cooper, J., McHale, F., Clifford, J., & Woods, C. (2020). Barriers and facilitators to
changes in adolescent physical activity during COVID-19. BMJ Open Sport & Exercise
Medicine, 6(1), e000919. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjsem-2020-000919

Niemi, K., Minkkinen, J., & Poikkeus, A.-M. (2022). Opening up learning environments: liking
school among students in reformed learning spaces. Educational Review, 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2022.2098927

Nilsson, M. (2019). Proximity and the trust formation process. European Planning Studies,
27(5), 841-861. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1575338

Northcote, M. (2008). Sense of Place in Online Learning Environments. Hello! Where Are You
in the Landscape of Educational Technology? Proceedings Ascilite Melbourne 2008., 676—
684. https://ascilite.org/conferences/melbourne08/procs/northcote.pdf

O Ceallaigh, T. J. (2021). Navigating the role of teacher educator in the asynchronous
learning environment: emerging questions and innovative responses. Irish Educational

Studies, 40(2), 349-358. https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2021.1932553



Candidate Number: 1058476 73

O’Connor, C., & Joffe, H. (2020). Intercoder Reliability in Qualitative Research: Debates and
Practical Guidelines. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 19,
1609406919899220. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919899220

OECD. (2020). The impact of COVID-19 on student equity and inclusion: supporting
vulnerable students during school closures and school re-openings. OECD.
https://www.oecd.org/education/strength-through-diversity/OECD%20COVID-
19%20Brief%20Vulnerable%20Students.pdf

Orlikowski, W. J. (2006). Material knowing: the scaffolding of human knowledgeability.
European Journal of Information Systems: An Official Journal of the Operational Research
Society, 15(5), 460—466. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000639

Pallan, M., Adab, P., Clarke, J., Duff, R., Frew, E., Lancashire, E., Mason, F., & Murphy, M.
(2021). Impacts of the first COVID-19 lockdown on learning, health behaviours and
mental wellbeing in young people aged 11-15 years. University of Birmingham Institute
of Applied Health Research. https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/documents/college-
mds/applied-health/contrast-study/contrast-report-06-04-2021-accessible.pdf

Parameswaran, U. D., Ozawa-Kirk, J. L., & Latendresse, G. (2020). To live (code) or to not: A
new method for coding in qualitative research. Qualitative Social Work, 19(4), 630-644.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1473325019840394

Pedrotti, M., & Nistor, N. (2019). How Students Fail to Self-regulate Their Online Learning
Experience. Transforming Learning with Meaningful Technologies, 377—385.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-29736-7_28

Ponizovsky-Bergelson, Y., Dayan, Y., Wahle, N., & Roer-Strier, D. (2019). A qualitative
interview with young children: What encourages or inhibits young children’s
participation? International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 18, 160940691984051.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919840516

Pring, R. (2000). Philosophy of Educational Research (2nd ed.). Continuum.

Quilter-Pinner, H. (2020, August 27). Making the vulnerable visible: Narrowing the
attainment gap after Covid-19. IPPR. https://www.ippr.org/blog/making-the-vulnerable-
visible

Rademacher, A. (2022). The Longitudinal Influence of Self-Regulation on School

Performance and Behavior Problems From Preschool to Elementary School. Journal of



Candidate Number: 1058476 74

Research in Childhood Education: JRCE / Association for Childhood Education
International, 36(1), 112—125. https://doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2020.1847219

Rafalow, M. H., & Puckett, C. (2022). Sorting Machines: Digital Technology and Categorical
Inequality in Education. Educational Researcher , 0013189X211070812.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X211070812

Reich, J. (2020). Failure to disrupt. Harvard University Press.

Roberts, N., & Danechi, S. (2022). Coronavirus and schools. House of Commons Library.
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/CBP-8915/CBP-8915.pdf

Rogers, R., Schaenen, I., Schott, C., O’Brien, K., Trigos-Carrillo, L., Starkey, K., & Chasteen, C.
C. (2016). Critical Discourse Analysis in Education: A Review of the Literature, 2004 to
2012. Review of Educational Research, 86(4), 1192—-1226.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316628993

Rutakumwa, R., Mugisha, J. O., Bernays, S., Kabunga, E., Tumwekwase, G., Mbonye, M., &
Seeley, J. (2020). Conducting in-depth interviews with and without voice recorders: a
comparative analysis. Qualitative Research: QR, 20(5), 565-581.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794119884806

Sabato, H., Abraham, Y., & Kogut, T. (2021). Too Lonely to Help: Early Adolescents’ Social
Connections and Willingness to Help During COVID-19 Lockdown. Journal of Research on
Adolescence: The Official Journal of the Society for Research on Adolescence, 31(3), 764—
779. https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12655

Saeed, M. A,, & Al Qunayeer, H. S. (2022). Exploring teacher interactive e-feedback on
students’ writing through Google Docs: factors promoting interactivity and potential for
learning. Language Learning Journal, 50(3), 360-377.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09571736.2020.1786711

Saiz, J., Gonzélez-Sanguino, C., Ausin, B., Castellanos, M. A., Abad, A., Salazar, M., & Mufioz,
M. (2021). The Role of the Sense of Belonging During the Alarm Situation and Return to
the New Normality of the 2020 Coronavirus Pandemic (COVID-19) in Spain. Psychological
Studies, 66(3), 326—336. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12646-021-00612-z

Saldana, J. (2016). The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. Sage Publications.

Sandelowski, M. (2000). Whatever happened to qualitative description? Research in Nursing
& Health, 23(4), 334-340. https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-240x(200008)23:4<334::aid-

nur9>3.0.co;2-g



Candidate Number: 1058476 75

Sandelowski, M. (2010). What's in a name? Qualitative description revisited. Research in
Nursing & Health, 33(1), 77—-84. https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.20362

Saunders, B., Kitzinger, J., & Kitzinger, C. (2015). Anonymising interview data: challenges and
compromise in practice. Qualitative Research: QR, 15(5), 616-632.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794114550439

Scannell, L., ... M. H.-. E. A., & 2016, U. (2016). The role of acoustics in the perceived
suitability of, and well-being in, informal learning spaces. Journals.Sagepub.Com, 48(6),
769-795. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916514567127

Seale, C., & Silverman, D. (1997). Ensuring rigour in qualitative research. European Journal of
Public Health, 7(4), 379-384. https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/7.4.379

Selwyn, N. (2010). Looking beyond learning: notes towards the critical study of educational
technology. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 26(1), 65—73.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2009.00338.x

Selwyn, Neil, Nemorin, S., Bulfin, S., & Johnson, N. F. (2017). Left to their own devices: the
everyday realities of one-to-one classrooms. Oxford Review of Education, 43(3), 289—
310. https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2017.1305047

Sevilla, A,, Salisbury, A., Phimister, A., Krutikova, S., Farquharson, C., & Cattan, S. (2021).
Inequalities in responses to school closures over the course of the first COVID-19
lockdown (W21/04). The IFS. https://doi.org/10.1920/wp.ifs.2021.421

Sharp, C., Nelson, J., Lucas, M., Julius, J., McCrone, T., & Sims, D. (2020). Schools’ Responses
to COVID-19: The Challenges Facing Schools and Pupils in September 2020. National
Foundation for Education Research. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED608738

Sharp, Sims, & Rutt. (2020). Schools’ Responses to COVID-19: Returning Pupils to School.
National Foundation for Educational Research. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED608591

Silverman, D. (2017). How was it for you? The Interview Society and the irresistible rise of
the (poorly analyzed) interview. Qualitative Research: QR, 17(2), 144-158.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794116668231

Skipp, A., Hopwood, V., ASK Research, & Webster, R. (2021). Special education in lockdown:
The experiences of school and college providers and families of pupils with Education,
Health and Care Plans (EHCPs). ASK Research. https://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/02/FULL_Spec_Lockdown_Rpt_ASK-Research.pdf

Soja, E. W. (2010). Postmodern geographies (2nd ed.). Verso Books.



Candidate Number: 1058476 76

Stewart, W. (2020). Reality of lockdown for school staff: 5 key findings. Times Educational
Supplement. https://www.tes.com/magazine/archive/reality-lockdown-school-staff-5-
key-findings

Stone, & Springer. (2019). Interactivity, connectedness and’teacher-presence’: Engaging and
retaining students online. Australian Journal of Adult Learning.
https://doi.org/10.3316/aeipt.224048

Stonehouse, P. (2019). The Unnecessary Prescription of Transcription: The Promise of Audio-
coding in Interview Research. Research in Outdoor Education, 17, 1-19.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1353/reseoutded.17.2019.0001

Swain, J., & King, B. (2022). Using Informal Conversations in Qualitative Research.
International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 21, 16094069221085056.
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069221085056

Tay-Lim, J., & Lim, S. (2013). Privileging younger children’s voices in research: Use of
drawings and a co-construction process. International Journal of Qualitative Methods,
12(1), 65-83. https://doi.org/10.1177/160940691301200135

Taylor, B., Hodgen, J., Jacques, L., Tereshchenko, A., Cockerill, M., & Kwok, R. K. W. (2022).
Access to mathematics learning for lower secondary students in England during school
closures: implications for equity and quality. Teachers and Teaching, 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2022.2062717

Torfason, M., Sigurdardottir, M., & Jonsdottir, A. (2022). Social Tie Formation of COVID-19
Students: Evidence from a Two-Cohort Longitudinal Study. Proceedings: A Conference of
the American Medical Informatics Association / ... AMIA Annual Fall Symposium. AMIA
Fall Symposium, 2022(1), 15945. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2022.270

Tracy, S. J. (2010). Qualitative Quality: Eight “Big-Tent” Criteria for Excellent Qualitative
Research. Qualitative Inquiry: Ql, 16(10), 837—851.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800410383121

Vaillancourt, T., Brittain, H., Krygsman, A., Farrell, A. H., Pepler, D., Landon, S., Saint-
Georges, Z., & Vitoroulis, I. (2022). In-Person Versus Online Learning in Relation to
Students’ Perceptions of Mattering During COVID-19: A Brief Report. Journal of
Psychoeducational Assessment, 40(1), 159-169.
https://doi.org/10.1177/07342829211053668



Candidate Number: 1058476 77

van de Werfhorst, H. G., Kessenich, E., & Geven, S. (2020). The digital divide in online
education. Inequality in digital preparedness of students and schools before the start of
the COVID-19 pandemic. In SocArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31235/0sf.io/58d6p

van Deursen, A. J. A. M., & van Dijk, J. A. G. M. (2014). The digital divide shifts to differences
in usage. New Media & Society, 16(3), 507-526.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444813487959

Van Manen, M. (2016). Researching lived experience: Human science for an action sensitive
pedagogy. Routledge.
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/mono/10.4324/9781315421056/researching-
lived-experience-max-van-manen

Vogl, S. (2015). Children’s verbal, interactive and cognitive skills and implications for
interviews. Quality & Quantity, 49(1), 319-338. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-013-
9988-0

Vrij, A., Akehurst, L., Brown, L., & Mann, S. (2006). Detecting lies in young children,
adolescents and adults. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 20(9), 1225-1237.
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1278

Wabhlstedt, A., ... S. P.-. B. J., & 2008, U. (2008). From e-learning space to e-learning place.
Wiley Online Library, 39(6), 1020—1030. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8535.2008.00821_1.x

Wainwright, E., & Marandet, E. (2013). Family learning and the socio-spatial practice of
‘supportive’ power. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 34(4), 504-524.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2012.723870

Wainwright, M., & Russell, A. (2010). Using NVivo Audio-Coding: Practical, Sensorial and
Epistemological Considerations. 60, 1-4. http://dx.doi.org/

Wang, C. H., Shannon, D. M., & Ross, M. E. (2013). Students’ characteristics, self-regulated
learning, technology self-efficacy, and course outcomes in online learning. Distance
Education, 34(3), 302—-323. https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2013.835779

Wardak, D., Vallis, C., & Bryant, P. (2022). #OurPlace2020: Blurring boundaries of learning
spaces. Postdigital Science and Education, 4(1), 116—-137.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00264-2



Candidate Number: 1058476 78

Weller, S. C., Vickers, B., Bernard, H. R., Blackburn, A. M., Borgatti, S., Gravlee, C.C., &
Johnson, J. C. (2018). Open-ended interview questions and saturation. PloS One, 13(6),
€0198606. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0198606

Whitaker, E. M., & Atkinson, P. (2019). Authenticity and the interview: a positive response
to a radical critique. Qualitative Research: QR, 19(6), 619-634.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794118816885

Widnall, E., Winstone, L., Plackett, R., Adams, E. A., Haworth, C. M. A, Mars, B., & Kidger, J.
(2022). Impact of school and peer connectedness on adolescent mental health and well-
being outcomes during the COVID-19 pandemic: A longitudinal panel survey.
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(11), 6768.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19116768

Williamson, Suto, Little, Jellis, & Carroll. (2021). Learning during Lockdown: How Socially
Interactive Were Secondary School Students in England? Research Matters.
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1317623

Willis, J., Hughes, H., & Bland, D. (2019). Students reimagining school libraries as spaces of
learning and wellbeing. School Spaces for Student Wellbeing and Learning: Insights from
Research and Practice, 121-137. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-6092-3 7

Wong, J., Baars, M., Davis, D., Van Der Zee, T., Houben, G.-J., & Paas, F. (2019). Supporting
Self-Regulated Learning in Online Learning Environments and MOOCs: A Systematic
Review. International Journal of Human—Computer Interaction, 35(4-5), 356—373.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2018.1543084

Wooffitt, R. (2011). Critical Approaches to Discourse Analysis In: Conversation Analysis and
Discourse Analysis (pp. 137-157).

Wright, L. J., Williams, S. E., & Veldhuijzen van Zanten, J. J. C. S. (2021). Physical Activity
Protects Against the Negative Impact of Coronavirus Fear on Adolescent Mental Health
and Well-Being During the COVID-19 Pandemic. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 580511.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.580511

Wu, Y., & Kc, S. (2022). Spatial inequality in China’s secondary education: a demographic
perspective. Asian Population Studies, 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17441730.2021.2016126

Yates, A., Starkey, L., Egerton, B., & Flueggen, F. (2021). High school students’ experience of

online learning during Covid-19: the influence of technology and pedagogy. Technology



Candidate Number: 1058476 79

Pedagogy and Education, 30(1), 59-73.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939x.2020.1854337

Yu, H.-H., Hu, R.-P., & Chen, M.-L. (2022). Global Pandemic Prevention Continual Learning—
Taking Online Learning as an Example: The Relevance of Self-Regulation, Mind-
Unwandered, and Online Learning Ineffectiveness. Sustainability: Science Practice and
Policy, 14(11), 6571. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14116571

Zahawi: Covid taught us painful lesson on schools. (2022, January 3). British Broadcasting
Channel. https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/uk-59857884

Zecca, L., & Media, V. C.-. R. on E. A. (2020). Distance relationships and educational
fragilities: A Student Voice research in digital third spaces. Sciendo.Com, 12(1), 2020.
https://doi.org/10.2478/rem-2020-0005

Zheng, Y., & Walsham, G. (2021). Inequality of what? An intersectional approach to digital
inequality under Covid-19. Information and Organization, 31(1), 100341.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2021.100341

7. Appendix A

7.1. CUREC 1A AP25 Approval
[Email received on Wednesday May 18t 2022]

Dear __

Title: ‘In-person and online’: Experiences of in-person instruction for UK secondary

students during the 2020 pandemic
Ref: CIA-22TT-099
The above application has been considered on behalf of the Departmental Research

Ethics Committee (DREC) in accordance with the procedures laid down by the University for

ethics approval of all research involving human participants.
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| am pleased to inform you that, on the basis of the information provided to DREC, the
proposed research has been judged as meeting appropriate ethical standards, and

accordingly, approval has been granted.

Please note, you have said in your application that you will use opt-out consent from
parents, but you have included an opt-in consent form in your supporting materials. AP25
allows you to use opt-out if you want to. This approval will still stand if you choose the

latter.

If your research involves participants whose ability to give free and informed consent is
in question (this includes those under 18 and vulnerable adults), then it is advisable to read
the following NSPCC professional reporting requirements for cases of suspected abuse

http://www.nspcc.org.uk/globalassets/documents/information-service/factsheet-child-

abuse-reporting-requirements-professionals.pdf

Should there be any subsequent changes to the project which raise ethical issues not
covered in the original application you should submit details

to research.office@education.ox.ac.uk for consideration.

Good luck with your research study.

Best wishes

Hamish Chalmers

Member of the DREC

7.2. Interview Questions

CUREC1A Approved Procedure 25
Examples of Questions/Topics to be covered in interview with children ages 12-15


http://www.nspcc.org.uk/globalassets/documents/information-service/factsheet-child-abuse-reporting-requirements-professionals.pdf
http://www.nspcc.org.uk/globalassets/documents/information-service/factsheet-child-abuse-reporting-requirements-professionals.pdf
mailto:research.office@education.ox.ac.uk
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Topics
e Student participants’ access to and experience of using digital technology at
home.
e The spaces where student participants normally do school work or use digital
technology.

e Student participants’ regular experience in school.
e The reason(s) student participants attended school in-person during lockdown.
e Student participants’ relationship to school friends and teachers.

Example Questions

e [If participant regularly uses the internet at home] What kind of device do you
normally use to access the internet at home?

e Could you tell me about where you normally do your school work? Do you have a
preferred spot like in your room or at the kitchen table?

e Could you tell me a little about your typical school day? Do you have any time to
yourself to use [if student own’s a digital device] your phone/tablet/laptop?

e Do you remember the start of lockdown—could you tell me about your experience?

e What was the first day of online learning like for you? Did you have any expectations
about online learning?

e Did you have any time to socialize with friends during in-person online school?

e What was the classroom like? Did you have anyone looking after your work all the
time or was it more flexible?

7.3. Parent/Guardian Information Sheet

In-person and online’: Experiences of in-person instruction for UK secondary students

during the 2020 pandemic

INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARENTS / GUARDIANS
Ethics Approval Reference: CIA-22TT-099

In partnership with researchers at the University of Oxford, your child’s school has
agreed to take part in a study investigating the experiences of students who attended
school in-person during lockdown. We would like to invite your child to be part of this study.
We very much hope you would like your child to take part, but before you decide, it is

important that you understand why the study is being done and what it will involve.
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What are we trying to find out?

The aim of this research is to investigate the experiences of students who, due to
various circumstances, attended school in-person during the COVID-19 pandemic. When
schools went into lockdown in March 2020, students who were the children of care workers
or were classed as ‘otherwise vulnerable’ were offered the option to attend school in-
person. However national attendance to this program was remarkably low. Since the vast
majority of students were outside at home for online learning, the few students who were
in a school environment during the pandemic have a unique experience of online learning
that takes place within the structures of the classroom. This research aims to examine how
the relationship between physical and social spaces might interact and influence a students’
experience of online learning. By interviewing secondary students in Oxfordshire who
attended in-person school during the pandemic, this project aims to better understand and
give voice to their experiences. The purpose is to inform future policies on how to best

support students with online and remote learning.

More information about the project can be obtained by contacting the principal

investigator, or by contacting the graduate student researcher,

Why has my child been invited to take part?

We are inviting your child to take part because they are a young person, aged between
12 and 15 years, and because they have experienced in-person, online instruction during
lockdown.

We are inviting approximately 10-15 young people to take part.

Does my child have to take part?

No. You can ask questions about the study before deciding whether or not to allow your
child to participate. If you do agree to participation, you may withdraw your child from the
study at any time before July 12t 2022 without giving a reason and without penalty, by
advising the researchers of this decision. After the analysis has been completed by July

12th, it will not be possible to withdraw from the study.
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What will happen if my child takes part?

The researcher will visit your child on school premises to conduct an interview that will
last between 30-40 minutes. The time of the interview will be agreed upon by your child’s
teacher and the researcher. Before the interview, your child will be briefed that the aim of
the research project is to better understand their experiences of in-person learning during
the pandemic. After the brief, your child will then be asked about their experience with in-
person instruction during the pandemic. The researcher will ask a set of core questions but
will allow flexibility in the interview format to allow your child to express themselves. The

interview will cover topics related to:

e Your child’s access to and experience of using digital technology at home.
e The spaces where they normally do school work or use digital technology.
e Your child’s regular experience in school.

e The reason(s) they attended school in-person during lockdown.

e Their relationship to school friends and teachers.

The interview will take approximately 20-30 minutes and will be recorded on a non-

mobile external microphone and the file will be stored on an internal memory card.

What are the advantages / disadvantages of taking part?

The advantages of taking part in this study are that your child’s experiences with in-
person instruction during lockdown may contribute to future policy and practice related to
online learning. Your child will be able to openly reflect and express their experience with
online learning in a school environment so that education researchers and practitioners are
better informed about their needs. The disadvantages of taking part in this study are that
your child will need to commit to attending the interview which will take 30-40 minutes out

of their day.

What happens to the data provided?
The information you or your child provide during the study is the research data. Any
research data from which you or your child can be identified (name, date of birth, gender

identity etc.) is known as personal data.
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Personal data will be anonymized by giving your child’s data a unique ID and this
data will be stored securely on the researcher’s university Nexus365 OneDrive
account for the duration of the study.

During the course of the project, only the researcher and the researcher’s supervisor

(the project’s principle investigator) will have access to your child’s personal data. Upon
final completion and submission of the study on August 12t 2022, your child’s personal data
will be deleted with the exception of the consent forms which will be stored for at least 3

years after submission.

Other research data, including your child’s interview transcript will be stored
securely on the principle investigator’s university Nexus365 account for 3 years after
publication or public release of the work of the research.

The graduate student researcher and their supervisor (the project’s principal
investigator) will have access to the research data. Responsible members of the
University of Oxford may be given access to data for monitoring and/or audit of the
research.

Will the research be published?

The research will be written up as a student’s thesis. On successful submission of the
thesis, it may be deposited both in print and online in the University archives to facilitate its
use in future research. If so, the thesis will be openly accessible. The University of Oxford is
committed to the dissemination of its research for the benefit of society and the economy
and, in support of this commitment, has established an online archive of research materials.
This archive includes digital copies of student theses successfully submitted as part of a
University of Oxford postgraduate degree programme. Holding the archive online gives
easy access for researchers to the full text of freely available theses, thereby increasing the
likely impact and use of that research. The research may also be published in an academic

journal.

Who is conducting this research?
The research project is organised by of Oxford University, who is a graduate
student. This study has been reviewed by, and received ethics clearance through, the

University of Oxford’s Central University Research Ethics Committee. CIA-22TT-099

What if there is a problem?
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If you have a concern about any aspect of this study, please contact _ or
and we will do our best to answer your query. We will acknowledge your concern
within 10 working days and give you an indication of how it will be dealt with. If you remain
unhappy or wish to make a formal complaint, please contact the Chair of the Education
Departmental Research Ethics Committee at the University of Oxford who will seek to

resolve the matter as soon as possible:

Education Departmental Research Ethics Committee Chair (Education DREC): Dr Liam
Gearon

Email:

Data Protection

The University of Oxford is the data controller with respect to your child’s personal data
and, as such, will determine how your child’s personal data is used in the study.

The University will process your child’s personal data for the purpose of the research
outlined above. Research is a task that we perform in the public interest.

Further information about your rights with respect to your child’s personal data is

available from https://compliance.web.ox.ac.uk/individual-rights.

What should | do next?

Please fill in the enclosed form and return it to your child’s class teacher if you would
like your child to take part in this study. Please remember that you may withdraw your child
at any time before July 12th, without penalty and without giving a reason, by notifying the
researcher.

If you would like to discuss the research with someone beforehand (or if you have

questions afterwards), please contact:

7.4. Participant Information Sheet

In-person and online’: Experiences of in-person instruction for UK secondary students

during the 2020 pandemic


mailto:student.curec@education.ox.ac.uk
https://compliance.web.ox.ac.uk/individual-rights
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Information sheet for young people aged 11 to 15 YEARS

Ethics Approval Reference: CIA-22TT-099

We are inviting you to join in a research study. Ournamesare ___and ___ and we
work at the University of Oxford in the Department of Education.

Before you decide if you would like to join in, it’s important to understand what the
study is about, why we’re doing it and what it would involve for you. Please read and think
about this leaflet carefully. Please feel free to talk to your family, friends, or the researchers
about it if you want.

If anything isn’t clear or you have more questions you can ask your parent/guardian to

give us a call and we can discuss it with you and your parent/guardian.

Why are we doing this research?

We want to learn more about the experiences of students who attended school in-
person during the COVID-19 pandemic. Since the vast majority of students were outside at
home for online learning, the few students who attended classes online within the
structures of the classroom will have a unique perspective. We want to examine how the
relationship between the physical and social environment of the classroom and school
might influence the overall experience of learning online. By interviewing secondary
students in Oxfordshire who attended in-person school during the pandemic, this project
aims to better understand and give voice to their experiences. The purpose is to inform
future policies on how to best support students with online and remote learning.

Why have | been invited to take part?

We are inviting you to take part because you are a young person, aged between 12 to 15
years old who attended school in-person during the pandemic.

We are inviting 10-15 young people to take part.

Do | have to take part?
No - It is up to you. We will ask you to sign a form to say that you agree to take part (an

assent form). We will give you a copy of this information sheet and your signed form to
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keep. You are free to stop taking part at any time during the research without giving a
reason, by telling the researcher. If you decide to stop, we will not use the information we

have already collected from you.

What will happen to me if | take part?

The researcher will arrange a time with you and your teacher for the researcher to visit
you on school premises to conduct an interview that will last between 30-40 minutes.
Before the interview, we will explain the purpose and background of the research project
and then ask you to sign an assent form saying that you agree to take part. The researcher
will then hit record on a recording device and, over the course of 20-30 minutes, ask about
your experience with in-person instruction during the pandemic. The researcher will ask a
set of core questions but will allow flexibility in the interview format to allow you to express
yourself. The interview will cover topics related to:

e Your access to and experience of using digital technology at home.
e The spaces where you normally do school work or use digital technology.
e Your regular experience in school.
e The reason(s) you attended school in-person during lockdown.
e Your relationship to school friends and teachers.
The interview will take approximately 20-30 minutes and will be recorded on a non-

mobile external microphone and the file will be stored on an internal memory card.

What are the advantages / disadvantages of taking part?

The advantages of taking part in this study are that your experiences with in-person
instruction during lockdown may contribute to future policy and practice related to online
learning. You will be able to openly reflect and express your experience with online learning
in a school environment so that education researchers and practitioners are better informed
about your needs. The disadvantages of taking part in this study are that you will need to

commit to attending the interview which will take 30-40 minutes out of your day.

Will anyone else know I'm doing this?
We will keep your information private. This means we will only tell those who have a
need or right to know, such as the research team and your parent/guardian. We will only

share information that has your name and address removed.
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What if | don’t want to take part in the research anymore?
Just tell your parent/guardian and the people carrying out the research that you don’t
want to take part. You don’t have to give a reason and no one will be annoyed with you. It

is YOUR choice.

What if there is a problem or something goes wrong?

Please tell us if you are worried about any part of this study, by contacting the
researcher (____ ) You may also talk to your teacher/parent/guardian who will let the
researcher know. If you are still unhappy or wish to make a complaint, either you or your
teacher/parent/guardian can contact the chair of the Research Ethics Committee at the

University of Oxford:

Education Departmental Research Ethics Committee Chair (Education DREC): Dr Liam
Gearon

Email:

Data Protection

The University of Oxford is the data controller with respect to your personal data and, as
such, will determine how your personal data is used in the study.

The University will process your personal data for the purpose of the research outlined
above. Research is a task that we perform in the public interest.

Further information about your rights with respect to your personal data is available

from https://compliance.web.ox.ac.uk/individual-rights.

Contact details
If you would like to discuss the research with someone beforehand (or if you have

guestions afterwards), please contact:

Thank you for reading this — please ask any questions if you need to.


https://compliance.web.ox.ac.uk/individual-rights
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7.5.Student Assent Form

ASSENT FORM FOR CHILDREN UNDER 16

‘In-person and online’: Experiences of in-person instruction for UK secondary students

during the 2020 pandemic

Child/Young Person (or if unable, parent/researcher/teacher on their behalf) to circle all they
agree with:

Has somebody else explained this project to you?

Yes/No

Do you understand what this project is about?

Yes/No

Have you asked all the questions you want?

Yes/No

Have you had your questions answered in a way you understand?
Yes/No

Do you understand it’s OK to stop taking part at any time?
Yes/No

Are you happy to take part?

Yes/No

Are you happy for your voice to be recorded?

Yes/No

If any answers are “no” or you don’t want to take part, that’s OK! No one will be cross with

you.

If you do want to take part, please write your name below.

Your name

Date

The researcher who explained this project to you needs to sign too:

Print Name

Sign
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Thank you!
8. Appendix B
8.1. Topic Code Definitions

Topic Code | Description

Name

School Any discussion of the ‘school’ environment, student’s relationship to
‘school’ as an idea, or description of events that occurred at school.

Learning Discussion about the learning process during lock-down that includes
every day administration activities, schedules, and the structure of
lessons. Excludes students reflections on their interests that do not
discuss how they engage in learning activities (reading, studying,
searching the web, speaking to teachers) related to those interests.

Space References to the physical environment, including spatial organization of
a classroom, school, bedroom, or community. Includes participant
reflections on desk space, social distancing, lighting, noise, and overall
atmosphere in their environment.

Technology @ Any reference to technology, use of the internet, or online learning.

& Internet

Teacher Any instance where students mention interacting with or relating to a
‘teacher’, ‘staff’, or ‘teaching assistant.’

Home Discussion about the home environment including attitudes about
remote learning from home.

Preferences Responses to researcher’s question about what students would prefer
both in terms of their learning space and for future in-person provision.

Parents Any mention of parents or siblings.

and Family

Memory of | Response to researcher question asking participants to describe their

Lockdown | memory of lockdown and the first days of in-person instruction. Includes
unprompted participant recollections that are reflective about the
general experience of lockdown. Excludes participants mentioning details
about COVID-19 or social distancing restrictions.

Interests Responses to researcher’s question about students’ general interests,

GCSE subjects, and overall aspirations.
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8.2.

Discussion Code Definitions

Discussion Code Name | Description

Criteria

Rules and Structures

Friends and Social
Relationships

Socio-emotional

wellbeing

Autonomy

Self-regulation

Support

Details about the regulations
both in school and related to
online learning and students’
general references to the
external structures imposed
on their lives.

Any mention of socialization,
friends, extra-curriculars, and
desire for connection with
others not from student’s
family.

Students’ account of feeling
‘stressed’, ‘anxious’, ‘lonely’,
‘annoyed’ or generally
unsettled. Also includes
student reports of being
emotionally supported by
friends, teachers, and
parents.

Accounts for students desires
for autonomy over their lives,
including the pace and
structure of their education.
Includes students
preferences related to space,
the use of digital technology,
and school attendance.
Descriptions of feeling more
‘focused’, ‘distracted’,
‘disciplined’, ‘motivated’,
‘lazy’, or any other
experience related to self-
regulation or internal
motivation. Includes students
descriptions of their
independent study habits
(both positive and negative).
Accounts for phrases such as
‘I just get on with it’, ‘Il got
more done’, ‘fell behind’, ‘do
my work’.

Any instances where students

Includes social-distancing
restrictions, schedules,
deadlines.

Excludes self-imposed
structures, teaching and
learning practicalities (See
Administration)

Excludes family and student-
teacher relationships.

Includes instances where
students describe ‘feeling
better’, ‘calmer’, or
‘supported’ with their
studies. Excludes references
to ‘focus’, ‘distraction’ or
other disruptions to work.
(See Self-Regulation)
Excludes when students are
ambivalent about their
preferences (See
Ambivalence).

Excludes details about
external regulations (See
Rules and Structures) that do
not also impact on students
motivation or self-regulation.

Excludes students searching
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Administration

'Weird'

Ambivalence

CovID-19

Isolation

reference getting ‘help’,
‘support’, ‘assistance’,
‘direction’, or ‘explanation’
from teachers, parents, or
peers. Includes references to
‘support’ for mental health
(See Socio-Emotional Well-
Being). Includes students
desires for more support due
to being ‘confused’, ‘lost’, or
otherwise struggling with
their learning.

Student details about the
logistical, practical, and
routine aspects of teaching
and learning. Accounts for
instances where students
describe educational
functions without expressing
particularly strong emotive or
social meaning.

Any use of the word ‘weird’,
‘bizarre’, or a description of
experience that indicates a
sense of departure from
normality.

Accounts for where students
express a lack of feeling
towards a particular idea or
experience.

Details and description of
social-distancing restrictions,
sanitization protocols,
student concerns for
contagion and vulnerable
relatives.

Student feelings of isolation,
loneliness, and accounts of

homework questions on the
internet for ‘support.

Includes details on the
methods for homework
submission, technical faults,
file organization, system
access, and every-day
communication. Excludes
regulations that limit
students freedom or
autonomy (See Rules and
Structures).

Excludes references to social
relationships or learning
process such as
‘understanding’, ‘confusing’,
or ‘supporting’.

Excludes anything unrelated
to lockdown or in-person
learning.

Includes responses that are
non-committal, unsure, or
that report only minor
practical aspects of an
experience (See
Administration).

Excludes general recollections
of ‘lockdown’ (See Memory
of Lockdown)

Excludes students account of
the challenges to socialization
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the absence of other
students at school.

93

due to social-distancing
restrictions.

8.3. Coding Results
Code Names Interviews | Number Top Overlapping Codes (Number of overlapping
Coded of references)
references
School 12 134 Rules and Structures (80)
Space (60)
Friends and Social Relationships (58)
Socio-emotional wellbeing (52)
Rules and 12 123 School (80)
Structures Self-regulation (52)
Space (51)
Autonomy (49)
Learning 12 103 Support (52)
School (47)
Teacher (47)
Administration (42)
Space 12 101 School (60)
Rules and Structures (51)
Autonomy (47)
Socio-emotional wellbeing (39)
Technology & | 12 93 Learning (37)
Internet Administration (34)
School (33)
Rules and Structures (32)
Friends and 12 92 School (58)
Social Rules and Structures (41)
Relationships Socio-emotional wellbeing (40)
Space (36)
Socio- 11 88 School (52)
emotional Rules and Structures (42)
wellbeing Friends and Social Relationships (40)
Space (39)
Autonomy 12 82 Rules and Structures (49)
School (48)
Space (47)
Self-regulation (37)
Teacher 12 77 Support (48)
Learning (47)
School (39)
Rules and Structures (38)
Self-regulation | 12 77 Rules and Structures (52)

School (41)
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Learning (40)
Autonomy (37)

Support

12

77

Learning (52)

Teacher (48)

School (39)

Friends and Social Relationships (28)

Home

12

54

Space (29)

Socio-emotional wellbeing (25)
Autonomy (25)

Self-regulation (24)

Administration

11

49

Learning (42)

Technology and Internet (34)
Rules and Structures (26)
Autonomy (21)

Preferences

48

Space (28)
Autonomy (28)
School (24)
Learning (23)

Parents and
Family

11

38

Home (23)
Socio-emotional wellbeing (18)
Support, School, Space, (12)

'Weird'

10

37

School (20)

Rules and Structures (16)

Socio-emotional wellbeing, Memory of Lockdown,
Space (14)

Ambivalence

36

Technology and Internet (24)
Rules and Structures (12)
Administration (10)

Learning (9)

Memory of
Lockdown

12

34

Rules and Structures (19)
School (18)
‘Weird’, Socio-emotional wellbeing (14)

CoviID-19

28

Rules and Structures (20)
Socio-emotional wellbeing (19)
Friends and Social Relationships (16)
School (14)

Interests

10

14

Learning (5)
Space (3)

Isolation

12

Friends and Social Relationships (6)
‘Weird’, Space (5)
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