Exploring the Effects of Boarding School Staffing Models on Staff and Student
Wellbeing: A Comparative Case Study of Boarding Staff Perspectives

Jon Casey Clair
BPharm (Hons), MPH, MFA, PGCE
School of Education and Professional Studies
Arts, Education, and Law
Griffith University

Submitted in fulfilment of the requirements of the degree of
Master of Education and Professional Studies Research
June 2021

BOARDING STAFFING MODELS: EFFECTS ON WELLBEING

2

Statement of Originality
This work has not previously been submitted for a degree or diploma in any university. To
the best of my knowledge and belief, the thesis contains no material previously published or
written by another person except where due reference is made in the thesis itself.

_____________________________
Jon Casey Clair
June 2021

BOARDING STAFFING MODELS: EFFECTS ON WELLBEING

3

Acknowledgements
There are a number of people that I would like to expressly thank for their contribution to the
completion of this thesis.

Doctor Katherine Main, my principal supervisor, for being endlessly supportive of this study
and understanding of the challenges that arose along the way. Without her guidance,
momentum, encouragement, and pragmatism, this milestone would have seemed
unreachable. Of the many things I have learnt from her, I especially value a paradigm of
perfectionism which favours accuracy, insight, and attention to detail.

Professor Donna Pendergast, my associate supervisor, for her solution-oriented mindset and
contributions to the growth of the research. Her well-timed inputs consistently pushed the
conceptual development and completeness of the work.

The participating schools, for your investment of time in this work despite your own hectic
schedules. Thank you also for your openness and honesty in discussing topics that were both
literally and figuratively close to home.

My husband Jon-Anders, for his unwavering support during this time, throughout several
major milestones in our lives together.

BOARDING STAFFING MODELS: EFFECTS ON WELLBEING

4

Abstract
England’s education system has a long history of boarding schools, with upwards of 75,000
boarders educated each year (Boarding Schools Association, 2020a; Independent Schools
Council, 2020). Boarding schools are regarded as unique educational environments and, in
recent times, there has been increasing consideration of the value and effect of these
environments on the wellbeing of both staff and students. To date, proponents and opponents
of boarding education have been unable to resolve their differing perspectives on the impacts
of a boarding education on staff and student wellbeing. This uncertainty has occurred in the
context of increasing rates of teacher attrition alongside the expanding role schools are
expected to play in the domain of student personal development. Despite existing research
documenting the importance of organisational factors as determinants of wellbeing, such as
staffing factors, the focus often remains on the individual, with little research specifically
addressing the boarding environment itself.
In the context of this research need, this exploratory qualitative study compared the
impact of two emergent boarding school staffing models on staff and student wellbeing
through the perceptions of boarding school staff. A comparative case study methodology was
employed, with purposive selection of two schools in England as instrumental case studies
representing each of the two emergent models: a) the teacher-led model, which favoured the
use of teaching staff in dual teaching-boarding positions, and b) the distinct-staff model,
which favoured separation between boarding house staff and teaching staff. Data were
collected through a document analysis of school-based policies and webpages and external
inspection reports, together with semi-structured interviews with five boarding house staff at
each site. The lived experience of boarding school staff was privileged within this study
through the application of standpoint theory (Allen, 2017) and a relational wellbeing
framework (S. White, 2010, 2017) used for the identification of broad determinant factors.
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Data analysis was conducted using Leximancer (Smith, 2016), an automated data
mining software package, and complemented with line-by-line manual processes. Document
analysis utilising Leximancer revealed that the case study contexts were comparable with
respect to their policy environments and school-based factors, with differences predominantly
emerging from the staffing model in use. Analysis of interview data utilising Leximancer
revealed five key themes: Boarding, School, Children, Time, and Work. These themes
reflected a textual focus on contextual factors, with substantial similarity emerging between
the two case study sites with respect to the ranked concepts identified. This contextual focus
and resulting similarity highlighted a common lived experience of participants between case
study sites and provided a foundation for manual analysis of the interview data.
Manual line-by-line analysis identified five themes through which staff and student
wellbeing was framed in relational terms: Provision, Roles, Routines, Relationships, and Fit.
Responsive to both the interview data and factors identified in the literature, these themes
were united with the contextual themes which emerged from Leximancer analysis to produce
a conceptual framework for the study. This conceptual framework supported the development
of differences between the two models with respect to the composition of staff roles and their
impact on role stress and role conflict and the consistency of boarding routines with respect
to continuity of care. Patterns of boarding provision, quality of relationships, and reciprocal
person-organisation fit were interrelated and important in both cases but were secondary to
Roles and Provision as differentiating factors. The models were deemed to be justifiable
constructions based on study observations.
Findings from this small-scale study recommend the distinct-staff model as most
supportive of staff and student wellbeing. This study found that the separation of teaching
and boarding roles served to reduce role stress and role conflict for boarding and teaching
staff alike, producing benefits for both staff and student wellbeing in this research context.
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Participants in the distinct-staff case reported that this model provided improved continuity of
care to boarders through greater consistency in the staffing of the boarding house. Additional
implications and guiding principles for schools to support the wellbeing of staff and students
in boarding included: (a) adapt provision responsively to reflect the needs of current staff and
students; (b) evaluate staff roles to minimise role stress and role conflict; (c) review routines
and transitions to facilitate continuity of care; (d) support relationship development both
professionally and personally; and (e) maximise fit between individual needs and the
requirements of the institution. Exploratory in nature, this study has contributed to the limited
boarding school literature base, providing the foundation for future research needed to
generalise these findings more confidently.
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Chapter 1 – Introduction
This explorative study investigated staff and student wellbeing within boarding
schools in England using a comparative case study methodology. Through the use of
relational wellbeing and standpoint theory as conceptual frameworks (Allen, 2017; S. White,
2015), this study compared two emergent staffing models: a) the teacher-led model, and b)
the distinct-staff model, in the context of growing emphasis on staff and student wellbeing in
schools in England. In 2018, the Department for Education (DfE) committed to the
promotion of wellbeing within schools as a priority in support of pupils’ achievement of their
full potential (DfE, 2018a, 2018b), supplementing longstanding national and international
concerns for teacher wellbeing (Griva & Joekes, 2003; Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development [OECD], 2002).
Boarding schools, as the research setting for this study, represent an established
element of the education system in England (DfE, 2014). In England alone there are over 500
boarding schools across both the state and private sectors educating more than 75,000
students annually who board in some capacity (Boarding Schools Association [BSA], 2020a;
DfE, 2014; Independent Schools Council [ISC], 2016; 2020; Singleton, 2009). Despite these
institutions representing well-established and age-old institutions which have shaped the
development of boarding schools worldwide, the boarding sector remains under-researched
(Hodges, 2012; Walford, 2009). Within this context, this Chapter outlines the motivation for
undertaking this research, then the study rationale, significance, and aims are discussed, and
the research question defined.
1.1 Personal Motivation
Throughout my professional experience in the independent school sector in England, I
became acquainted with a wide variety of staff working in an equally diverse number of
boarding school contexts. Through these professional connections, it became apparent that
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there was inconsistency in the operation of boarding houses, with the variation justified on
the basis of historical precedent or idiosyncrasy. Given the heavy workload of boarding
school staff and potential impact on staff and student wellbeing, I questioned if there was
merit in one approach over another. Therefore, this research study set out to identify,
describe, and compare the predominant staffing approaches of boarding schools in England,
to better understand the effect that these approaches have on staff and student wellbeing.
1.2 Study Rationale and Significance
This exploratory study occupies an important niche in the overlap of a number of
areas of educational research of contemporary relevance to the education system in England:
staff and student wellbeing, evidence-based school improvement, and organisational theory,
in a context where boarding schools are relatively commonplace (ISC, 2016, 2020). There is
a growing emphasis on student wellbeing as the role of the school expands beyond academic
provision to support the social and emotional development of students (DfE, 2018b; Hayes et
al., 2019; Weare & Nind, 2014). Within the context of boarding schools specifically, there is
agreement that the potential impact (both positive and negative) of boarding on students can
be substantial, resulting in regular calls for further research to support an evidence-based
approach (Agmon et al., 2015; Bramston & Patrick, 2007; Hodges, 2012; Kennedy et al.,
2002; Van Hoof & Hansen, 1999). While there is much research addressing student
wellbeing in mainstream schools, there is a need for additional research within a boarding
school context that considers the wider scope and unique environments of these schools
(Martin et al., 2014).
Wellbeing within schools can be expanded to include its workforce in addition to its
pupils, with longstanding and well-documented concerns for the wellbeing of school staff.
These concerns have afforded international importance given consistently high attrition rates
and occupational shortages within the teaching profession (Kilgallon et al., 2008; Le Cornu,
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2013; Naghieh et al., 2015; Pillay et al., 2005). There is, again, limited research specifically
evaluating these concerns within the context of boarding schools. Organisational theory
acknowledges that the systems and structures of an institution can influence wellbeing, yet
schools-based research in this area is also limited (Naghieh et al., 2015). Exploratory in
nature, this study aimed to inform the knowledge gap around the wellbeing of both staff and
students within the boarding school sector.
1.3 Research Aim and Questions
This study explored the effect of different staffing models on the wellbeing of staff
and students in boarding schools in England, using the attitudes, beliefs, experiences, and
perceptions of staff about their own and students’ sense of wellbeing. It was directed by the
following primary research question:
1.

To what extent can one of two emergent boarding school staffing approaches:
a) the teacher-led model, and b) the distinct-staff model, be considered
superior in supporting staff and student wellbeing?

In answering this research question, this study also addressed two supporting secondary
questions related to the differentiation and evaluation of the emergent models themselves:
i.

To what extent do the emergent staffing models differ in their effects on staff
and student wellbeing from the perspectives of boarding staff?

ii.

To what extent can the emergent staffing models be considered legitimate
representations of boarding school staffing practices?

To answer these questions, a comparative case study methodology was undertaken
with an underlying constructivist philosophy. Applying standpoint theory from a
contextualist paradigm, the researcher’s own privileged position as a boarding school insider
was used to describe two emergent boarding house staffing models underpinning the study.
These two emergent models: a) the teacher-led model, favouring the use of teaching staff in
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dual teaching-boarding positions, and b) the distinct-staff model, maintaining greater
separation between boarding house staff and teaching staff, formed the basis for case
comparison. Instrumental cases in England were selected through purposive criteria-based
sampling following, with data collection completed through semi-structured interviews of
boarding house staff, informed by Behavioural-Event interview protocols (McClelland,
1998), and document analysis. Analysis of interview data was undertaken through the tandem
use of manual thematic analysis and automated Leximancer (Smith, 2016) processing. This
research was both responsive to the collected data and informed by the identified literature.
1.4 Structure of the Thesis
This thesis is organised into four Chapters. This first Chapter has provided an
introduction to the rationale and significance of the study, introducing the research questions
that directed the study. Chapter Two provides a review of the literature pertaining to boarding
schools and wellbeing as it applies to staff and students, in addition to providing a contextual
primer to the researcher and addressing the limitations of the extant literature. Chapter Three
details the methodological frameworks which underpinned the research, including a
discussion of standpoint theory. The case study sites are introduced, in addition to providing
an overview of the processes undertaken throughout the study. Chapter Four presents the
findings from the study, commencing with the presentation of the study’s conceptual model
of the identified themes. It presents the document analysis and participant perspectives for
each case site and addresses contextual differences which arose between the schools. Chapter
Five provides a discussion of the study’s findings in response to the research questions, with
respect to the emergent staffing models and previous research. It concludes with
recommendations for boarding schools, in addition to the study limitations.
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Chapter 2 – Literature Review
In this Chapter, the literature pertaining to boarding schools, staffing roles, and
wellbeing is reviewed. As research around boarding schools is limited or dated (Hodges,
2012; Walford, 2009), the literature presented here additionally explores several overlapping
areas of contextual relevance. This Chapter provides an introduction to boarding schools,
outlining their features and logistical operations as well as explaining the roles and
responsibilities of boarding house staff as documented in the literature. Following this primer,
wellbeing theory is unpacked as it applies to both staff and students in this research context:
consideration is first given to each in general and then more specifically within a boarding
school environment.
2.1 Limitations of the Boarding School Literature
A comprehensive search across relevant databases (including ERIC (ProQuest),
EBSCO, Scopus, and Google Scholar) yielded few sources of direct relevance to the staffing
of boarding schools, or wellbeing in boarding schools. Of the identified studies, workforce
roles and staffing approaches were found to be brief or secondary inclusions in studies
addressing other areas. Within the industry-specific publications identified, including
informational sources and marketing materials from professional and representative bodies,
only brief and unsubstantiated statements concerning the boarding workforce are made with
minimal accompanying detail, guidance, or explanation. Given the shortage of available
literature to directly inform this research, the parameters of the literature search were
expanded in an effort to identify the wider literature base with a boarding context.
Widened search parameters produced challenges regarding generalisability of the
identified research. In many instances, the context of the study prevented it from being
applicable to the mainstream boarding school sector in England. As a result, such studies
were excluded from the relevant literature base to maximise study validity and avoid the
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introduction of confounding factors and inappropriate conflation. There were four noteworthy
contexts deemed too dissimilar for inclusion: non-school education setting, non-school
residential setting, an incongruous cultural/historical context, or a highly specific student
population. These contexts often suffered from incomparable staff and student populations,
such as clinical education settings, therapeutic settings, specialised education facilities, or
correctional contexts. Boarding school research is conducted globally, but some international
contexts were rejected on the basis of significant material difference between education
systems or sociocultural relevance. Notwithstanding these widened parameters, no studies
were identified directly addressing the core focus of the present study.
2.2 Boarding Schools in England: Background and Context
Boarding schools vary greatly in size, location, and ethos, with the vast majority
(97.3%) offering both boarding and non-boarding education (ISC, 2015, 2016, 2020;
Singleton, 2009; Walford, 1986, 2009). England has 447 independent boarding schools and
40 state boarding schools, collectively providing upwards of 75,000 boarding places each
year (BSA, 2020a; ISC, 2020). These schools offer primary (termed preparatory, or prep
schools), secondary, single sex, co-educational, faith-based, secular, selective, and nonselective education on a fee-paying basis: a state boarding education costs an average of
£12,000 per year whereas average annual independent boarding school fees exceed £46,000
(DfE, 2014; ISC, 2020; Singleton, 2009). Students who board are referred to as boarders (as
distinct from day pupils) and represent a steady 13% of all independent school pupils (ISC,
2016, 2020). Boarding schools are represented by the Boarding Schools Association (BSA),
and may be further affiliated with a number of different organisations, such as the
Independent Schools Council (ISC), the Headmasters’ and Headmistresses’ Conference
(HMC), or the Independent Association of Prep Schools (IAPS), in keeping with the
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educational focus, quality, and ethos of individual institutions (DfE, 2015; Singleton, 2009;
Smithers & Robinson, 2008).
Regulation and Governance
Boarding schools are idiosyncratic yet regulated environments which must comply
with minimum standards and a duty to promote the welfare of their students. Boarding
services in England are governed by the Department for Education’s National Minimum
Standards document (2015) and professionally supported by the BSA. These standards apply
to any mainstream school offering accommodation to its students, with specialist or nonschool settings regulated by other means. The document sets out the legal framework for the
provision of quality boarding through twenty standards addressing the quality of
accommodation, health and safety arrangements, parental involvement requirements, and
child protection and safeguarding systems. These standards are brief and non-specific,
frequently using ‘adequate’ and ‘suitable’ as unqualified terms, instead relying on
“judgements based on …the specific needs of the boarders residing at the school, having
regard to their ages, numbers and sex and any special requirements they may have” (DfE,
2015, p. 5). The standards also apply to staff, with non-specific stipulations made for living
conditions, staffing levels, training, and vetting. In the independent sector, regulation and
compliance is devolved from government authorities.
Inspection and compliance are regulated by the Independent Schools Inspectorate
(ISI), rather than the governmental Office for Standards in Education, which is responsible
for boarding and non-boarding aspects alike (ISC, 2015; ISI, 2016; Singleton, 2009). All
boarding schools are inspected every three to six years to ensure they meet good standards for
their boarding provision (ISI, 2016). In support of achieving high standards for boarding
education, the BSA provides member schools with access to professional development
opportunities and operational resources. However, the determination of good practice with
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regards to school logistics, operation, welfare promotion, and safeguarding arrangements is
largely left to individual schools, resulting in a wide variety of local practices. Working
within this context, this study concerned itself with the area beyond the ascribed minimum
and looked towards optimising the boarding experience of both staff and students.
Rules and Routines: A Day in the Life of Boarding
The long history of boarding schools has given rise to different approaches to the
logistical operations, student attendance, and the staffing of boarding houses (Walford, 1986).
This section introduces these traditions and arrangements, specifically, the boarding house,
student attendance modes, and daily routines, before considerations of boarding staff roles
and responsibilities are discussed. This section provides a wholly necessary primer to the
research context, as boarding schools are institutions which the majority of the population has
little to no direct experience of, are inaccurately represented in popular culture, and have
changed substantially over time (Anderson, 2005; Kahane, 1988; Walford, 1986; M. White,
2004).
The Boarding House. Boarding schools in England commonly operate a house
system and throughout time, houses have been consistently important to both students and the
school on organisational, symbolic, and motivational levels (Lambert, 1968; M. White,
2004). A house is built on tradition and can refer to any of a physical building, a group of
people, or an ideology and is an important subunit of a boarding school (Martin et al., 2016;
Walford, 1986). This subunit produces a microcosm of the wider world (M. White, 2004),
each in possession of its own identity built on a tradition of shared customs, symbols, and
social connectedness (Kennedy et al., 2002; Walford, 1986). The house comprises its
allocated students and a team of staff under the direction of an operational lead and represents
a structural division. This division is for both residential purposes and a mechanism for the
provision of pastoral care—the promotion of student welfare from a moral, ethical, and
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relational perspective (Anderson, 2005; Hearn et al., 2006; Walford, 1986). Ubiquitous in the
boarding sector, this study has used the term house to describe this unit of staff and students
from which to explore staff and student wellbeing.
Student Attendance Modes. Students are able attend boarding school under many
arrangements. The ISC (2015, 2020) lists full boarding, weekly boarding, or flexi-boarding.
Full boarders spend almost the entire duration of the term in residence at school, whereas
weekly boarders routinely spend weeknights at school, commencing either Sunday or
Monday night before students return home for the weekend (HMC, 2018). By comparison,
flexi-boarding provides boarding up to three nights a week at the convenience of boarders or
their families (HMC, 2018; ISC, 2020). These terms are used variably and inconsistently in
the wider literature: for example, Hodges (2012) refers to only full or weekly boarding,
whereas Hawkes (2001) adds the categories of occasional and day boarders. These additional
categories are respectively considered to be students who require boarding services
periodically on a temporary basis and non-residential students who remain at school into the
evening for extracurricular or academic programmes. On average, the majority of boarding
students in ISC schools are full-time boarders (79.8%), with the remaining students equally
divided between those who board on a weekly or flexi basis (ISC, 2020). However, the
proportion of full-time boarders drops to under 40% in the preparatory-school age range,
overtaken by flexi-boarding as the most prevalent mode of attendance. Within the
independent sector, the proportion of flexi-boarders is increasing, growing from 15.7% of all
students to 20.2% between 2016 and 2020 (ISC, 2016; 2020). These varying modes of
student attendance may impact on reported staff and student wellbeing and, as such, have
been considered by this study.
Student Life and Daily Routines. Detailed ethnographic and humanistic studies
completed by Walford (1986) in the 1980s and more recently by M. White (2004) and Yeo
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(2010) provide documentation of the day-to-day arrangements of boarding schools, with
professional guidance documents and personal memoirs alike corroborating the fundamental
systems they describe (Anderson, 2005; Boyd, 2009; Duffell, 2005; Holgate, 2007; Lambert,
1968; Schaverien, 2004, 2011). Boarders are housed together, eat meals together, and
complete their school day together (Holgate, 2007; Walford, 1986; Yeo, 2010). Routines are
determined largely according to timetables, with students allocated set times for meals, when
to shower, and when to sleep (Walford, 1986). School rules relating to behaviour, conduct,
and dress may be relaxed compared to the school day but nonetheless apply for the entire
duration that a boarder is at school (Walford, 1986; M. White, 2004). Such rules and
regulations are likely to vary from house to house and school to school, but are extensive and
cover all aspects of what boarders are allowed to do and where they are allowed to be
throughout the day and night (Walford, 1986). Boarders’ whereabouts, attendance, and
movements around the school are registered, recorded, and supervised in a manner
comparable to the regular school day (Anderson, 2005; Boyd, 2009).
Taught lessons and the classroom experience of students in boarding schools are
similar to non-boarding schools, but it is the time outside of the classroom which sets these
schools apart. There is a much greater potential for additional follow-up outside of teaching
hours (Martin et al., 2014; Walford, 1986) and the potential for closer student-teacher
relationships as interaction does not stop at the classroom door (M. White, 2004). Unlike a
mainstream day school, the boarding school combines aspects of community and
extracurricular life into its daily routine, creating a self-contained and all-encompassing
community (Walford, 1986, 2009; M. White, 2004). Sports fixtures, religious services, and
concerts, amongst other activities, are more formalised and participation is often highly
encouraged if not mandatory, creating an atmosphere of busyness and extending school life
from the weekday to the weekend (Walford, 1986). These extensions of boarding life beyond
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the formal and professional nature of the classroom and into informal and personal spheres
create the distinctively close staff-student communities observed in these schools (Kahane,
1988).
2.3 Boarding Staff Roles, Responsibilities, and Requirements
Boarding house staff occupy a wide variety of roles and have diverse professional
backgrounds but are ascribed only broad responsibilities and requirements under professional
guidance and regulations (Anderson, 2005; BSA, 2003; Boyd, 2009; Hawkes, 2001; Holgate,
2007). Staff are required to occupy an in loco parentis role, where they stand in place of a fit
and responsible parent to provide appropriate supervision and caregiving to boarders
(Anderson, 2005; BSA, 2003; Boyd, 2009; Hawkes, 2001; Holgate, 2007). Legally, boarding
staff must undergo statutory criminal background checks and an appropriate proportion of
house staff are required to live on-site in a residential capacity to provide due care (Anderson,
2005; Boyd, 2009; DfE, 2015). There is little further in the way of obligatory requirements
for boarding staff, with additional recommendations provided by professional agencies and
addressed by local policy.
The professional literature around boarding schools provides guidance on the personal
qualities, education, and experience for staff working in boarding schools. While there is no
specific qualification requirement to work in a boarding house, staff ideally possess personal
qualities and practical skills deemed to be of benefit to their role: kindness, empathy, respect,
dedication, emotional regulation, communication, first aid, crisis management, and an
awareness of legal issues (Anderson, 2005; Hawkes, 2001; Holgate, 2007). Boarding house
staff could include qualified teachers, although this remains unclear (Hodges, 2012; Walford,
1986; M. White, 2004). Despite the experience of formal training programmes (BSA, 2020b;
University of Buckingham, 2020), it has been suggested that the boarding skillset is almost
exclusively developed through experiential learning while in-post (Cruickshank &
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MacDonald, 2016). This exposure may have begun while staff members were themselves
students, as Walford (1986) notes that many house staff experienced a boarding education.
While all of these qualities represent ideal features of a boarding staff member, none is
considered mandatory, and local institutions may place additional value on certain personal
characteristics over others.
Even including these limited requirements and the available professional guidance,
there is little formal information available on the boarding workforce. Local and idiosyncratic
practice has given rise to variation in the staffing systems and structures employed by
boarding schools in England. This diversity, coupled with a lack of specific detail,
necessitates that boarding staff roles and responsibilities are explored in further detail, a call
echoed by Kennedy et al. (2002). Notwithstanding the contribution made by this study to
documenting the systems and structures of boarding, the available literature concerning the
boarding workforce is summarised and analysed below.
Boarding Staff Roles and Titles
The names, numbers and types of roles held by boarding staff are not clearly or
consistently defined in either the academic or professional literature. The published literature
describing workforce structures and staff roles in boarding schools is limited and often
secondary to other research interests (Anderson, 2005; Kennedy et al., 2002). Position titles
vary from study to study, when mentioned at all, and are rarely ascribed specific
responsibilities or requirements resulting in a lack of role clarity. Similarly, whether roles
require the incumbent to live on-site in a residential capacity or concurrently occupy an
academic teaching position remains unclear. Industry sources are generally vague, such as
professional guidance documents (BSA, 2003, 2004, 2017b) which lack detail, or are
contrastingly too specific to apply beyond their own specific context, such as individual
positions from named schools (Kennedy et al., 2002). Table 2.1 brings together a selection of
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Table 2.1
Variation in Reported Boarding Staff Role Titles
Source

Reported role titles of boarding staff

Cruickshank and MacDonald
(2016)

Head of boarding
House co-ordinator

Residential tutor

Hodges (2012)

Director
Head of house
Assistant head of house

Housemother
Tutor

Kahane (1988)

Housemaster
Housemistress
Housemother

Youth leader
Counsellor
Tutor

Kennedy et al. (2002)

51 unique and highly varied position titles listed in
total: see original publication for complete list

Strassman and Hall (1999)

Houseparent
Supervisor
Adviser

Counsellor
Educator
Childcare worker

Walford (1986)

Housemaster
Housemaster’s wife
Assistant housemaster

Resident tutor
Matron (also called
'housekeeper’)

M. White (2004)

Head of house
Assistant head of house
House tutor

Matron
Gap year assistant

Yeo (2010)

Director of boarding
Year group co-ordinator
Housemother

Residential assistant
Duty master

Various industry sources,
including recruitment websites
(Bedford School, 2018; BSA,
2003, 2017a; Cambridge
Education Group, 2018;
Summerhill School, 2018; Tes,
2017)

Housemaster
Housemistress
Houseparent

Head of boarding
Gappie
Matron
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identified information from various sources regarding the role titles of boarding staff to
illustrate the diversity. The lack of consistency in terminology and practice between sources
represented a challenge for this study and required an exploration of commonalities and
patterns within the reported roles and responsibilities.
Consistency Between Sources. There are a number of terms used to describe what
appear to be similar roles within the boarding workforce and a high degree of overlap in roles
and responsibilities within boarding schools (Walford, 1986). The operational lead of the
house is variously titled head of house (Hodges, 2012; M. White, 2004), houseparent
(Strassman & Hall, 1999), housemaster, housemistress (BSA, 2003; Kahane, 1988; Kennedy
et al., 2002), or house co-ordinator (Cruickshank & MacDonald, 2016). Hodges (2012) and
M. White (2004) both denoted this lead position as a house leadership and management role
with a residential requirement, but only M. White specified a dual teaching role. The role of
houseparent is used in a number of different ways, including as a synonym for housemaster
or housemistress (Tes, 2017). Other uses of houseparent in industry literature amount to a
multitude of responsibilities, combining any number of various elements including direct
boarder care, house leadership, teaching responsibilities, or domiciliary duties with no
apparent consistency (Bedford School, 2018; Cambridge Education Group, 2018; Hughes,
2018; Strassman & Hall, 1999; Summerhill School, 2018). There is also a variety of
terminology used to describe additional caregiving and support roles, including the position
of housemother or matron designated for housekeeping responsibilities (Kennedy et al.,
2002). Similar language is employed across these sources to suggest roles with an educational
component (e.g. tutor) and pastoral care roles (e.g. advisor, counsellor, supervisor). Whether
similarly titled roles within different studies in the literature base correspond to comparable
responsibilities remains unclear.
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Regardless of the terms used, there is little data available to inform the specific nature
of the staff roles and there is no specific or consistent association made between any stated
role and requisite training or qualifications, additional teaching responsibilities or residential
requirement. M. White specified that caregiving staff occupy dual teaching and boarding
roles, whereas Hodges (2012) only commented that teachers make up an unspecified
proportion of the boarding staff. Cruickshank and MacDonald (2016) asserted that all
boarding staff are either teachers or pre-service teachers. The proportion of boarding staff
with a higher education or specialist qualification was reported as 43% by Strassman and Hall
(1999) and later as 65% by Hodges (2012), while not routinely detailed in other studies.
Furthermore, whether or not roles were residential was not consistently stated in the studies
considered here. The comparability of these studies is limited by their institutional contexts,
countries, and age, with available studies spanning four decades. Given that the clarity and
confidence of such roles is correlated to their successful functioning (Fine et al., 1998), these
variations, uncertainties, and inconsistencies cannot be simply accepted as an idiosyncrasy or
inconsequential quirk of the boarding sector under analysis.
Terminology found in Walford’s (1986) ethnographic work (conducted in an era of
partial generalisability to the present) provides an insight into the role of gender and marriage
within boarding schools. His work makes reference to the ‘wives’ of housemasters and
headmasters as positions in their own right, in the context of the increased workload of a
modern boarding school demanding a two-person leadership team in the form of a married
couple. Although Walford’s work is dated, gendered language can still be found regularly in
contemporary professional literature, which acknowledges that the spouse of the
housemaster/mistress is still likely to be required to take a role in the boarding house
(Anderson, 2005; Boyd, 2009; DfE, 2015). As evidenced previously in Table 2.1, the
gendered terms of housemaster and housemistress are still commonplace. Despite the age of
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the study, Walford (1986) reflects that the language of the term ‘mistress’ endorses the lesser
status of women in the traditional male environment of the boarding school where the statuspromoting term ‘master’ is applied to their male counterparts. Terms such as housemother or
the designation of matron as a woman experienced with children and occupying a lower,
housekeeping role (Kennedy et al., 2002; Walford, 1986; M. White, 2004) further compounds
the problematic language still used in the contemporary sector.
The inconsistencies, variations, and gendered language described above are
limitations to the understanding of how boarding schools are staffed. This lack of consistency
is a product of the variety of staffing approaches used by boarding schools and is likely
compounded by the samples used by the identified literature: a limited number of schools are
selected across a range of contexts producing substantial variation. The wide range of
publication dates does not aid in drawing meaningful conclusions, as the boarding school
industry has undergone substantial change in recent decades (Anderson, 2005). There is a
reported need for additional research into the roles, numbers, and training of staff in modern
boarding schools (Bramston & Patrick, 2007; Hodges, 2012; Van Hoof & Hansen, 1999) as
there is no up-to-date or robust review of staff numbers, systems, or models in the
professional or academic literature (Anderson, 2005).
Staff Responsibilities and Family Theory
The overlap between the responsibilities, functions and required skills of a boarding
house staff member and parent within a traditional family setting are established through both
the professionally documented concept of in loco parentis as delegated parental responsibility
(Anderson, 2005; Boyd, 2009) and through research connecting family and parental theory to
boarding staff skill development (Hodges, 2012). The requirement of a boarding staff
member to act in the manner that a fit and able parent ought to act is clearly stated (Boyd,
2009; Hawkes, 2001), but what exactly this responsibility entails is less specific. Research in
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boarding schools has conceptualised the boarding house and associated people within it as a
second sphere of influence in the lives of young people, akin to a second family home (M.
White, 2004) and boarders have been shown to perceive boarding house dynamics in a
similar manner to the family dynamics (Hodges et al., 2016). This perception justifies the
application of parental and family theory to the boarding context, which will be explored later
in this section. There are many well developed models of family dynamics, functioning and
parental roles (Olson & Lavee, 1989), with their differences applying predominantly to their
therapeutic application (Drumm et al., 2000; I. Miller et al., 2000). While an in-depth analysis
is beyond the scope of this study, an amalgamation of the four most prominent and wellconceptualised theoretical approaches will be explored.
Family functioning and parental theory presents three recurring areas, namely,
cohesion, flexibility, and communication. These areas are addressed by the Beavers Systems
model (Beavers & Voeller, 1983; Beavers & Hampson, 2000) as a balance between the
internal and external influences and optimal competence in functioning within families. A
balance of these areas is achieved with effective communication and the necessary flexibility
to resolve conflict to meet the needs of all family members while avoiding dysfunctional
authoritarianism. Comparatively, the Circumplex model (Olson & Lavee, 1989; Olson, 2000)
places value on cohesion and flexibility to contribute paradigms of parenting. Here, a balance
is required between emotional attachment and flexibility, where overattachment,
estrangement, disorder, and rigidity must be avoided. These two models produce a range of
successful dynamics which value differences between successful families, rather than a set
ideal to strive towards.
The McMaster Approach to Families (I. Miller et al., 2000) and its successor the
Process Model of Family Functioning (Skinner et al., 2000) formulate specific skills,
behaviours, and processes necessary for successful family functioning and parental role
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fulfilment. These skills are divided into instrumental and affective contexts, which
respectively concern the functional needs of daily life and emotional needs of family
members. Value is placed on problem solving and task accomplishment, effective
communication, role allocation and performance, navigation of situations involving danger,
physical needs and social interactions, and appropriate emotional involvement and
expression. The Process Model extends these functions into wider social systems such as
school and community (Skinner et al., 2000). These contextual considerations provide utility
when applied within the complex systems seen in boarding schools.
Hodges’ (2012) research provided an important connection between the functions of a
parent and the in loco parentis requirement of boarding school staff. In piloting an evidencebased parental skills programme for a boarding context, Hodges concluded that staff
possessed “increased competence, self-efficacy and role satisfaction” in their completion of
parental roles as informed by family theory (2012, p. 172). These theories of family
functioning and parental roles provide concepts, paradigms, skills, behaviours, processes and
strategies to support the role and function of boarding staff acting in an in loco parentis
capacity and serve to provide points of analysis for this research when exploring the creation
of wellbeing within a boarding environment.
Summary: Boarding Staff Roles
Despite the presence of some similarities between reported boarding house staffing
structures across individual studies, the differences are substantial. Inconsistencies and a lack
of clarity around staff roles, titles, and responsibilities are compounded by a limited literature
base. The literature explored in this section does, however, support the connectedness
between family theory and the role of staff in the boarding house. Specific research in this
area has been called for, within the greater picture of a growing evidence demand for
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boarding (Agmon et al., 2015; Bramston & Patrick, 2007; Hodges, 2012; Kennedy et al.,
2002; Van Hoof & Hansen, 1999): a demand to which this study has responded.
2.4 Wellbeing: Concept, Construction, and Application to Boarding Schools
As this research is primarily focussed on the wellbeing outcomes of students and staff
within boarding environments, it is necessary to examine wellbeing both conceptually as well
as in the boarding context. In this section, the theoretical nature of wellbeing will first be
reviewed and defined before being explored within a school setting. In turn, the evidence
base for supporting student and staff wellbeing will be examined and the importance of
exploring the impact of workforce structures on wellbeing in boarding justified.
Theory and Definition of Wellbeing
There are many different conceptualisations, constructions, and theories of wellbeing
in the literature. Referred to by many names—wellbeing (Brooks, 2014), well-being (F.
Huppert & So, 2013), wellness (D. Miller et al., 2008), general wellbeing (Karatzias et al.,
2006), life satisfaction (Michalos, 2008), happiness (Ryan & Deci, 2001)—wellbeing is
inconsistently defined and lacks consensus in the literature (Camfield et al., 2009). The
language and terminology used in wellbeing research also varies, with researchers often
generating their own terminology, leading to confusion (McGregor et al., 2015). In the
context of these inconsistencies, this section explores the principles and tenets of wellbeing
theory before this study’s research paradigm is presented.
The study into human health and wellbeing features negative or positive positions on
the constructions of wellbeing. Traditionally, a negative or deficit model considers a state of
health through the absence of illness or distress, with the removal of distress or illness
producing a corresponding increase in wellbeing (F. A. Huppert, 2014; Keyes, 2007). A
positive approach to health and wellbeing, however, recognises that groups and individuals
can move beyond the avoidance of negative outcomes and towards conditions where
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wellbeing can flourish (F. Huppert & So, 2013; F. A. Huppert, 2014). Both positive and
negative states of being can be unified as related but discrete continua in a bidimensional
model of wellbeing (Keyes, 2005, 2007). This pairing supersedes the simpler notion of a
single wellbeing continuum, allowing for the co-existence of positive and negative
components of wellbeing. This bidimensional model, adopted by this study, provides a basis
for a much richer and complex understanding of wellbeing and the factors that enable it.
In conceptualising wellbeing, previous research has placed emphasis on particular
aspects of wellbeing. Researchers have adopted a position across two constructs and
measures of wellbeing: subjective or psychological wellbeing (Casas et al., 2007; F. A.
Huppert, 2014; Keyes et al., 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2011). Subjective wellbeing is characterised
as a measure concerned with quality of life, levels of satisfaction, and the balance between
positive and negative emotion and psychological wellbeing encompasses functioning,
purpose, and the realisation of potential. While there is substantial overlap between these
terms, they are considered separate but related constructs (Casas et al., 2007; Keyes et al.,
2002) with both containing elements of importance to this exploratory study. Societal and
community factors are also included in the construction of wellbeing (F. A. Huppert, 2014; S.
White, 2010), further broadening its conceptualisation.
A number of definitions of wellbeing exist, with the least restrictive definitions of
wellbeing providing the greatest utility in explorative research as they consider a wide range
of determinants and influences. Amongst the broadest definitions of wellbeing, Huppert
(2014) makes reference to sustainable wellbeing and defines the term flourishing to extend
wellbeing towards the conditions needed for self-optimisation (F. Huppert & So, 2013).
These terms unite elements of psychological and subjective wellbeing, providing a unified
approach to the definition of wellbeing. This unification is developed further through the
construct of relational wellbeing, which privileges the importance of the interconnectedness
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between the different determinants for defining, creating, and expressing wellbeing (S.
White, 2010, 2017; S. White & Jha, 2018). As this paradigm values the perspectives and
value judgements of individuals within a community, this definition of wellbeing remains
responsive to the subjects and context under direct consideration.
For the purposes of this study, the term wellbeing was adopted in the capacity as a
broad and overarching term and is used throughout. To achieve a broad conceptualisation of
wellbeing of both staff and students within a boarding school community, this study defined
wellbeing as the meeting of psychological and subjective wellbeing, created and expressed
relationally, where a sustainable flourishing can occur (F. Huppert & So, 2013; Keyes et al.,
2002; S. White, 2017). The use of this conceptualisation allowed for flexibility across the
components of wellbeing in keeping within an exploratory research paradigm.
Dimensions Models of Wellbeing. Following the defining of wellbeing, numerous
models have been constructed as frameworks for the exploration and measurement of
wellbeing. Irrespective of their theoretical basis, these models feature recurring core
dimensions (McGregor et al., 2015) including personal, physical, psychological,
environmental, socio-political, and economic aspects (F. A. Huppert, 2014; Pollard & Lee,
2003). Three broad dimensions are repeatedly featured across frameworks: the material, the
relational, and the quality of life as experienced by individuals (McGregor et al., 2015).
While these summative categories are declared to be as close to universal as possible, specific
contexts require the selection of detailed domains and models relevant to the setting.
The relational wellbeing model formulated by S. White (2010, 2015, 2017) aligns
closely to the ‘universal’ tenets of wellbeing (McGregor et al., 2015) and met the needs of
this study’s research context. As research exploring the boarding school context often
pertains to relationships, community, perspectives, and experiences (Hodges, 2012; D.
Mander & Lester, 2017; Martin et al., 2014; Mason, 1997; Redman-MacLaren et al., 2017;
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M. White, 2004; Yeo, 2010), the emphasis given to the subjective experience of wellbeing by
this model complemented the existing knowledge base. The model and its applicability to this
study is now further explored.
The model categorises key aspects of wellbeing into three dimensions which
influence each other: environmental, societal, and personal. The environmental concerns the
material basis of wellbeing, and broadly considers wealth and assets, standard of living, and
provisions which are needed for health. The societal concerns relationships and community
connectedness, from support networks to personal relationships, love, and care. The personal
is centred on the individual’s experience of wellbeing as it relates to their self-identity,
emotion, hopes, aspirations, and sense of meaning. In contrast to their discrete categorisation
and naming, these dimensions are dynamically intertwined, creating spheres of influence
rather than static determinants. In a research setting, one domain is often expressed in terms
of another: individuals were observed to respond to statements about their personal wellbeing
through the quality of their relationships, or use environmental considerations to express the
quality of their relationships (S. White, 2010, 2015, 2018; S. White & Jha, 2018). This
phenomenon evidences the interconnectedness of these dimensions of wellbeing and
privileges the subjective experience of wellbeing.
Critical of approaches which de-personalise research subjects, the relational wellbeing
model considers the features of a person’s reality in addition to their lived experience (S.
White, 2017). The model, while still encompassing the broader determinants of wellbeing,
recognises ‘people as subjects of their own lives, rather than objects of …critical gaze’ (S.
White, 2018, p. 9). This central principle of the model argues that factors affecting wellbeing
cannot be interpreted without the perspectives from the subjects themselves, as wellbeing is
an experiential phenomenon. Wellbeing cannot be equated to or extrapolated from a situation
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or context (S. White, 2015, 2018) and it is individuals themselves who shape what is
important to their wellbeing (McGregor et al., 2015).
The model additionally considered collective and community elements of wellbeing,
which made it relevant in a boarding school research context where an individual belongs to a
wider social system. Here, additional depth was provided by S. White’s earlier work (2010),
where each domain was considered from both personal and community perspectives in a
socio-ecological framework. Although lacking emphasis on the relational and dynamic
features of the later model, this dual individual-community version of the framework
provided for the collective consideration of wellbeing. The full framework and domains from
both perspectives can be found in Table 2.2. As a boarding school is a self-contained
community in many respects where the interactions between an individual and their
community are afforded importance (Kahane, 1988; M. White, 2004; Yeo, 2010), the detail
from this framework provided additional utility for this study.
Wellbeing Within Settings. The importance of community and environment to
support wellbeing is a cornerstone of the World Health Organisation’s (WHO) settings
approach (John-Akinola & Gabhainn, 2015) and one of the guiding principles of the Ottawa
Charter For Health Promotion (WHO, 1986). The settings approach acknowledges that
wellbeing is influenced by more than individual behaviour and is mediated by environmental
and contextual factors to define a socio-ecological model of wellbeing (John-Akinola &
Gabhainn, 2015; Paton et al., 2005). Positive wellbeing is created by complex interactions
between an individual and their environment at the individual, organisational, and
environmental levels within a specified context (Dooris, 2009; McLeroy et al., 1998). The
many wellbeing-creating agents and elements of a setting—such as community organisations,
schools, and workplaces, health systems—should operate in concert to effect the best
outcomes (Dooris, 2004); many of these elements feature in S. White’s (2010)
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Table 2.2
Socio-Ecological Wellbeing Framework (White, 2010, 2018)
Environmental and material dimension: concerns practical welfare and standards of living
Individual level

Community level

Income, wealth, assets
Employment and livelihood activities
Education and skills
Physical health and (dis)ability
Access to services and amenities
Environmental quality

Vital statistics: age distribution, health status,
education levels, income levels, housing quality,
tenure status
Employment and livelihood opportunities
Availability of information and communications
Availability/quality of services and amenities:
water, sanitation, electricity, credit, shops, schools,
colleges, clinics, hospitals, sports centres, play
areas, places of worship
Infrastructure and accessibility (e.g., public
transport)
Quality of environment

Societal and relational dimension: concerns personal and social relations
Individual level

Community level

Relations of love and care
Networks of support and obligation
Relations with the state: law, politics,
welfare
Social, political and cultural identities and
inequalities
Violence, conflict and (in)security
Scope for personal and collective action
and influence

Community formation: main minority/majority
groups, in-migration, lines of solidarity/conflict,
household composition/stability
Organisational belonging: churches, mosques,
temples, clubs, sports, political parties, gangs,
action groups…
Informal association: where different groups get
together
Relations with the state: law, politics, welfare
Violence, crime and (in)security
Scope for and experience of collective action

Personal and subjective dimension: concerns values, perceptions, and experience
Individual level

Community level

Understandings of the sacred and the moral
order
Self-concept and personality
Hopes, fears and aspirations
Sense of meaning/meaninglessness
Levels of (dis)satisfaction
Trust and confidence

Understandings of a ‘good community’, a ‘good
society’
Community self-concept
Community fears and aspirations
Levels of (dis)satisfaction
Trust and confidence in each other
Sense of alienation or connectedness with wider
society

Framework reproduced with the permission of the copyright owner (S. White, 2010, 2018).
Note: Dimension titles harmonised across publications by the researcher.
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aforementioned community wellbeing framework (see Table 2.2). Dooris (2004) specifically
considers the agents and stakeholders within a school to include students, teachers and other
non-teaching staff, parents, youth services, community groups, faith organisations, and health
services. A settings approach is of importance to this study as it is concerned with the
creation of wellbeing within a defined context.
Two perspectives are offered by Dooris (2004) on how a setting can be utilised to
improve wellbeing. In the first, the site is used as a vehicle for targeting personal factors and
behaviours from an individualistic perspective. The second takes a broader, socio-ecological
perspective where the fabric of an environment, context or organisation is targeted to produce
positive effects on wellbeing. Working within the second approach, organisational change
targets include policy and protocol, resource allocation, planning, and workforce
development (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014). Specifically within schools, wellbeing measures
have demonstrated close links to socio-ecological and organisational level factors and not just
individual behaviours or perceptions (John-Akinola & Gabhainn, 2015; Martin et al., 2016).
These links place organisational factors as valid change targets to improve wellbeing within
schools, favoured over individual-level interventions (Martin et al., 2016). This study aims to
build on this previous research, exploring the connection between selected organisational
factors and wellbeing in pursuit of the Ottawa Charter (WHO, 1986) principle of creating
supportive environments.
Student Wellbeing
In a systematic review of European policy and practice for promoting wellbeing,
Weare and Nind (2014) noted that there is a wealth of research available that explores the
wellbeing of students within a school setting. School students can be justified as recipients of
wellbeing promotion strategies on a dual basis: childhood and adolescence represent
formative years where life-long wellbeing can developed and schools are recognised as
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effective sites to promote wellbeing (Weare & Nind, 2014). The definition of wellbeing for
students is contextualised by Frost (2010) to locate factors within the school environment:
“sustainable positive mood and attitude, health, resilience, and satisfaction with self,
relationships and experiences at school” (p. 1). This section explores both concepts and
reviews the evidence base for promoting student wellbeing.
Schools as Sites of Optimal Student Wellbeing. Schools are where a noteworthy
amount of childhood and adolescent social interaction and development occurs and, as such,
they are significant locations for creating student wellbeing (Weare & Nind, 2014). Schools
sit alongside the family unit, peer social relationships and the local community as key
determiners of wellbeing, presenting a substantial opportunity to promote wellbeing
(Frydenberg et al., 2009; Soutter et al., 2011; Weare & Nind, 2014; M. White, 2004). Schools
are required to support the development of their students social and emotional learning, in
addition to fostering their academic development (Brooks, 2014; Weare & Nind, 2014). The
Education Act (2002) mandates that schools in England “promote the spiritual, moral,
cultural, mental, and physical development of pupils at the school and of society and prepare
pupils at the school for the opportunities, responsibilities, and experiences of later life”
(Section 78). This aim recognises that cognitive and non-cognitive development occur in
tandem and that social and emotional development is necessary for effective academic
learning (Weare & Nind, 2014). Mirrored in the broad definition of wellbeing adopted by this
study, outcomes from both areas are connected to student wellbeing.
Student Wellbeing and Outcomes. Student wellbeing and student outcomes are
linked, with positive student wellbeing shown to correlate with successful outcomes across
many academic and social measures (Bücker et al., 2018; Catalano et al., 2002; S. Miller et
al., 2013). Academically, higher levels of wellbeing are associated with higher levels of
educational achievement, engagement, and aspirations for the future (Catalano et al., 2002;
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Graham & Power, 2003; Gray & Hackling, 2009; Reid & McCallum, 2014). Beyond the
confines of the school setting, positive student wellbeing is associated with lower rates of
risky behaviour and criminal justice system involvement (Catalano et al., 2002; Graham &
Power, 2003; Zins et al., 2004) with wellbeing in youth and childhood representing a strong
predictor of positive mental health in adulthood (Cook et al., 2017; Weare & Nind, 2014).
During their school years, students develop a sense of identity and self-worth, resilience,
motivation, and establish peer social networks, which are both required for and support
student wellbeing (Harden et al., 2007; T. Newman & Blackburn, 2002), demonstrating a
positive reciprocal relationship between features and predictors of wellbeing (Powell et al.,
2018). The complex cascading nature of student wellbeing and its importance in fostering the
future success of young people justifies it as a focus for research and intervention.
Promoting Student Wellbeing: Approaches, Strategies, and Interventions. The
approaches to promoting wellbeing in schools (adopted from the wider health promotion
field) can be categorised into three groups: indicated, targeted, and universal strategies
(Wells et al., 2003). Their underpinning philosophies progress from an individualistic basis
through to a settings approach. The indicated and targeted strategies focus on promoting the
wellbeing of specific students already experiencing poor outcomes or identified as being at
risk. The majority of research into student wellbeing is focussed at this level (Weare & Nind,
2014) in keeping with a neoliberal philosophy of personal responsibility (Acton & Glasgow,
2015). Working within a decidedly more positive definition of health, a universal approach
encompasses an entire school population, often through organisation level actions.
Wellbeing promotion strategies in schools have been shown to have impacts in
keeping with the effect sizes of traditional health and social interventions (Durlak & Wells,
1997; Stage & Quiroz, 1997). The systematic work by Weare and Nind (2014) concluded that
many dimensions of wellbeing can be successfully targeted through school-based efforts
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including mental health, bullying and social issues, anger and violence issues, academic
achievement, and attitudes toward school. However, the reproducibility of any specific
approach is inconsistent across even seemingly similar settings, making any single approach
of variable value. The promotion of student wellbeing is therefore most effective when
responsive to its context with a settings approach philosophy and the use of universal
strategies (Catalano et al., 2002; Martin et al., 2016; Weare & Nind, 2014).
Organisation Level Interventions to Promote Student Wellbeing. When working
within a whole-school universal approach there are multiple areas and dimensions that can be
addressed. The most successful address multiple areas at once and involve multiple agents
and stakeholders (Catalano et al., 2002; Weare & Nind, 2014). Areas for action that are
amenable to wellbeing improvement include the school culture and ethos, school policy and
procedure, staff development, parental engagement, co-ordination with outside agencies, and
the taught-skills aspect of the curriculum. These elements are in keeping with the principles
of S. White’s (2010) socio-ecological framework for wellbeing and many represent
organisational factors and school processes. Weare and Nind (2014), Saab and Klinger
(2010), and Martin et al. (2016) identify that organisation-level factors and school
processes—the underlying values, attitude, culture, and ethos of the school and how schools
are organised, managed and operated (Rumberger & Palardy, 2004; Steinmayr et al., 2018)—
represent positive and promising targets for wellbeing research, to which this study has
responded.
Existing research identifies that various elements of school processes and school-level
organisational features can affect multiple dimensions of student wellbeing (Karvonen et al.,
2005; Lee, 2000; Ma, 2000; Maes & Lievens, 2003; Martin et al., 2016; Rumberger &
Palardy, 2004; Saab & Klinger, 2010; Torsheim & Wold, 2001; Willms & Ma, 2004).
Modelling has demonstrated that school level organisational factors – specifically structural
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and community elements – affect student achievement outcomes (Bücker et al., 2018; Lee,
2000; Rumberger & Palardy, 2004; Steinmayr et al., 2018). While this effect is separate from
individual and classroom level dimensions, the effects are interrelated in their positive
influence on both academic and wellbeing measures (Bücker et al., 2018; Lee, 2000;
Steinmayr et al., 2018; Willms & Ma, 2004). This evidences that the scope of influence of
school organisational factors reaches beyond academic achievement, broadening
considerations within this research.
School processes and organisational factors have also been linked to the health of
their students (Karvonen et al., 2005; Ma, 2000; Torsheim & Wold, 2001). With a focus
predominantly on physical health, Karvonen et al. (2005) found that school level variables
such as school climate made a small but valid contribution to inter-school variations in
health. Investigating similar variations, Torsheim and Wold (2001) offered school level
organisational factors as one explanation for significant differences in self-reported health
complaints. School level effects have also been observed when linked with health behaviours,
rather than complaints of ill-health (Ma, 2000). The link between organisational level factors
to student perceptions and behaviours provides the grounding needed to undertake an
explorative investigation from a wellbeing perspective.
While informative, the aforementioned studies linking school level organisational
factors and processes to wellbeing nonetheless leave a gap in the literature. They pertain to
somewhat different contexts to the present research with a differing conceptualisation of
wellbeing. These studies linking school level organisational factors and processes exhibit
somewhat different contexts to the present research. They are conducted in a variety of
contexts from North America to Scandinavia, in a range of school settings from public to
private, primary to secondary. Often, indirect or aggregate indices of health are used and
many have adopted a negative conceptualisation of health through measuring rates of illness
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or absence of illness. While this restricts their direct applicability to the study of wellbeing,
especially from the bidimensional construct of wellbeing adopted by this study, they do
illustrate proof of concept: school organisational level factors influence dimensions of student
wellbeing and further research is warranted.
The Effect of Boarding on Student Wellbeing
While boarding schools and day schools share many organisational features and have
comparable academic outcomes (Martin et al., 2014), the experience of boarding students
outside of teaching hours is remarkably different (M. White, 2004). When reviewing
boarding schools using the community perspective of the wellbeing framework adopted by
this study (S. White, 2010), it is evident that the ‘boundaries’ of a boarding school encompass
a greater number of elements which are usually external to mainstream schools. This
internalising of community elements occurs across all three framework domains: the material,
the relational, and the subjective. Given that a boarding school is a more self-contained
environment than other school types, with many stakeholders within the bounds of the
organisation, it is not unreasonable to argue that it should be particularly well placed to
support the promotion of wellbeing. Thus, special consideration must be given to student
wellbeing in this context.
Framing and Defining Student Wellbeing in Boarding. This section will first
expand the notion of student wellbeing to encompass a boarding environment, before
exploring associated factors from a settings perspective. The definition of student wellbeing,
while embracing elements of both physical and mental welfare at school, must be widened in
a boarding school context in order to accommodate the greater caregiving role provided by
the organisation. Hodges (2012) expanded this definition to include all aspects of child
developmental wellbeing in the family environment, which is also captured in the ISI’s key
criteria of ‘personal development’ (2016, p. 10). Acknowledging the in loco parentis
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responsibilities of boarding schools, the ISI definition broadens wellbeing to include
considerations such as building self-esteem, developing a spiritual identity, respecting
diversity, and learning right from wrong. These aspects are traditionally associated with the
family home and expand the range of factors to be explored within the specific context of a
boarding school.
The boarding house can be conceptualised as being parallel to the family home.
Boarders draw on both their home environment and boarding environments to develop their
personal values (M. White, 2004). Psychologically speaking, boarders value the boarding
house as a primary personal system, on par with the family unit, whereas day pupils place
school in a secondary system (M. White, 2004). Hodges et al. (2016) lends additional support
to this likeness through similarities between the boarding house staff/student perception
divide and the child/parent paradigm. Given the gravity of these comparisons, it is
unsurprising that the safety of their children remains the foremost priority for parents
selecting a boarding school (Vigar-Ellis, 2013). As a boarding context is expanded beyond
the usual influence of school to include additional aspects of the family unit, it has the
potential to have a greater impact on student development and wellbeing.
Boarding and Student Outcomes. Boarding schools are conflictingly cited as both
excellent opportunities for personal growth and psychologically damaging institutions
(Martin et al., 2014; Schaverien, 2011). It is claimed that a boarding school education
provides the benefits of character development, the formation of lifelong networks,
independence, and self-reliance (Anderson, 2005; Holgate, 2007). Selecting a boarding
education is said to provide greater opportunities and a higher quality of education with
strengths in both academic and extracurricular areas (Bramston & Patrick, 2007; Hawkes,
2001; Holgate, 2007). A large-scale study of Australian secondary schools found near
equivalency between academic and wellbeing outcomes of boarders and day students, with
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modest positive effects favouring the psychological wellbeing of boarders (Martin et al.,
2014). However, boarding school students also exhibit predictors of poor mental health such
as emotional difficulties, stress, anxiety, and depressive symptoms (D. Mander et al., 2015).
Further arguments against a boarding education amount to those of child abuse—
abandonment, bullying, and neglect—although these authors acknowledge the limitations and
historical context of their lived experiences (Duffell, 2000, 2005; Schaverien, 2004, 2011)
and the physical safety and material wellbeing of students is positively reported in
contemporary settings (DfE, 2015; Hodges et al., 2016; ISI, 2016; Kennedy et al., 2002;
Singleton, 2009). These stark contrasts remain unresolved in the literature.
These polarising statements differ greatly in their reports and due consideration must
therefore be given to perspective and bias. Claims of positive outcomes for students who
attend boarding school are frequently seen in industry publications, marketing materials, and
publications affiliated with boarding associations. By comparison, negative reports largely
consist of singular case studies or are limited to anecdotal evidence, such as the wellpublicised accounts by Schaverien (2011). Within boarding schools, a greater degree of
variance has been observed between individual students than boarding houses or schools
themselves, underscoring the highly individual perception of the boarding environment
resulting in a lack of consensus (Martin et al., 2016).
The picture regarding the impact and outcomes for boarding students is unclear: both
positive and negative effects are reported and there is insufficient information to reliably
resolve the divergence. This conflict aside, the magnitude of the impact reported on students
is great, evidencing the substantial influence that boarding staff and environments can have
on students (Hodges, 2012). The potential to maximise benefits and minimise harms in the
high-stakes environment of a boarding house is sufficient justification for additional research
around boarding schools and student wellbeing.
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Boarding, Relationships, and Student Wellbeing. Student wellbeing in the
boarding house is strongly correlated to their perceptions of the boarding school environment,
relationships and conflict, and the social support available to them (Hodges et al., 2016).
Problematically, however, boarders’ perceptions of social support and the boarding
environment have been shown to be significantly different and even opposite to those of
boarding staff, with substantial individual variance observed in student perceptions of the
boarding environment (Martin et al., 2016). Specifically, boarders rate staff support and
communication skills less positively than staff self-assessments and perceive greater amounts
of conflict (Hodges, 2012). Boarders report close friendships as both a positive and negative
aspect to boarding, with privacy concerns and strict rules also perceived negatively. In
relation to available staff support, boys generally report an affinity with their housemaster
and girls their matron, although girls broadly described concern over poor relationships with
both staff and peers (Hodges, 2012; Hodges et al., 2016). As this study considers both staff
and students, the impact of such relationships is explored below.
Relationships between boarders and boarding staff are closely linked to student
wellbeing. This effect can be attributed to the positive effects of social support in a boarding
context (Agmon et al., 2015) and greater access to knowledgeable staff for pastoral care
(Martin et al., 2014). The BSA (2017b) accordingly places house relationships at the core of a
boarding staff member’s remit and M. White (2004) observed that these relationships were
less formal than traditional teacher-student relationships, with a notably personal facet. Close
and positive staff-student relationships were one of the factors that promoted a successful
transition and adjustment to boarding school (Hawkes, 2001; D. Mander et al., 2015; D.
Mander & Lester, 2017; Mason, 1997). Generalising from the non-specific context of schools
to the boarding environment, there is strong evidence that high-quality and stable staffstudent relationships minimise reports of emotional difficulties in students (Cornelius-White,
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2007; Hattie, 2009, 2012; Miller-Lewis et al., 2014; Roorda et al., 2011; Roorda et al., 2017;
Yoon, 2002).
The stability of staff-student relationships can be viewed as analogous to ‘continuity
of care’ in the field of health and social care. Continuity of care, centred on carer-child
interactions that are “predictable, appropriate and occur over an extended period of time”
(Jones, 2008, p. 121), has been described as essential for wellbeing of youth in care. Higher
continuity produces stronger carer-child relationships through perceived responsiveness and
dependability (Glisson & Hemmelgarn, 1998; Wahler, 1994). While the boarding
environment has a substantially different socio-cultural context to children’s care services,
because of the similarities in the nature of parental care provided by both house staff and
youth services, it is reasonable to apply this principle beyond its original context to the setting
explored here. Continuity of care, in conjunction with the impact of staff-student
relationships, situates the boarding workforce as an important determinant of student
wellbeing. Overall, given the extended responsibility of boarding schools to ensure the
wellbeing of their boarders, there is a clear need for evidence-informed student support.
Staff Wellbeing
A focus on wellbeing within schools must acknowledge that in addition to supporting
students, schools are a workplace for staff with their own wellbeing needs (Weare & Nind,
2014). Working in a school provides more than income to meet the material needs of life: it
provides personal satisfaction and is rewarding, contributes to one’s personal identity, and
allows for a meaningful social contribution (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014). While school
staff consistently recognise the importance of fostering student wellbeing, the staff also have
wellbeing needs which often go unmet (Kidger et al., 2010). Parallel to the importance of
school as a setting for promoting student wellbeing, the workplace is a key site in promoting
adult wellbeing (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014). This section will examine the factors that
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contribute to the wellbeing of staff and consider the role of schools in support of this
objective. As the literature addressing staff wellbeing in schools almost exclusively concerns
teachers rather than non-teaching staff, the term teacher is used when referring to teachers
and the term staff is used when referring to non-teaching staff to make this distinction.
Defining Staff Wellbeing. Staff and teacher wellbeing is not consistently or clearly
defined in the literature (Acton & Glasgow, 2015) and a limited conceptualisation is often
constructed around occupational concerns such as stress and absenteeism (Collie et al., 2015).
Collie et al. (2015) advocated for a positive approach to defining teachers’ wellbeing with a
particular focus on workplace factors that are supportive of wellbeing. Acton and Glasgow
(2015) provide a comprehensive definition of teacher wellbeing to fulfil this requirement:
an individual sense of personal professional fulfilment, satisfaction, purposefulness
and happiness, constructed in a collaborative process with colleagues and students
…supported or constrained by contextual factors which enable teachers to realise their
purpose and goals in teaching, provide realistic and manageable work demands that
allow for autonomy, and which value, respect and celebrate teachers’ professional
expertise and work practice. (p. 102)
This definition is in keeping with the broader definition of wellbeing adopted by this study,
with specific considerations refined for teachers across aspects of their personal and
professional lives and will henceforth serve to inform and direct the understanding of
boarding staff wellbeing.
Staff Wellbeing: Personal and Professional Outcomes. Staff wellbeing is essential
to ensure an effective workforce and is particularly significant given the social importance of
the role of the teacher. Examining research beyond the education sector, Czabała and
Charzynska (2014) reported that poor workplace wellbeing (taken as general work stress) is
associated with increased absenteeism, staff attrition, and decreased productivity with the
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potential for substantial socioeconomic cost. Teaching-specific literature reports high teacher
attrition rates, suggesting up to 40% of teachers leave the profession within their first five
years (Kilgallon et al., 2008; Le Cornu, 2013; Pillay et al., 2005). Work environments, such
as education, featuring fast paced work, complexity, dynamism, innovation, and professional
isolation are associated with an increased demand for wellbeing support (Czabała &
Charzynska, 2014; Litchfield, 2011). There is a specified need to support teachers’ wellbeing
in this context, as teacher retention remains an international priority (Acton & Glasgow,
2015; Naghieh et al., 2015; OECD, 2002).
Globally, teachers have been identified as being at high risk of mental illness and
work-related stress (Johnson et al., 2005; Stansfeld et al., 2011; Wieclaw et al., 2005).
Teachers in England report high degrees of stress, anxiety, and distress related to work
(Health and Safety Executive, 2014) and generally exhibit low wellbeing scores together with
high levels of depressive symptoms (Kidger et al., 2016). Poor wellbeing can lead to teacher
burnout – the result of prolonged occupational stress, which teachers experience
disproportionally to other professions (Fernet et al., 2012; Parker et al., 2012). Teacher
burnout has been reported to result in emotional and affective exhaustion, depersonalisation
and occupational detachment, reduced personal accomplishment, and reduced professional
competence (Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Taris, 2005). Teachers, suffering from
workplace stress or the symptoms of burnout, describe unmet wellbeing needs as a significant
contributing factor to their poor wellbeing (Bowers, 2004; Kidger et al., 2016).
Teacher wellbeing is of particular concern as it has been shown to be a prerequisite
for student wellbeing and successful role completion (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014; Howard
& Johnson, 2004; Kidger et al., 2010). Further, factors associated with teacher burnout have
been shown in turn to negatively affect student wellbeing measures (Maes & Lievens, 2003).
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As such, teacher and student wellbeing must be considered as two parts of a whole, justifying
an emphasis on teacher wellbeing from a student outcome perspective.
Factors Affecting Staff Wellbeing. The factors that affect staff wellbeing can be
categorised as either personal, organisational, or relational. Personal factors are those that are
specific to individuals; organisational factors include contextual and environmental factors
(Acton & Glasgow, 2015; Czabała & Charzynska, 2014); and relational factors centre on
relationships, including those between the personal and organisational levels (Acton &
Glasgow, 2015). At the personal/individual level, factors affecting wellbeing include affect
and emotions in the workplace, stress responses and resilience, occupational competency, and
attitude (Acton & Glasgow, 2015; Hastings & Bham, 2003; Kilgallon et al., 2008; McCallum
& Price, 2010; Pillay et al., 2005; Soini et al., 2010; Sturmfels, 2009). These individual
differences between staff determine an individual’s motivation, successful stress
management, and coping behaviours to stressor exposure (Parker et al., 2012) which Acton
and Glasgow (2015) argued are prioritised in the current neoliberal climate and is the domain
where the majority of research is focussed (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014).
Individual factors, however, are not the sole determinant of teacher wellbeing: the
wider context of organisational factors and policy environments also influence teacher
wellbeing (Parker et al., 2012). Organisational factors associated with teacher wellbeing
include the school climate and culture, realistic and achievable work demands,
administration, work hours, agency, autonomy, voice, and policy directives (Brown & Roloff,
2011; Hastings & Bham, 2003; Konu et al., 2010; Lambert et al., 2009; McCallum & Price,
2010). The organisational demands placed on teachers such as workload, multiple roles,
limited time, and professional evaluation and accountability may exceed the resources
available to support them (Demerouti et al., 2001; Howard & Johnson, 2004; Kyriacou, 2001;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Organisational factors can be afforded importance in determining
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teacher wellbeing (Acton & Glasgow, 2015; A. Mander, 1997) as it is reported that the work
environment itself, rather than individual factors, is the main determinant of teacher burnout
(Maslach et al., 2001).
The relational factors described by Acton and Glasgow (2015) add emphasis to
relationships in schools between teachers, students, and management. Here, teacher wellbeing
is affected by the quality of working relationships, staff-student interactions (McCallum &
Price, 2010; Spilt et al., 2011; Sturmfels, 2009), and school cohesion (Soini et al., 2010).
Hierarchical and professional relationships are also important, with wellbeing supported by
collegial relationships with school leaders based on trust, open communication, and load
sharing (Goddard & O'Brien, 2004; McCallum & Price, 2010). Although relational factors
have origins at both the individual and school levels, the overarching and uniting concept of
school connectedness is an organisational factor.
Promoting Staff Wellbeing: Approaches and Interventions. Interventions to
improve school staff wellbeing aim to increase job satisfaction and effectiveness, increase
self-reported mental health, reduce absenteeism, and promote staff retention (Czabała &
Charzynska, 2014; Murphy, 1988). These aims benefit staff, students, and schools alike.
Interventions can be categorised into primary, targeting the fabric of the organisation and
proactive in nature, secondary as focussed on correcting the symptoms of poor wellbeing, and
tertiary as ancillary support systems reactive in nature (Lamontagne et al., 2007; Murphy,
1988). The majority of interventions to improve teacher wellbeing documented in the
literature are secondary and tertiary in nature (Naghieh et al., 2015), aimed at teachers as
individuals and targeting personal factors (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014; Naghieh et al.,
2015). Such interventions typically include programmes aimed at developing skills or
providing lifestyle education in areas such as stress management, relaxation programmes, diet
and exercise, resilience and communication training, and time management strategies
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(Bricheno et al., 2009; Czabała & Charzynska, 2014; Dunlop & Macdonald, 2004; Naghieh
et al., 2015). The evidence base for all interventions is limited: studies target a variety of
populations, often lacking a theoretical basis, and are rarely replicated (Czabała &
Charzynska, 2014). Therefore, a need exists for further research examining improvement of
school staff wellbeing.
Interventions which address organisational targets to improve teacher wellbeing are
less common (Naghieh et al., 2015), despite assertions that working context is important for
promoting wellbeing and preventing burnout (Fernet et al., 2012; Parker et al., 2012).
Organisational interventions target an aspect of the organisation at a structural or operational
level to change the psychosocial environment of the workplace (Murphy, 1988), through
altering the conditions or characteristics of job roles, job tasks or the wider organisation (J. E.
Newman & Beehr, 1984). Potential targets include improvements in working conditions,
changed operating procedures and protocols, employee voice and scope of influence,
occupational skill development, and peer support systems (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014).
Additional research is needed to extend our understanding of the organisational factors and
working condition variables that are important to teacher wellbeing (Czabała & Charzynska,
2014; Naghieh et al., 2015). However, it has been suggested that change in this arena is
difficult (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014) and more research is needed to improve the
understanding of the contribution that organisational factors make to the wellbeing of staff
and students alike.
The Effect of Boarding on Staff Wellbeing
The unique demands of a boarding environment command a review of the
contributors to and outcomes of staff wellbeing. In this section, the wellbeing of boarding
staff will be considered through an analysis of the requirements and workload associated with
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the job, framed by the application of organisational theory’s concepts of role conflict and role
stress.
Boarding Staff Responsibilities, Workload, and Wellbeing. Boarding staff
experience considerable workloads, with round-the-clock supervision of boarders
representing a significant responsibility (Anderson, 2005; Hawkes, 2001). Professional
guidance emphasises that all boarding staff are responsible not only for the safety and
security of boarders, but also to nurture them and promote their wellbeing in the role of a
parent (Anderson, 2005; Hawkes, 2001; Holgate, 2007). The expectations and extent of this
pastoral responsibility represent a substantially more complex role with additional
responsibilities (Anderson, 2005) beyond that of safeguarding in day schools in England
(Singleton, 2009). Teachers in these schools, without a boarding aspect, report long working
hours associated with their teaching duties with an average of 52 hours per week reported
during term time to meet their classroom teaching commitments (Butt & Lance, 2005).
System-based strategies have been implemented in England to reduce teacher workload and
address ongoing workload concerns; however, these workload management strategies do not
consider schools that provide boarding services. While there is no identifiable data to inform
the workload of boarding school staff with or without a dual teaching role, it is assumed that
workloads are at least at heavy as those documented in non-boarding schools.
Alongside the research documenting concerns about academic staff wellbeing and
workload, there is limited research which expresses concern about the occupational wellbeing
of staff working in boarding environments (Kennedy et al., 2002). Concerns have been raised
about working conditions and staff wellbeing in these schools, with suggestions that staff
turnover is high, pay inadequate, and workloads excessive. Hodges et al. (2016) document
that boarding staff have ongoing difficulties in dealing with students, such as conflict and
managing emotional problems, and identified concerns that staff may be inadequately
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qualified, experienced, or trained for their role. Boarding staff stress was associated with
lower perceived competence, lower job satisfaction, and reduced levels of social support
(Hodges, 2012; Hodges et al., 2016). Long working hours, work overload, and job pressure—
all established features of the boarding house (Anderson, 2005; Kennedy et al., 2002)—are
among the most significant occupational factors associated with poor wellbeing (Michie &
Williams, 2003). This is compounded by what Hodges et al. (2013) described as conflicting
expectations of the boarding role: policy and procedure driven professionalism and
accountability, while concurrently providing a warm, responsive, and supportive boarding
house. While there is no documentation addressing staff attrition or turnover in a boarding
context, there is evidence that recruiting and retaining suitably qualified and experienced staff
to fulfil boarding roles remains a challenge, with concerns expressed by schools, parents, and
students alike (Heyeres et al., 2017; Hodges, 2012; Kennedy et al., 2002).
Boarding Staff Role Conflict and Role Stress. While there is limited research
within a boarding school environment, there is an existing literature base which can be
extrapolated and applied from the field of occupational theory. In the context of boarding
schools, the dual-role nature of boarding staff as both teachers and pastoral carers can be
explored through the notions of role stress and role conflict which have been examined
across multiple industries (Blanchard, 1975; Sharon & Sukkyung, 2013; Srivastav, 2010).
Role stress arises from excessive workload burdens, expectations or responsibilities placed on
a particular position, and role conflict arises when an individual experiences opposing
demands or interests through the occupation of two or more concurrent roles. Sharon and
Sukkyung (2013) record both as frequently occurring in the teaching profession, with
teaching positions themselves stressful and concurrent multiple roles commonplace. In the
context of this research, multiple role occupancy is reflected in a dual teaching and boarding
role.
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As described previously, a sizeable proportion of boarding staff concurrently hold
multiple roles and responsibilities, which may produce role overload. Role overload was
associated with negative consequences for teacher wellbeing, heightened in individuals who
expressed greater control over professional outcomes (Sharon & Sukkyung, 2013). A culture
of strong work ethic is present in the education industry, with teachers expressing a desire to
perform well regardless of the levels of personal effort required or the contextual supports in
place alongside the belief that the stress and demands are intrinsic to the nature of the role of
teacher (A. Mander, 1997). Griva and Joekes (2003) found that teacher stress is best
predicted by their role demands and role stress has been correlated with poor job satisfaction
and lower levels of professional commitment (Sharon & Sukkyung, 2013). This impacts not
only boarding staff wellbeing, but in turn, boarder wellbeing, uniting the two foci of this
study.
The strategies necessary to reduce teacher stress may be centred on role demand and
role stress, reducing workload, and increasing available support (Kidger et al., 2016). One
approach suggested that the separation of significant pastoral care and support responsibilities
from teaching posts minimises conflict of interest and facilitates improved student support
(Van Hoof & Hansen, 1999) in keeping with the staffing approaches being investigated in
this study. A national review of boarding provision in New Zealand (which follows in the
English traditions) conducted by Kennedy et al. (2002) also raises concerns for staff role
stress and role conflict in boarding environments, while clearly connecting the occupational
wellbeing of staff, boarding school systems and structures, and the determinants of student
wellbeing. The report ultimately raised more questions than it answered and identified the
focus of the present study as an area requiring further attention.
The wellbeing of boarding staff, as critical in loco parentis caregivers for students, is
necessary to maximise their occupational effectiveness in what is a challenging and complex
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role (Anderson, 2005; Czabała & Charzynska, 2014). There is only limited research expressly
concerning this population to this end and none examining organisational factors, albeit clear
a directive that research is needed (Kennedy et al., 2002). Knowledge of the extent to which
the wellbeing of boarding staff is affected by role conflict and role stress within the wide
variety of boarding workforce systems and structures in operation is needed to inform and
guide the range of practices already in place.
2.5 Summary and Justification of Research Need
A review of the extant literature demonstrates that there is limited research addressing
the intersection of boarding education and student and staff wellbeing. The evidence base for
non-boarding contexts addresses the importance of student wellbeing and outlines concerns
for teacher wellbeing, but investigations are frequently limited to individual and personal
factors despite evidence that organisational level factors have substantial impacts on
wellbeing (Czabała & Charzynska, 2014; Fernet et al., 2012; Parker et al., 2012). Meaningful
data to inform approaches at an organisational level to foster staff and student wellbeing is
similarly lacking, despite strong evidence of need (Naghieh et al., 2015; Weare & Nind,
2014). The existing boarding school literature is comparatively limited and makes only brief
reference to these elements, lacking detail and specific recommendations. In the context of a
growing emphasis on evidence-informed education and professional accountability of the
education sector in England (Coldwell et al., 2017), there is a need for research to improve
the understanding of the contribution that organisational factors make to the wellbeing of
boarding staff and students alike.
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Chapter 3 – Research Design and Methodology
This Chapter presents and justifies the methodology used in this study. It begins by
outlining constructivism, standpoint theory, and case study methodology as the conceptual
approaches to this research. The emergent staffing models are then defined before the
research processes dependent on these models are documented and explained. Methods for
participant recruitment, data collection, and data analysis are also described together with
narrative introductions to the case study sites. Finally, considerations of validity, reliability,
bias, and ethical research conduct are presented.
3.1 Conceptual and Methodological Approach
Constructivism, standpoint theory, and case study methodology represent the
methodological frameworks underpinning this research. Each with a focus on context, they
additively build upon one another through shared and complementary principles. These
conceptual and methodological approaches are presented in turn.
Constructivism
A constructivist stance has been adopted throughout this research due to its utility in
responding to the research aims and its connectedness to other applied theories.
Constructivist knowledge is that created by individuals interacting with their context
(Merriam, 2009), and has been selected to inform the study design in preference to positivism
for two reasons. First, this study considers the importance of contextual factors noting that
individual accounts are placed within and enabled by “socio-cultural contexts, and structural
conditions” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 14). Second, as this study is explorative rather than
explanatory or seeking to determine causality, a constructivist approach is more congruent to
the study aims than the positivist stance. Positivist approaches to case studies privilege
rigorous method design with the intention of obtaining data that is objectively ‘factual’
(Yazan, 2015; Yin, 2002). This diminishes the role of context and individual perspectives,
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embedding them into the phenomenon under scrutiny, in opposition to the intentions of this
study. A constructivist approach is further indicated by its agreement with the fundamental
principles of the construct of wellbeing as advocated by Diener (1984) and S. White (2015,
2017, 2018). These authors emphasise that wellbeing is grounded in the perceptions and
evaluation of individual experience, which is further reflected in the central importance of
lived experience to standpoint theory.
Standpoint Theory
Contemporary standpoint theory is a research modality which aims to understand
reality as it exists for non-dominant groups through their own experiences in order to effect
meaningful change (Rolin, 2009). Itself a constructivist theory of epistemology, standpoint
theory places value on the lived experience and resulting perspectives (called ‘standpoints’)
of groups or individuals who are marginalised either in research or wider society (Intemann,
2010). Although initially devised to give voice to oppressed groups, it has been applied more
broadly in a range of contexts to access non-dominant perspectives such as those of women,
children, and the socioeconomically disadvantaged (Paradies, 2018; Rolin, 2006). In this
section, the tenets of standpoint theory will be discussed and then its application to the
current study justified.
Standpoint theory contains two core principles: the tenet of epistemic privilege and
the situated knowledge hypothesis (Cabrera et al., 2020). The tenet of epistemic privilege
considers non-dominant perspectives as being able to provide depth, breadth, and validation
to the study of social phenomena (Intemann, 2010; Rolin, 2006). Standpoint theory proposes
that non-dominant groups may be better placed to understand a phenomenon through lived
experience which is distinct from dominant standpoints (Harding, 1991; Harding et al., 1993).
Multiple theorists have underscored, however, that there are many ways of being nondominant and that this status alone does not automatically produce insight or truth without the
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appropriate positioning or exposure (Intemann, 2010; Janack, 1997; Nakata, 2007; Rolin,
2006, 2009; Warren & Sue, 2011). To preserve the epistemic privilege associated with nondominant perspectives, research applying standpoint theory should be conducted without a
hierarchy of power between the researcher and subject (Cabrera et al., 2020; Harding, 1991;
Harding et al., 1993).
Closely related, the situated knowledge hypothesis states that position and context
affect understanding and knowledge (Intemann, 2010; Rolin, 2009). Under this hypothesis,
all knowledge is inherently unable to be free from bias, limitations, and preconceptions and
exists within a specific social context (Allen, 2017; Rolin, 2009). Therefore, knowledge is
deemed inescapably partial and connected to the subject rather than the object of research
(Rolin, 2006). Knowledge produced through standpoint theory is therefore contextual in
nature, rejecting the notion of universal truth. The application of the situated knowledge
hypothesis also applies to standpoint theory itself, and thus the standpoint of the researcher
must be acknowledged to help overcome this inherent bias (Harding, 1991).
The application of standpoint theory as a research methodology relies on an
acknowledgement of its inherent contextualism (Rolin, 2006). A critical aspect of this
acknowledgement is the articulation of default entitlements which represent the base
assumptions or preconditions on which the research is built (Rolin, 2006; Williams, 2001).
As underpinning elements, these default entitlements must be clearly described and able to be
challenged, defended, and revised as needed and as such extend beyond simple assumptions.
When challenged or developed, the default entitlements are not invalidated but instead
recontextualised to build further upon the research in a cycle of knowledge creation
(Williams, 2001). Default entitlements can vary vastly in their nature, from the application of
well-established principles to the testing of empirical beliefs in a research arena, the use of
the researcher’s lived experience as an initial data source, or the stating of relevant social and
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moral values. Thus, an evaluation of the default entitlements must form a part of the research
process and invite critique (Rolin, 2006).
Application of Standpoint Theory. This research met the core objectives of
standpoint theory as outlined above. The research considered non-dominant perspectives,
valued lived experience, acknowledged standpoints and default entitlements, and was
oriented towards improvements within the context of boarding schools. The application of
standpoint theory is justified below.
Standpoint theory was applied to this study to support the exploratory nature of the
research, utilised the researcher’s perspective in the research process, and maintained
research coherence. Pioneering and contemporary theorists have suggested that standpoint
theory has utility in initial work in a knowledge area (Hawkesworth, 1999) and as a
conceptual instrument to guide and inform research (Cabrera et al., 2020). The lived
experience of the researcher allowed them to be positioned on the same plane as the subjects
of the study in accordance with the requirements of Cabrera et al. (2020), and produced
default entitlements, as described below. The establishment of default entitlements built upon
the work of Allen (for example 1996) where the researcher was used as an initial data source.
Like Allen’s approach, the researcher’s standpoint was used in this study to identify literature
gaps and assess where research conclusions lacked depth, clarity, or accuracy in accordance
with lived experience as a process for facilitating research progression.
Although boarding schools are organisations of some prestige in an outward facing
sense, their internal workings have not often been the subject of research (Kennedy et al.,
2002; Walford, 1986; M. White, 2004). While the schools themselves arguably represent
dominant perspectives, their staff and students represent non-dominant standpoints within
these often-inaccessible institutions. Within the academic literature, there is limited voice
afforded to boarding school insiders (i.e., staff and students). Furthermore, boarding schools
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hold substantial institutional power, furthering the non-dominant status of those within its
bounds (Kahane, 1988; Walford, 1986). The position of the researcher as a boarding school
insider is therefore validated as a valuable basis for exploratory research utilising standpoint
theory.
Case Study Methodology
Case study as a methodology offers a flexible approach to qualitative research which
supports the explorative nature of the aims of this study. This flexibility is due to the variety
of approaches available to its design, which also serves as a criticism of its rigour (Yazan,
2015). This study draws on the perspectives of three authors, Yin (2002), Merriam (1998,
2009) and Stake (1995), to provide perspectives on the construction of case studies in order to
legitimise and systematise it as a methodology, without eliminating the flexibility of
approach.
Case study can refer to the product of the investigation, the unit of analysis within the
methodology, as well as the process or method itself (Merriam, 2009). A case, from the
perspective of both the unit and product of analysis refers to a single and specific bounded
unit within a real-world context. The case study unit comprises a single entity for study, be it
a person, group of people, policy or programme, within boundaries that intrinsically relate to
the focus of the study (Merriam, 2009; Stake, 1995). For the purposes of this research, the
case study unit is defined as a boarding school, operating a specified staffing model across
one or more houses. Houses within a boarding school each comprise its boarding staff (which
varies between boarding models) and boarders (students) in an environmental and local
policy context. Each boarding school represents a case site naturally bounded by both a
physical and social construction (M. White, 2004).
A comparative case study, primarily informed by the work of Merriam (1998, 2009),
was selected for this study due to its congruence with the phenomena to be investigated. This
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research contrasts two approaches to boarding school staffing, existing as naturally bounded
units for description and comparison. Within the great diversity displayed by England’s
boarding school contexts, Walford (1986) has suggested that a case study methodology has
the advantage of depth of insight from the individual school under investigation. A similar
methodology has been utilised previously by Jones (2008), where a mixed methods
comparative case study approach was used to evaluate the continuity of care provided by two
different care models for youth in residential placement. In keeping with Jones (2008), case
study methodology is further justified by the strong contextual nature of the phenomenon and
its occurrence alongside a specific population (Merriam, 2009; Stake, 1995). As this study
was primarily concerned with investigating the models themselves, an instrumental case
study approach was adopted where the research target drove the study design, data collection,
analysis, and findings.
3.2 Emergent Boarding House Staffing Models
This study puts forward two predominant approaches for staffing of boarding schools
in England: the teacher-led model and the distinct-staff model. The existence of these models
acts as a default entitlement based on the tenets of standpoint theory, which have been
formulated from the position of the researcher a boarding school insider, through lived
experience and the available literature. There is evidence to suggest that both teaching staff
and non-teaching staff are employed within boarding houses, but a gap is left in the literature
with respect to additional detail beyond this statement (Cruickshank & MacDonald, 2016;
Hodges, 2012; Kennedy et al., 2002; Walford, 1986; M. White, 2004). The construction of
these two emergent models resulted from the lived experience of the researcher as a
residential member of a boarding school community and through extended professional
engagement with the subject. While these models are described below in tandem with the
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available literature, they nonetheless remain emergent in nature and are endorsed as a default
entitlement to be developed further.
Description of the Models
The emergent staffing models are discrete approaches to staffing boarding schools,
displaying functional similarities and differences. Both models presume a hierarchical
structure to the house, with a house leader (variously called the housemaster/mistress, head of
house, or houseparent in the literature) directing other staff in their duties. This operational
lead is the parental figurehead of the house and pastoral care lead, but additional roles or
responsibilities then vary by model. These two models can be summarised as:
a) Teacher-led model: core boarding house staff occupy dual teaching-boarding
positions. The operational lead and majority of boarding house staff have dual
roles which encompass both classroom teaching responsibilities and caregiving
duties in the boarding house.
b) Distinct-staff model: the core boarding staff are a standalone workforce. Both the
operational lead and the majority of other house staff work predominantly within
the boarding house, do not have academic responsibilities and thus are separate
from the teaching body.
Common to both models, boarding house staff have additional roles and responsibilities
which display lack of role clarity and consistency between schools, in keeping with the
discussed literature and the lived experience of the researcher. These roles comprise pastoral,
supervisory, and functional care duties, with a great variety of role titles identified previously.
Language and Terminology
The language and terminology used in the literature to describe the positions and
responsibilities of staff working in boarding systems was not consistent. The transferability
and functionality of language across the literature base was therefore limited and posed
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problems for this study. Unifying terminology is therefore proposed to support role clarity
and a common understanding, which is detailed in Table 3.1. The unifying strategy provided
a common platform for comparing roles and positions across different sites. While language
and terminology as used by participants was left intact wherever possible to support
authenticity, the language used outside of this context aims to gather comparable terms under
neutral role titles. For example, houseparent was selected to describe positions described as
housemaster, housemistress, and houseparent in the data. Additionally, these terms can be
found in italics and parenthesis as necessary when original reference terms in the data are
unclear, or in a tandem capacity to support the description of a position (for example,
houseparent-teacher). Furthermore, the qualifier resident is added to clarify that a role has a
residence in or near the boarding house.

Table 3.1
Study Terminology for Unifying Boarding Staff Roles
Unifying term

Reference terms

Role summary

houseparent

housemaster, housemistress,
houseparent

Operational and pastoral leadership
of the house unit

assistant
houseparent

assistant housemaster, assistant
housemistress, assistant
houseparent

Delegate houseparent, supports
house leadership role

tutor

resident tutor, duty tutor, major
duty, evening staff

Direct supervision and pastoral care
of boarders (often also teachers)

matron

matron, resident matron, senior
matron

Functional, household, and/or
environmental care duties

junior assistant

gappie, graduate resident
assistant, gap year resident
assistant, minor duty

Supports matron or tutor roles under
supervision
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The terminology used throughout this study remains imperfect. It was difficult to
avoid using potentially biased language, despite the best efforts of the researcher, and
terminology used often defaulted to industry parlance (such as tutor or matron). The models
as named could be considered unduly positive descriptions and role descriptions in a negative
sense (such as non-teaching staff) were not always avoidable. Similarly, the phrase teacherled could marginalise the contributions of other boarding staff and distinct-staff implies
discrete role separation which may not be applicable in an absolute sense. Further research
engagement is welcomed to confirm or resolve the uncertainty described here.
3.3 Recruitment, Sampling, and Data Collection
In order to obtain cases which addressed the staffing models of interest, a purposive
sampling approach was used. Two schools were selected for this explorative study, one
corresponding to each model. Within these two identified cases, further purposive sampling
was used to identify the individual staff for interview. To ensure samples were selected
congruently to the study’s intention, the criteria-based sampling approach advocated by
LeCompte and Preissle (1993) was used, where selection is guided by meeting a set of predetermined criteria. Criteria for case selection, interviewee selection, and document
identification are shown in Table 3.2. These were designed to address the aims of the study,
yet sufficiently broad to obtain rich data.
School Recruitment and Selection
Potential participating schools were identified using a two-pronged approach. The
first utilised the researcher’s own professional networks, but no cases were ultimately
selected through this approach. Schools identified through his approach were lost to follow
up or failed to fulfil the selection criteria. No cases were ultimately selected through this
approach. The second approach successfully identified a number of potential participants
through the assistance of the Boarding Schools Association (BSA). The BSA agreed to
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Table 3.2
Criteria for Purposive Sampling
Sample

Criteria

Case selection

Boarding school in England
Operating a teacher-led or distinct-staff model
Case selection matched according to publicly available school
profile and demographics

Participants

Currently employed in a role with boarding responsibilities
Substantial role in the provision of care and pastoral care to
boarders, by self-assessment
Minimum of one academic year in post (to ensure observation of a
whole school cycle)
Stipulation that the houseparent (as the primary operational leader
of the house or local equivalent) must participate
Other staff of relevance as advised by the houseparent
Variety, depth, and breadth of roles

Documents

School policy and procedure pertaining to:
Boarding or the boarding house
Staff wellbeing
Student wellbeing and pastoral care
Behaviour management
School website pages pertaining to boarding and/or wellbeing
Most recent inspection reports from ISI

publicise the study through an advertisement for participants in a regular email circular to
pastoral leads and safeguarding leads at member schools. In this approach, schools were
requested to express interest to the research team directly. This technique was effective for
two reasons: it successfully reached the individuals holding responsibility for the research
area and the study received an indirect endorsement from the BSA.
In total, twelve schools expressed an interest in participating in the research, each with
distinct contextual demographic and staffing factors. Only one of these schools was recruited
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through professional networks, with the remaining eleven self-nominating their participation.
Initially, all schools were contacted by email to collect brief demographic details for case
selection purposes. These demographic details are summarised in Table 3.3, including an
early assessment of their staffing approach, as obtained through an initial screening
questionnaire, from publicly available school databases and from the schools’ websites.
Several schools representing potential comparative instrumental cases were contacted by
telephone for a second stage of screening and further discussion before cases were selected.
Ultimately, the focus was narrowed to preparatory schools and one case site selected
as representative of each emergent staffing model. Of the respondents, the preparatory sector
represented the greatest variation in staffing approaches with the least contextual difference
between schools and represented highly engaged case sites. Thus, this selection aided likefor-like comparisons and helped to remove confounding contextual factors. Such a degree of
case matching would not have been possible if cases were selected from secondary school
respondents, as a diversity of staffing approaches only existed in respondents across both the
state and private sectors. Case study selection was further affected by geographical location,
with case selection limited to England as this best matched the lived experience of the
researcher, and substantial contextual differences exist between the constituent countries of
the United Kingdom (Walford, 2009). The selected sites were given the pseudonyms
Haycraw Park Preparatory School (teacher-led model) and Nightingale Manor Preparatory
School (distinct-staff model). These sites are introduced below, including the names and
positions of the individual staff which formed part of the participant sample.
Teacher-Led Model Case Site: Haycraw Park Preparatory School
Haycraw Park was a co-educational independent preparatory school affiliated with the
Church of England. It offered a traditional preparatory education from early childhood to
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13 years of age (Year 8) and catered to both boarding and day students. No boarding facility
was available at weekends and all students were required to return home after the half-day of
school every Saturday. Some students boarded for the duration of the week, but the majority
boarded on a fixed-night, part-time basis (i.e., one or more nights a week under a flexiboarding arrangement). The majority of students lived locally, an area of high socioeconomic
status in the English countryside. It was set on extensive landscaped grounds which included
a golf course. The school itself was formerly a grand historical residence and featured several
floors, multiple wings, and a grand stone façade with purpose-built modern classroom
extensions.
The boarding facilities were divided into girls’ and boys’ houses, comprised of
separate wings and areas of the upper floors of the main building. The girls’ space was
recently refurbished and presented in a homely fashion with smaller dormitories, whereas the
boys’ space featured larger, older dormitories in keeping with the period nature of the
building. The majority of the boarding spaces were not personalised to any great extent and
beds were shared between more than one flexi-boarder on non-successive nights.
The boarding team was predominantly comprised of teaching staff but was also
supported by non-teaching positions. A single spousal houseparent team oversaw all
boarders, led by houseparent-teacher Grace and her husband Tim. They worked closely with
the head of boarding, Amelia, a teacher and the headmaster’s wife, and a resident tutorteacher whose position was to be extended to assistant houseparent: a sports teacher by the
name of Ben was to fill this new position. These staff were supported by a team of three nonteaching matrons, including Amanda and one residential matron. In addition to their work
during the school day, the matrons assisted with boarding routines, including bedtimes,
overnight duties, and wake-up routines. The main houseparent accommodation was directly
above one of the wings, where they lived with their infant child, and the resident matron’s flat
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was located adjacent to the other wing. The houseparent team and resident matron remained
on duty for most of the boarding week, with support provided by other staff for their night
off. The resident tutor also lived proximally to the boarding house.
This core boarding team was also supported by rotational staff, comprised of teaching
staff and junior assistants. These rotating teaching staff were termed ‘duty tutors’ and were
drawn from the school’s teaching staff, who provided support for the structured portion of the
evening from the end of the school day through to the completion of bedtime routines. Many
lived in separate on-site accommodation away from the boarding houses and worked one or
two evenings per week. Nathan was one such duty tutor, having previously been a
houseparent at the school. A number of the duty team continued with the students from the
into the boarding house during the evening. Care provided to boarders was therefore overseen
by a variety of different staff.
Distinct-Staff Model Case Site: Nightingale Manor Preparatory School
Nightingale Manor was an independent Church of England school, which provided an
English preparatory school education from early childhood to students up to the age of 13
(Year 8). Both day pupils and boarders were catered to, with boarding offered on a full-time,
weekly, or flexi-boarding basis. There was only a small contingent of full-time boarders who
remained on site at weekends once Saturday school was over. The school was located in an
area of high socioeconomic status in the English countryside. The school site comprised a
collection of historical buildings at the end of a grand drive through a maintained estate. The
site had private woods and extensive sporting facilities, including a golf course, with school
facilities purposed from historical buildings and other period structures.
The boarding facilities were divided into boys’, girls’, and junior houses. These
houses were discrete areas within the school, rather than standalone houses or wings, with
many boarding spaces emerging from a central oak-panelled hall. Boarders’ rooms generally
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featured three to four beds, although some were larger dormitories in accordance with the
grand scale of the original building. The girls’ and junior spaces were recently refurbished,
while the boys’ space was somewhat older, but all spaces were well presented as homely
bedrooms which had been individualised by the children. All boarders had a dedicated bed,
even if this remained vacant on non-boarding nights.
The core boarding team contained consisted of six individuals, with only one dual
teaching post. The head of boarding, Joanna, was additionally the junior houseparent and
school nurse and resided on site. Eloise, the girls’ houseparent, had a dual role as the senior
matron and was resident in the boarding house. The boys’ houseparent, Mike, was also a
teacher at the school, resident on site with his family, and previously appointed with his wife
as a teaching houseparent team. The boys’ house was supported by a resident matron, Anne,
who had accommodation within the boarding house. There were non-teaching junior
assistants employed as school-wide support staff, of which Mia was the only with duties and
a residence within the boarding house.
The majority of boarding care was provided by the house-specific team. Evening and
overnight duties were completed by the same house staff, except during scheduled time off
which varied according to house, position, and personal circumstances. The care of boarders
during these times was provided by staff from other houses either through co-located or
temporary accommodation in the house. A dedicated weekend houseparent position was to be
implemented shortly, resulting in the separation of weekday and weekend boarding. Day
teaching staff at the school contributed to the evening boarding programme of activities on a
rotational basis but did not have boarding house duties.
Data Collection: Staff Interviews and Document Analysis
Data were gathered through semi-structured interviews of participating staff and
through the analysis of relevant documents. Initially, documents relating to either boarding or
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wellbeing for each case were collected and reviewed as part of the in-depth review nature of
the case study methodology (Merriam, 1998). Documents sought included the most recent ISI
inspection reports, and school-based documents concerning the boarding and wellbeing, such
as pastoral care guidance, behaviour management, and operational documents in addition to
school-based literature intended for parents. These documents were all publicly available.
Document review provided an overview of the context, systems, and governance of each
school prior to site visits and was undertaken to inform the data collection interviews and
familiarise the researcher with the respective cases. Subsequently, the documents collected
provided additional data sources for comparison and triangulation with interview data in the
analysis stage. While data collection was only undertaken at a single point in time, this can be
validated by evidence that wellbeing measures are relatively stable over time (Tomyn &
Cummins, 2011).
For each case, five participants were selected and interviews of approximately 45
minutes completed to ascertain the views, opinions, and beliefs of boarding staff with a
substantive role in caring for boarders. While participant selection varied due to contextual
site factors, interviewees included the houseparent and head of boarding, responsible for
pastoral, operational and logistical leadership, and a selection of the relevant supporting care
staff in keeping with the model under investigation. Demographics of the participants from
each site are set out in Table 3.4. While it was beyond the reach of this study to interview all
boarding staff, a broad sampling was achieved in each instance in keeping the ethos of
standpoint theory. Staff perceptions alone were sought for this study, which represented the
first stage of exploratory research.
The interview protocol approach adopted a Behavioural-Event approach (McClelland,
1998), where the interviewee’s answers to open-ended questions are followed by researcher
prompts for illustrative real-life scenarios as supporting examples. This technique allowed the
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Table 3.4
Overview of Participants by Site
Case site (model)
Haycraw Park (teacher-led)

Nightingale Manor (distinct-staff)

Name

Role

Amelia
Grace
Nathan
Ben
Amanda

Head of boarding
Houseparent
Former houseparent
Duty tutor
Matron

Joanna
Mike
Eloise
Anne
Mia

Head of boarding
Housemaster – boys
Houseparent – girls
Matron (residential)
Gappie (junior assistant)

researcher to undertake an independent evaluation and analysis of the scenario, rather than
relying on the interviewee to complete this step, establishing concordance or discordance
between interviewee perceptions and actions. This approach has been previously used as part
of competency assessment outside of an educational research context (Fernandez & Baker,
2006; McClelland, 1998) and in higher education research (Main, 2010). In the present study
the protocol helped to develop and describe differences between the two models, rather than
assess effectiveness or quality.
The semi-structured interviews contained two parts. The first part comprised a
shorter, more descriptive aspect for the context of the boarding model under scrutiny,
collecting both staff and house demographics including student numbers, gender, and age
breakdown, and staff experience, training, and qualifications. Boarding systems, structures
and routines were enquired about, in addition to staffing structures, roles, and responsibilities.
The resulting data allowed for a rich description of each case context and informed the
evaluation of the emergent models.
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The second part of the interview explored aspects of staff and student wellbeing in
greater depth. Staff reports on perceived levels and determinants of both staff and student
wellbeing were sought through the application of S. White’s (2010, 2015; 2018) frameworks
for wellbeing and existing wellbeing measurement instruments. Additionally, broad interview
themes were adapted from quantitative instruments designed for use in boarding contexts to
measure staff and student wellbeing (Hodges, 2012; Hodges et al., 2016) in addition to
teacher wellbeing scales (Collie et al., 2012; Collie et al., 2015; Griva & Joekes, 2003) and
specific considerations identified in the preliminary document review. The instruments used
to support the generation of the interview protocol were previously published in rigorous
research evaluating pastoral care in a boarding environment. The instruments were shown to
be valid in the context of outcome measurement in an interventional study providing
specialised boarding staff training and longitudinal outcomes for boarders (Hodges, 2012;
Hodges et al., 2016; Martin et al., 2014). Modified from established psychological rating and
measurement tools to suit boarding schools, these instruments bridged the gap between
general wellbeing theory and this study’s research context.
The interview protocol adapted from these instruments and theoretical frameworks
allowed for explorative, open-ended, and unprompted discussion, rather than closed,
quantitative ratings of staff and student wellbeing. Features of the semi-structured interview
protocol included a discussion of the boarding climate (student wellbeing, safety, behaviour,
conflict, and satisfaction), staff effectiveness (emotional responsiveness, discipline, role
confidence, reactivity, and carer styles), staff wellbeing (workload, perceived stress, conflict,
and support) and structural factors (support systems and mechanisms, whole-house
interventions, rewards, and sanctions). The full interview protocol can be found in Appendix
A.
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3.4 Data Analysis Processes
Data analysis was multimodal and conducted in stages, using the tools of thematic analysis
(Braun & Clarke, 2006) and the qualitative text analysis software Leximancer (Smith, 2019).
Analysis was completed on interview transcripts (commercially transcribed and then verified
by the researcher) and the unedited collected documents. As advocated by Merriam (2009),
the stages of data analysis were commenced in tandem with data collection allowing the
researcher to be responsive to the data as it emerged. Analysis was undertaken both within
and across cases within the case study in a structured manner, initially handling each data
source set separately as illustrated in Figure 3.1. This separation prevented data conflation
and allowed for subsequent robust comparative data analysis both within and across cases,
allowing for each case study to be developed in depth before a comparative analysis was
undertaken between cases, as approached by Lightfoot (1983) in her study of the ‘good’ high
school.
Thematic analysis, a manual data analysis process, was selected to develop themes to
support the analysis of the collated data. Using this method, the researcher immersed
themselves in the data, observing and reporting patterns (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Hand
coding of the data was reviewed and used to aggregate themes. The coding and subsequent
analysis was data-driven while remaining responsive to concepts identified in the literature,
balancing inductive and deductive approaches as guided by Braun and Clarke (2006). This
approach was selected to respond to the extant concepts identified in the literature while
privileging the lived experience of the participants. Inductive approaches innately allowed for
greater flexibility in this exploratory study, which responded primarily to the data collected
and to produce a “rich and detailed account of [the] data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 5). The
thematic analysis focussed on identifying full thematic depth and breadth, while responding
to emphasis placed by the interviewees themselves. In keeping with standpoint theory, this
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Figure 3.1
Illustration of Data Analysis Processes

responsiveness allowed for the lived experience of the participants to guide this exploratory
study and develop a rich description of boarding systems and structures in relation to staff
and student wellbeing.
Utilisation of Leximancer for Analysis
The data analysis software Leximancer (A. Smith, 2019) is a data mining tool which
is used to systematically analyse the content of text documents to identify interrelated
concepts. Leximancer processes text through the analysis of word frequency, position, and
contextual location to produce themes with weighted lists of identified concepts displayed on
a manipulable visual map of their interrelatedness (Crofts & Bisman, 2010; Kamimaeda et
al., 2007; Smith, 2019). The program generates two key metrics: an absolute count of the
number of concept occurrences (reported as an integer) and a relevance statistic (reported as a
percentage) which is a calculated measure of concept frequency within the source data
(Smith, 2019). Leximancer has previously been utilised in educational research to increase
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reliability, analyse document content, and to complement other data analysis processes
(Beamish et al., 2006; Fisher & Miller, 2008; Grimbeek et al., 2004; Hyndman & Pill, 2018).
In this study, Leximancer was used to complement the manual thematic coding process and
to generate conceptual themes from school documents to inform case study context analysis.
In this study, the Leximancer software was utilised to reveal themes, concepts, and
maps for document and interview data. The interview transcripts were first cleaned according
to the requirements of the software, where associated compound terms were linked and
correct formatting applied to allow the program to distinguish between speakers in dialogue
processing mode. Initial automatically generated concept terms were generated by the
program to create a working ‘thesaurus’. These terms were reviewed and necessary merges
and removals made to the thesaurus to manually link related works such as plurals or
contextual synonyms (such as school and schools) or manually remove high frequency yet
erroneously identified word terms. Details of adjustments can be seen in Table 3.5.
Content maps were then automatically generated using these adjusted thesauruses and
individual participant tags, after which additional analysis took place. ‘Topical’ maps were
generated, as these supported stability when data with a high degree of concept
interconnectedness was processed (Smith, 2019). Final theme identification was judged
through the adjustment of theme size until approximately three (range 3-5) major themes of
comparable size and emphasis resulted. Single concept themes were avoided as these were
found to be unstable and hindered the connectedness of themes and concepts. Source-bysource analysis proceeded to review the contribution of each to the commonly identified
concepts. These concepts were then reviewed in relation to their connectedness and in
relation to the manually identified themes and their framing investigated within the sources.
This allowed the researcher to identify additional aspects of the original data that may have
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Table 3.5
Researcher Adjustments to Text Pior to Leximancer Analysis
Process

Description of adjustments made

Compound

house master

head of boarding

work linking

house mistress

head master

house parent

flexi-boarding

boarding school

full boarding

boarding house

weekend boarding

resident tutor

weekly boarding

duty tutor

overseas boarder

Linked terms included plurals and relevant grammatical forms

Thesaurus

Names merged with target concepts, such as Nightingale with school or

term merges

Mike with housemaster
Plurals and conjugations such as school with schools; child with children
Functional synonyms such as house master, house mistress and house
parent

Thesaurus

Titles, such as Mr. and Mrs.

term removals

Words used frequency as interjections and affirmations in the
interviews: OK, sure, alright, so, yeah

been overlooked, further immerse themselves in the data and ensure thematic analysis was an
accurate representation of the data as collected.
Following case by case analysis, comparative analysis was completed between both
cases. This was undertaken to compare and contrast the effects of the boarding models under
investigation on staff and student wellbeing, presenting each model as a cohesive case study.
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To achieve this evaluative comparison, the developed themes, Leximancer concepts,
document analysis, and identified literature were triangulated to ascertain if the data
supplemented, substantiated, or differed in their considerations of staff and student wellbeing.
3.5 Validity, Reliability, Bias, and the Position of the Researcher
The rigorous application of standpoint theory requires the researcher to acknowledge their
own position as a measure to avoid bias (Harding, 1991). This position is detailed in Box 3.1,
where the researcher has included a broad description of their standpoint and wider context
for the reader’s consideration. Whereas the position of the researcher as a boarding school
insider was utilised within this study, it was a deliberate decision to exclude the lived
experiences of the researcher himself as a data source. While this decision was taken to
maximise the generalisability of research outcomes through the exploration of contexts
beyond the researcher’s own, this report nonetheless acknowledges that their standpoint
remained inherently connected to the study.
The position of the researcher as outlined was a factor which affected the bias,
validity, and reliability of the study in both positive and negative ways. As in any qualitative
research, the nature of the researcher as an insider or outsider (respectively termed emic and
etic positions) can produce different or diverging perspectives (Olive, 2014; Pike, 1967; Yin,
2010) which the researcher was required to navigate. As a boarding school insider, yet an
outsider to the schools under investigation, the researcher was required to manage concurrent
emic and etic positions through the adoption of a defined role (de Laine, 2000). These aspects
are explored below, including the inherent advantages of this position and the strategies
employed to increase the validity and reliability of this study.
The emic aspects of the researcher’s position produced both advantages and the
potential for disadvantages. The insider position was beneficial in producing the study design
and identifying the literature base. Such a position was in keeping with the distinction
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Box 3.1
Position of the Researcher as a Boarding School Insider
The primary researcher and master’s degree by research candidate is an Australian male
who was employed in an independent co-educational secondary boarding school in
England. He had four years’ experience as a classroom teacher and resided on the school
site during this time. He had a residential role in the boarding house as a tutor for two
years, in a house of approximately 50 boarders including full-time, weekly, and flexiboarders. His own education was in the state sector, was educated to postgraduate level and
had a prior healthcare background from Australia. As a non-national commonwealth
citizen living in England, he was socially placed somewhere in the middle classes. His
lived experience of his dual role capacity in the boarding school can be summarised as
demanding but rewarding work.

originally drawn by Pike (1967) and both valuable and essential within the standpoint theory
framework of this study (Allen, 2017). The emic position has previously been demonstrated
as beneficial to boarding house research by Hodges (2012), Martin et al. (2014) and M. White
(2004) and allowed the researcher to take advantage of their intrinsic understanding of the
language and culture within this specific educational context. This, however, came at the cost
of the potential for introduced bias in both study design and analysis, including assumptions
and preconceived notions of which the researcher may continue to remain unaware (Merriam,
2009).
Despite the researcher’s direct lived experience of boarding schools, etic aspects to
the researcher’s position nonetheless remained. Etic research advocates have suggested that
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the disconnect between the researcher and their research context, a feature of the outsider
position, benefits objectivity. However, such objectivity is potentially increased at the cost of
sociocultural awareness (Merriam, 2009) and opposes the epistemological stance of
standpoint theory as it disrupts the close positioning of the researcher and their subject
(Harding et al., 1993).The etic aspects of the researcher’s position were not as pronounced, as
a truly etic approach was inherently impossible for the researcher to adopt during this study.
Nonetheless, some of the aspects of an outsider’s position remained as the researcher was
external to the schools acting as case sites and therefore not as familiar with their specific
context as the research participants themselves. Olive (2014) advocates that a balance must
be struck between the emic and etic perspectives, ensuring a strong awareness of subsequent
influences on their research, and such a balance was favoured by the researcher.
To balance these emic and etic positions, the researched maintained a defined role
throughout the research process. Across the processes of study design, data collection and
analysis, the researcher positioned themselves as an outsider with respect to the individual
school under investigation but an insider within the wider industry. This positioning was an
example of role definition within research (de Laine, 2000) and was not a difficult position to
create and maintain as it reflected the reality of the situation. This construction allowed the
researcher access as a privileged member of the group, but supported the integrity of the data
collection process by ensuring it was not cross-contaminated with the researcher’s own
boarding context.
This role definition was successfully enacted during site visits, where the researcher
was both welcomed as an insider, initiated in the ways of boarding schools, yet received the
requisite guidance and explanation needed for an outsider to understand the particular nature
of the school in question. The insider status granted to the researcher was evidenced by
collegiate treatment and engagement in comparative discussions about boarding.
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Furthermore, interviewees freely used the language of the industry with assumed reciprocal
understanding and assumed familiarity with challenges and requirements of the industry.
Simultaneously, staff maintained an awareness and understanding that the researcher was
external to the organisation and therefore an outsider to their setting. Consequentially, they
provided appropriate explanations, clarifications, and additional details on idiosyncratic
jargon and localised phenomenon: names and locations with additional connotations
frequently came with spontaneous explanations of meaning within context of the school.
Ultimately, the researcher was able to maintain a closeness to the research subject while still
holding a degree of objective distance.
Specific techniques and strategies were selected and employed during the data
collection and analysis stages to support validity and reliability. The Behavioural-event
approach used (previously described) placed emphasis on unprimed interviewee descriptions
of phenomena in their own context and produced tangible examples that were subsequently
used for secondary evaluation (Main, 2010; McClelland, 1998). Probes (verbal or non-verbal
communication cues from the researcher) as recommended by Merriam (2009) were used to
elicit further detail or encourage elaboration without researcher involvement. This strategy
was used when researcher emic advantage or insight was identified during an interview to
ensure explicit data was collected. Furthermore, data from multiple sources was triangulated,
and participants with diverse standpoints were included (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Merriam,
2009). A systematic approach to data analysis was achieved through the use of Leximancer,
which restricted researcher involvement through automated processes (Crofts & Bisman,
2010; Hyndman & Pill, 2018), in addition to data-responsive analysis using themes from the
extant literature base. In tandem, participant voice was preserved as an established strategy to
connect the analysis to the data and limit the subjectivity of interpretation (Merriam, 2009;
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Yin, 2010). When used together, these strategies ensured the data remained anchored to its
context, promoting reliability and validity.
Approaches to improve the reliability and validity of this study were built into the
research design. The nature of the researcher has been declared, default entitlements
articulated and defended, and a defined role adopted for data collection. The comparative
approach selected increased the internal validity (Merriam, 2009) and data collection was
triangulated against multiple sources. Automated analytical processes were used in tandem
with researcher-led data responsive approaches to ensure participant perspectives were
privileged. Finally, the research design was wherever possible adapted and replicated from
existing methodologies utilised in previous boarding school research in order to increase
reliability.
3.6 Ethical Considerations and Participant Anonymity
The ethical conduct of this study was approved by the Griffith University Human
Research Ethics Committee (approval number 2018/859) and the research was completed in
accordance with institutional guidelines (Griffith University, 2018). As the research was
conducted in England, due consideration was also given to local ethical requirements, as
published by the British Educational Research Association (BERA, 2018). Informed consent
was obtained from school headmasters, houseparents, and all research participants. No
incentive or reward was offered for participation.
Despite the large number of boarding schools in England, it remains entirely possible
that study participants may be able to identify themselves or each other from this report.
Walford (2018) argues that total anonymity is often unachievable. While it is not anticipated
that any deleterious consequences would result, the researcher has taken a number of steps to
ensure the identities of participating schools and individuals remain anonymous. Pseudonyms
have been used for the names of schools, staff, and other identifiers. In keeping with the
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approach used by Walford (1986), personal characteristics or aspects of school life that are
sufficiently unique or idiosyncratic to identify a participant have been adapted to ensure
anonymity. Any changes made have not appreciably affected the analysis or research
outcomes.
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Chapter 4 – Findings
This Chapter presents the analysis of collected data from both the teacher-led case site
and the distinct-staff case sites. It begins by presenting the study’s conceptual model of the
identified themes and its grounding, before the data analysis for each case study site is
presented, including consideration of each participant’s perspective and an examination of the
connections to the conceptual model. Finally, the contextual differences between the case
study sites are explored and whole case analysis undertaken.
4.1 Conceptual Model of Identified Themes
Combined automatic analysis utilising Leximancer and manual thematic analysis gave
rise to different but interrelated themes. Analysis of interview data utilising Leximancer
revealed five major themes, Children, Boarding, School, Work, and Time (identified with
italics and capitalised), and concepts (in italics throughout). From the manual process of
thematic analysis there emerged another five themes: Provision*, Roles*, Routines*,
Relationships*, and Fit*, distinguished from the Leximancer themes with an asterisk (*).
Although different in their focus, the themes identified by both methods are interrelated and
have been seamlessly integrated in the conceptual model shown in Figure 4.1. Serving as a
foundation for the remainder of the Chapter, this model and its thematic content are first
introduced before their interconnectedness expounded.
At the centre of this diagram are three intersecting circles representing the themes of
Children, Boarding, and School. These themes refer to the different domains of boarding
school life, acknowledging that time spent ‘in boarding’ and time spent ‘at school’ have both
overlapping and separate aspects. Here, Boarding refers both the physical space within the
boarding house and the routines outside of the school day, whereas School is concerned with
teaching and learning activities and daily routines common to both boarders and day pupils.
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Figure 4.1
Conceptual Model of Research Themes

Children refers collectively to the boarders and students themselves, as the occupants of the
‘boarding’ and ‘school’ environments, with additional influences existing beyond these
boundaries such as their own family and the wider community, in keeping with other research
(M. White, 2004).
Surrounding these themes are three concentric circles representing Work, Time, and
Fit*, with the themes of Relationships*, Routines*, Roles*, and Provision* positioned
therein. Work relates to tasks connected to one or more of the themes in the central cluster
and is completed in in terms of the physical Provision* of the boarding environment and
service; the creation and maintenance of Relationships*; and the performance of daily
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Routines*, which describe regular schedules and the resulting transitions. From the
perspective of staff, this Work is connected to different Roles* performed by staff members in
both pastoral and academic areas of responsibility. These tasks take Time to complete, which
is limited, and may result in role overload, role stress, or role conflict. The final enclosing
circle is the all-encompassing consideration of Fit*: the extent of agreement between an
individual’s circumstances and the demands placed on them within a boarding school setting.
The conceptual model (Figure 4.1) was constructed to visually reflect the
connectedness and situatedness of the identified themes, built up as layers of meaning
through their placement. The central contextual cluster of Boarding School Children were
linked to represent the essential elements of a boarding context and were united under the
theme of Provision*. This amalgamation was situated within the context of Work, which was
divided into aspects of Roles*, Relationships*, and Routines*, fitted to their corresponding
emphasis of the central cluster: Roles* as divided between School and Boarding,
Relationships* as developed in Boarding with the Children, and Routines* as dictated by
School life and the needs of the Children. These themes were encircled by Time as a both a
related and limiting contextual factor, reflective of time both in and outside of Work. Finally,
Fit* was placed to encompass all elements due to its complex interactions between and
individual and their context. These connections are further developed below with respect to
each participant and case study context.
The identification of two different, yet interrelated theme lists was grounded in the
use of two separate analytical processes: the utilisation of Leximancer and manual line-byline coding. Analysis utilising Leximancer, which is driven by word count and frequency,
demonstrated that participant interviews and documents focussed on procedural and
contextual aspects of boarding life. Across all interviews, much of the talk time was
dedicated to discussions of work context as a basis for the experiences and perspectives held
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by the participants. Leximancer, working with word frequency and connectedness, thus
identified themes which related to these contextual aspects. Leximancer can be non-selective
from a completeness perspective and overly selective for repetition, with a similar pattern
seen herein with respect to the emphasis of these contextual factors (Harwood et al., 2015).
When used concurrently, themes emerging from manual coding processes can often be best
situated in the overlap of two or more combined Leximancer themes (Penn-Edwards, 2010),
contributing to a depth of understanding of these context-based themes.
Themes emerging from manual coding processes provided further insight into the
participant experiences within the context-based themes which emerged from analysis
utilising Leximancer. The manual coding process was informed by the theoretical framework
of previous research, which identified factors associated with wellbeing within a boarding
context. Thus, greater emphasis was intentionally placed by the researcher on constructs
represented in S. White’s wellbeing research (2010, 2015, 2017, 2018), parental theory
(Beavers & Voeller, 1983; I. Miller et al., 2000; Olson, 2000; Skinner et al., 2000), and
specifically identified factors such as role demands (Griva & Joekes, 2003; Kidger et al.,
2016; Michie & Williams, 2003; Sharon & Sukkyung, 2013; Srivastav, 2010). Within the
interview data, these factors were often found to be linked to an explanation of context, with
their importance emphasised by participant voice or provision of specific examples
(McClelland, 1998) rather than patterns identifiable by Leximancer. Congruent with the
observations of S. White and Jha (2018) pertaining to the relational nature of wellbeing,
participants often discussed aspects of wellbeing through more tangible factors, increasing
the emphasis on manual coding to fully interpret the data.
4.2 Overview of Data Analysis and Results
The use of a case study methodology supported by standpoint theory demanded a
thorough consideration of research context and participant perspectives. Accordingly, the
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data from each case study site is presented below in turn. First, the context of the case study
site is considered through the analysis of school documents and recent inspection reports.
Then, each participant is presented in turn, including their Leximancer-produced concept map
and the themes emerging from their data. To maintain an overview of the case site contextual
factors and participant factors, summaries for each can be found in Tables 4.1 and 4.2
respectively. Table 4.1 provides a summary of the key case site information, as introduced in
Chapter 3, and Table 4.2 provides more detailed information with respect to staff positions,
demographics, and the sampled participants. Following the presentation of these data, the
differences developed between the schools and models are reviewed with respect to these
demographic and organisational factors before research findings are presented and discussed.
4.3 Haycraw Park Preparatory School (Teacher-Led Model)
Teacher-Led Model: Document Analysis
Eleven documents were identified as relevant to wellbeing from the teacher-led case
site Haycraw Park. School-based documents included the safeguarding policy and website,
boarding website, and guides to boarding directed at parents and students. The most recent
boarding reports included separate documents for each inspection type: educational quality,
focussed compliance, and regulatory compliance. The concept map resulting from
Leximancer analysis of the school-based documents can be seen in Figure 4.2. Analysis was
completed separately for the inspection reports as their authorship is external to the school
and the resulting map shown in Figure 4.3.
Data analysis utilising Leximancer of the school-based documents of Haycraw Park
revealed five themes: School, Safeguarding, Boarding, Available, and Abuse. The School
theme further included the concept children which represented a higher absolute count and
relevance than School (407, 24% and 367, 22% respectively), emphasising the overall childcentric nature of these documents. The source documents (shown as underlined on the
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Table 4.1
Comparison of Case Site Contextual Factors
Haycraw Park
Preparatory School

Nightingale Manor
Preparatory School

Staffing model

Teacher-led boarding model

Distinct-staff boarding model

School
characteristics

Independent
Co-educational
Church of England affiliated
High socioeconomic status
Rural location

Independent
Co-educational
Church of England affiliated
High socioeconomic status
Rural location

Number of students

250

220

Number of boarders

120

90

Student attendance

Weekly or flexi-boarding
(no weekend boarding) in
addition to day pupils

Full, weekly or flexi-boarding
(weekend provision) in addition
to day pupils

Boarding houses

1 – divided into boys’ and
girls’ wings

3 – junior, boys’, and girls’
houses

Core boarding
positions

Head of Boarding
Housemistress*
Housemaster (spousal
houseparent team)
Assistant housemaster /
resident tutor (transitional)*
Residential matron
2x Day matrons

Head of boarding /
Houseparent (Junior)†
Houseparent (Girls) /
Senior Matron†
Housemaster (Boys)*
2x Resident matrons
Junior assistant – boarding
specific

Rotational support
staff

Duty tutors*
Junior assistants – whole school

-

* Incumbent held teaching responsibilities in addition to their boarding role.
† Dual positions – two roles routinely occupied by one incumbent at the time of site visit.
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Table 4.2
Case Site Boarding Positions, Roles, and Staff Demographics
Position title

Additional role

Gender

Age

Career

Case
Teacher-led
(Haycraw Park
Preparatory
School)

Distinct-staff
(Nightingale
Manor
Preparatory
School)

Head of boarding
Houseparent
Houseparent
Resident tutor †
Residential matron
Matron
Matron
Duty tutors (rotational)
Junior assistants

Headmasters’ wife
Teacher
External employment
Teacher
Teachers
School-wide tasks

Head of boarding
Houseparent
Housemaster
Resident matron
Resident matron
Junior assistant

Houseparent, nurse
Senior matron
Teacher
Teaching assistant
-

Qualification
Tertiary

Boarding

F
F
M
M
F
F
F
mixed
mixed

55-65
35-45
35-45
25-35
45-55
44-55
35-45
various
18-22

Late career
Mid-career
Early career*
Mid-career
Late career
Mid-career
Early career
various
Early career

Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
-

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
-

F
F
M
F
F
F

55-65
45-55
45-55
45-55
55-65
18-22

Late career ‡
Late career
Mid-career
Late career
Late career
Early career

Y
Y
Y
N
N
N

N
N
N
N
N
N

Sample

Amelia
Grace
Ben

Amanda
Nathan

Joanna
Eloise
Mike
Anne

* Haycraw Park’s housemaster was a secondary spousal appointment and thus early career from a boarding perspective.
† Transitional arrangements were in place for the resident tutor position to be extended to an assistant houseparent position.
‡ Nightingale Manor’s head of boarding was relatively new in her boarding post but had extensive school-based experience in related roles.

Mia
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Concept Map - School-Based Documents (teacher-led case)

Figure 4.3
Concept Map - Inspection Reports (teacher-led case)
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concept maps) were predominantly grouped around the themes of School and Boarding, with
the exception of the safeguarding policy which was positioned separately in connection to
concepts around child protection (e.g., abuse, concerns, and risk).
In both the concept map and policy documents, Safeguarding and Abuse were closely
interrelated. Safeguarding comprised preventative strategy concepts such as concerns, risk,
information, aware, and (in) place. These aspects of safeguarding were found to be framed
within these documents as the actions necessary to prevent concepts within Abuse through
identifying concerns, sharing information, and putting strategies in place. The policy
documents detailed the requirements of reporting to the Designated Safeguarding Lead
(DSL), a legally mandated position who retains overall responsibility for child protection
(Singleton, 2009).
The School, Boarding, and Available themes were found to be interconnected
concepts in the analysed documents. Within School there were two clusters of concepts, those
relating to supportive actions (support, contact, need, ensure) and those related to
responsibilities (policy, staff, provision). In the source text, these actions and responsibilities
were positively framed as methods in which the school is able to support the wellbeing of
students. Within Boarding, the house was considered central to the boarding experience, with
many concepts shared with the theme of availability (home, day, time). These were framed as
positive for student wellbeing: boarding staff were to be available to support students at “any
time of day” and the boarding house to provide a “home away from home” atmosphere.
The separately analysed inspection reports provided an external assessment of the
school context as documented by ISI inspectors. These documents assessed the school against
the national minimum standards, in addition to student achievement and personal
development with evidence provided for the assessment made. The educational quality was
assessed as ‘good’ and student personal development assessed as ‘excellent’. All standards
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were assessed as met (as opposed to unmet), which evidenced that the school was a safe and
responsible organisation both academically and pastorally.
The inspection report concept map (Figure 4.3) shows three themes of Pupils, School,
and Standards, reflecting the nature of the inspection documents. Within Pupils, concepts
such as boarders, learning, and development were reflected positively, with students
described as ‘happy’, ‘harmonious’, and ‘responsible’, possessing high self-esteem and a
strong sense of community. Pupils was connected to School through the concepts of staff and
curriculum, to which both the pupils were said to relate positively. Again, linked concepts
were found to be framed positively, with leadership driving school improvements, addressing
student concerns and providing an excellent school environment. Containing concepts such
as requirements, met, and inspection, Standards reflected the nature of the inspection process
which offered judgements against set criteria and set the formal tone of the reports.
Teacher-led Model: Interview Results
Amelia (head of boarding). Amelia described her role jointly as the head of boarding
and the headmaster’s wife. She described a long career as a teacher in the independent
boarding sector and experienced a boarding education herself. The analysis of her interview
utilising Leximancer is shown in Figure 4.4, which revealed four themes: Boarding, School,
Team, and Home, with children, staff, and house as other major concepts. The predominant
themes developed from her interview data were Relationships*, Routines*, Provision*, and
Fit*.
The theme of Boarding was the most populated in this map. It contained concepts
linked to the people in the house (children, staff, matrons, and house-parents) and boarding
routines (time, half-past, duty, day), and included all four of the highest-ranked concepts by
both count and relevance: boarding (80, 100%), house (53, 66%), children (51, 64%) and
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Figure 4.4
Concept Map - Amelia (head of boarding, teacher-led case)

staff (40, 50%). These concepts were expressed in terms of Relationships* between staff and
boarders, which Amelia placed value on:
The children know the staff and the staff know the children as much as they can. They
take a team off to a fixture, come back [for] supper, …then up into the boarding
house… [the staff] have that knowledge about what that child has done in the day.
Her description of the connectedness of staff, school and boarding was reflected in the
integration of academic, extracurricular, and boarding features of school life, uniting the
themes Boarding, School, and Children at the centre of the concept model. This
connectedness of these core contexts was viewed by Amelia as being positive for boarder
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wellbeing, through the creation of positive relationships which continued from the school day
and into boarding.
Within the theme of School, boarding was an important concept (100% relevance
statistic) alongside involved and pastoral. The mapping of boarding as a concept within
School created an important overlap which reflected Amelia’s perspective that boarding was
central to the school’s ethos. As in the conceptual model, concepts in this overlap (whole,
involved, day) speak to themes of Provision*, Roles*, and Fit*: each member of day staff was
expected to contribute to the essential boarding programme in addition to their other roles.
Fit* was echoed again within Team: Amelia spoke of carefully considered staff
appointments: “boarding is something we invest in…we look hard to get the right people”
who would be successful in meeting both boarding and academic demands of school life.
Although a smaller theme, Home was noteworthy within Amelia’s interview. Relating
directly to the environmental Provision* of the school, Amelia placed importance on the
creation of the boarding environment: “We wanted a home rather than a dorm. We wanted a
bedroom”. Amelia’s emphasis on Home as one of the most positive changes made to the
school under her leadership reflected the importance of Provision* to wellbeing.
Grace (houseparent). Grace was both a houseparent and science teacher, supported
by her husband Tim. They had a young son who lived with them in the boarding
accommodation. Grace recounted a boarding education herself and had experience working
in other boarding schools. As can be seen in Figure 4.5, the majority of concepts revealed
from analysis utilising Leximancer were related to the theme of Boarding (boarding as a
concept: 100% relevance statistic and highest frequency), with substantial overlap seen across
both Time and School. This overlap was the result of her position in the house and echoes her
predominant work contexts. Relationships*, Roles*, Routines*, and Fit* were themes which
emerged from her interview data.
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Figure 4.5
Concept Map - Grace (houseparent, teacher-led case)

The School-Boarding overlap related to the themes of Relationships* and Roles*. For
Grace, relationships within the boarding community that provided support (concepts: matron,
staff, tutor, everyone) were important for her wellbeing, with individuals and specific
examples provided as evidence. Her husband Tim emerged as a concept supportive to her
wellbeing: “It's a couple's job. You couldn't really be a houseparent here on your own”.
Speaking more broadly, Grace placed value on the relationships found in the whole school
community, “Here, you just feel so valued for everything and everyone's in the same boat
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because everyone's here [in boarding]”. The close alignment of Boarding and School related
to both this community and to the overlap of her roles. Grace expressed that her teaching role
was complementary to her role as housemistress:
You can just tick things off and see the children you need to see whilst you're doing
another job. So actually, I think it helps... I know how they're behaving in lessons… I
know what they're doing in the playground at break time.
This view was perceived by Grace as positive for the boarders’ transition from the school day
to the boarding house.
Other concepts within Boarding produced overlap with Time (duty, doing, things,
need, night) and were descriptive of her Roles* and Routines*. Things and time were the
highest-ranking concepts after boarding (32, 89%; 35, 97%; and 36, 100% respectively).
These were descriptive of work tasks and busyness (“tick things off”, “house things”, “doing
different things”) as a houseparent. Grace’s attitude to her workload was accepting of her
busyness: “Term time is term time. And the holidays are the holidays. So, when it's term
time, you're all in”. Grace indirectly described role overload and role stress, despite a reduced
teaching allocation. Grace stated that time allocated for her academic role was often taken by
boarding responsibilities and she reported that she routinely re-commenced preparatory and
administrative work for her teaching duties after 9.30pm, following the completion of
boarders’ bedtime routines. Although in her view, family, boarding, and teaching
requirements were all juggled successfully, her daily routine demonstrated the bounding
effect of Time on Roles*, Routines*, and Relationships*.
The final theme identified through Leximancer analysis, Home, combined the
environments work and home and related closely to the theme of Fit*. The physical
interconnectedness of Grace’s place of work and home is directly reflected here. Grace self-
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determined that she was a good fit for this concurrency and described it as “just a way of
life”. She evidenced this fit and merging of personal and professional lives when she said:
We don't have to eat downstairs [with the boarders]. We could eat up in the flat. And I
guess we could take that two hours to do family time but we're not those kind of
people… we're both just really involved.
This fit was further exemplified by the regular inviting of boarders into her otherwise private
home and by her disclosure that Tim was accepting a job within the school to improve his fit
with the demands of boarding. Grace hoped that with time, her son would be integrated into
the boarding community and wider school life. In every instance, these examples were
framed positively and represented Fit* as a positive precursor for wellbeing. These specific
examples show that Fit* is highly personal, has broad considerations, and unites multiple
concepts found in the themes of Relationships*, Routines*, and Roles*.
Nathan (former houseparent). Nathan was a science teacher and boarding duty tutor
at the time of the site visit. Although working in a boarding school now, Nathan himself had
a state sector education. Previously, he had been in the houseparent post with his wife Jessica
and son Theo, who had additional educational needs. His interview focussed on the changes
that had occurred from this previous and ultimately unsustainable time to his current working
situation. His resulting Leximancer map can be seen in Figure 4.6, featuring four themes:
Boarding, Time, Night (as related to a unit of working time, as in “no two nights were the
same”), and Role. The themes which emerged from the manual analysis of his interview data
were Relationships*, Routines*, Fit*, and Roles*.
Boarding and Time were the predominant themes to emerge from analysis utilising
Leximancer by both count and relevance (25, 78% and 32, 100% respectively) and both
themes were of relevance to Relationships*. Within Boarding, the connected concepts buildrelationships and staff-kids speak to the emphasis Nathan placed on relationships
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within boarding that supported boarder wellbeing. Nathan described the building of mutual
respect between teachers and boarders through shared experience across all aspects of
boarding school life:
…when you're teaching the kids, you build that relationship. And then when you do
the sport and the boarding and that helps you build on that relationship. The first stage
is in the classroom.
While this assertion is core to the philosophy of the teacher-led boarding model, Nathan
acknowledged that Jessica’s relationship, as a non-teaching houseparent, was founded outside

Figure 4.6
Concept Map - Nathan (former houseparent, teacher-led case)
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of the classroom:
She didn't teach them, so her relationship was built in a very different way. But at the
same time, she did build a very good relationship with them because that's the nature
of the person she is… It was in many respects quite a different relationship because
[emphasis] she didn't teach them. I think it was just attention to their wellbeing. She
took on the role of being, as she put it, their mum.
Here, Nathan has demonstrated the link between Relationships* and Roles*. Nathan
described the relationships formed between Jessica and the boarders as being strong even
without the shared experience afforded by a dual role. He acknowledged that the relationship
was different because of role delineation: Jessica’s lack of classroom contact was experienced
as both advantageous and disadvantageous in different respects.
As distinct from the building of positive relationships between boarders and boarding
staff, Nathan found a negative association between Time and his personal Relationships*. The
names of his wife and child both appear as concepts within Time, highlighting their
connectedness. He recounted that boarding role demands and time pressures had affected his
family life:
One of us would be with Theo, then the next person with him. As one person came in,
it would be that sort of passing ships…. we began to realise that during term time he
wasn't getting the attention that he needed… We realised we can't continue to do
this… that he needed most definitely to come first…we felt that we couldn't do justice
to our son and the boarding house at the same time. And we just knew that one had to
give and naturally it had to be the boarding house.
Nathan’s description of role stress as houseparent and parent was incompatible with his
family priorities: there was too much work and not enough time.
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Time was also positively connected to Roles* and Routines* after Nathan’s
relinquishing of the houseparent role. With fewer overall boarding duties, he reported that he
was able to pursue personal leisure activities, with positive effects on his wellbeing.
Additionally, he perceived the additional time available to be committed to other aspects of
school life as rewarding, such as coaching:
This year I've coached a rugby team, which I've had a lot of time and energy for, and
I've really, really enjoyed it. Whereas [as a houseparent] …I just didn't feel as though
I had the time, and I definitely didn't have the energy.
His reduced workload resulted in a reduction in role overload and produced a positive effect
for his personal wellbeing.
The combination and overlap of Boarding, Time, and Night also spoke negatively to
the themes of Routine and Roles*. Nathan described the school day and boarding evening as
long for both staff and the students, a community busyness which resulted in a shared
tiredness. This busyness was not a consistent routine for students, however, as Nathan noted
that the majority of the students were flexi-boarders alternating between home and the
boarding house from one night to the next. In his view, these flexi-boarding routines created
additional logistical and role stress for staff and resulted in discontinuity for boarders. This
aspect of routine was associated negatively to both staff and student wellbeing by Nathan.
Role contains concepts central to Nathan’s conceptualisation of the dual teacherhouseparent role. He described the two roles as being ‘separate’ but nonetheless able to
positively influence one another. The interconnectedness of these roles was evidenced
through the concept teaching positioned within Boarding. With respect to Relationships* and
Roles*, Nathan reflected that staff-student relationship development was facilitated both in
boarding and the classroom. Like Grace, Nathan also found benefit in addressing boarding
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issues throughout the school day. These thematic connections underscore Nathan’s
experience of role complementarity.
Nathan was the only participant to self-describe poor fit. He discussed Fit* directly as
related to Role and the boarding sector, stating that he did not have the experiential exposure
to the boarding context required for successful role completion:
Neither of us [Nathan and Jessica] had come from this environment, so I think we
weren't conditioned to the boarding environment in that sense that it was something
that was unfamiliar to us both…People who've grown up with it are conditioned to it
and understand how it works and the length of the day and all those different things
that's entailed within a boarding school. And I think we weren't.
Here, Nathan candidly addressed Fit* through his lack of insight and experience of boarding
from the perspective of an outsider. This lack fit was framed negatively for his personal
wellbeing and role stress.
Ben (duty tutor). Recently appointed to take up the position of assistant housemaster,
Ben was still acting in his post as duty tutor at the time of interview. A qualified sports
teacher, Ben experienced a boarding education as the son of a housemaster. Analysis utilising
Leximancer revealed themes of Work, Boarding, House, and Time, which can be seen in
Figure 4.7. The concept children was also notable, despite being included within Work, and
was ranked higher than house (23, 70% and 12, 36% respectively). The manual analysis of
his interview data revealed perspectives on his experiences in boarding and expectations for
his new post, spanning the themes of Fit*, Roles*, Routines*, and Relationships*.
Boarding contains concepts relating to the themes of Relationships* (boarding
environment, people) and Fit* (experience). Ben related Relationships* to School and
Boarding. Ben believed that building relationships with boarders was essential for promoting
wellbeing within boarding. He noted that the boarding environment was a different context
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for relationship building than the classroom, but concluded that relationships were not able to
change drastically between contexts:
I don't think your relationship with that child can change too much because …you are
still a teacher, but you're also being a member of staff that is caring for those children
in a boarding environment so it's slightly different… just having a slightly more
relaxed stance on things.
He qualified this statement by emphasising that teachers should adjust their expectations of

Figure 4.7
Concept Map - Ben (duty tutor, teacher-led case)
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behaviour compared to a classroom environment. Emphasis was placed on staff to adapt to
support student wellbeing.
Ben addressed the overlap of Fit* and Boarding directly and suggested that fit was
likely to lead to role success and improved personal wellbeing. Ben offered this statement to
qualify his assessment of Fit* through lived experience:
You've seen more and experienced more things that can potentially go wrong. I mean
it's a bit of a cliche, but it is true, there is no substitute for having experience… there
are a lot of things that can potentially happen in a boarding house that you only really
learn through experience.
The experiences referenced here were framed positively in terms of his own boarding
education and his career experience. Additionally, he suggested that his teaching subject
(physical education) represented good fit, as he had fewer administrative and marking
commitments relative to other subjects, a direct connection to role complementarity.
Busyness concepts (duty, nights, work, doing-things, terms, week, year) within Work
and the overlap of Boarding were related thematically to Roles* and the demands of Time.
Ben linked busyness to high role demands during the term time, and across all aspects of
school and boarding life:
You just have to accept that during [term] time, you're living and breathing essentially
the school… So, yes, it is full on and the hours are long during the school term, but
there are breaks in between which then enable you to go out, to say, ‘Yeah, I can cope
and I can do that.’
The framing in regard to role stress was neutral: Ben acknowledged the heavy workload but
viewed it as manageable.
The final two themes, House and Time represent specific aspects of Ben’s interview.
House represented Ben’s focus on the boarding house as a physical site, place of work, and
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residence. This residential role was described by Ben as facilitating a constant presence in the
house. This was framed as positively impacting student wellbeing but had consequences for
Time in the form of additional informal work hours which he viewed as a requirement of the
role.
Amanda (matron). Amanda was the only participant at this case study site without
teaching responsibilities or an on-site residence. Amanda was also a parent of a child
attending the school. Analysis utilising Leximancer produced the concept map which can be
seen in Figure 4.8, with three themes: Children, Night (as a unit of time), and Home (as
separate to School). From her unique perspective in this study, Amanda discussed the
manually-identified themes of Provision*, Routines*, and Fit*.
Linked concepts within Children connected this core aspect of boarding to Routines*
and Provision*. Amanda’s interview was focussed on her and her fellow matrons’ daily work
routines, from aspects concerning the physical boarding environment (change-bedding) to
addressing the individual needs as they arise (things-children-need). Amanda described these
tasks as both direct and indirect wellbeing support mechanisms, in keeping with White and
Jha’s (2018) observations of wellbeing dialogue which saw one dimension of wellbeing
expressed through another. Unlike her dual teaching-boarding staff counterparts, Amanda
described use of time that equated to a constant matronal presence in the house.
Night and Home were related by their mutual exclusion. Unlike other staff at this site,
Amanda lived off site and thus spoke about coming into work (school) and going home again.
Night or evening duties were spent in boarding. Amanda reported that a particular
requirement of her job was to stay overnight in the boarding house for one night each week.
Amanda emphasised that this was only possible due her own daughter boarding that night as
well, an important aspect of Fit* between her family life and boarding commitments.
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Figure 4.8
Concept Map - Amanda (matron, teacher-led case)

4.4 Nightingale Manor Preparatory School (Distinct-Staff Model)
Distinct-Staff Model: Document Analysis
Nine documents were identified as relevant to wellbeing for the distinct-staff case site
Nightingale Manor. School documents identified include antibullying, behaviour,
safeguarding, pupil supervision, and boarding policies, in addition to website content
pertaining to boarding and pastoral care. The most recent ISI boarding reports included a
joint educational quality and focussed compliance inspection and a previous regulatory
compliance report. The concept map resulting from analysis of the school-based documents
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utilising Leximancer can be seen in Figure 4.9. As before, inspection reports were processed
separately and the resulting map is shown in Figure 4.10, with source documents shown as
underlined in both.
Four themes were revealed in the school-based documents through the use of
Leximancer: Child, DSL (Designated Safeguarding Lead), Behaviour, and Boarding,
including a relatively dense grouping of concepts within Child. This grouping was found to
be fixed even at low theme size settings, demonstrating the complex interrelatedness of these
terms and their commonality across all of policy documents, which are also shown on both
figures. By both absolute count and relative count, the behaviour and safeguarding policies
were determined to have the greatest impact on the resulting map (726, 100% and 695, 96%
respectively). The highest ranked concept was child (466, 64%) followed by school (271,
37%), evidencing the child-focussed nature of the documents. Three concepts (DSL,
behaviour, and bullying) were found to be related only to individual documents and these
were correspondingly mapped at the margins. The antibullying and behaviour policies were
positioned together around Behaviour, with documents relating to boarding, pupil supervision
and pastoral care forming another grouping linked to the concepts school and boarding.
These two groupings represent a difference between documents which focussed on student
action and accountability, and documents concerning institutional processes and
responsibilities.
The densest clustering of concepts was found within the overlap of Child and DSL. As
a theme, Child also contained the emphasised concepts school and staff (271, 37% and 208,
29%, relative to child 466, 64%). These connections were contextualised in the documents as
staff actions required to support children’s needs (concepts such as support, care, ensure,
provide) and demarcated the role of the DSL as connected to child welfare in a proactive
sense. This role was expressed on the map as addressing specific concepts related to
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Concept Map - School-Based Documents (distinct-staff case)

Figure 4.10
Concept Map - Inspection Reports (distinct-staff case)
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mistreatment (violence, harm, abuse, and police involvement) in addition to concepts related
to reactionary safeguarding processes (such as concerns, information, action, allegation).
Concerning specific issues, Boarding and Behaviour were relatively sparsely
populated. Boarding contained pragmatic concepts such as school, time, and parents, relating
to procedural or contextual emphasis. A similar pattern was seen in Behaviour, which
contained terms for specific positions of supervision (headmaster and pastoral lead).
Wellbeing-related pastoral care terms (such as care, support, need, provide) showed
connectivity to concepts within Behaviour and Boarding, but were placed within Child due to
the strong relevance to the theme.
The inspection reports concluded that the school offered excellent educational quality
and support for pupils’ personal development, in addition to meeting all the national
minimum standards. Analysis of these reports utilising Leximancer revealed themes with
minimal of Boarding, Pupils, and School as areas evaluated discretely by the inspectors. The
further identification of Excellent as a theme was reflective of the positive language used
throughout the report, providing context to the remaining themes. Boarding contained
concepts such as safety, parents, and staff which were framed positively within the report
with respect to relationships between staff, students, and parents. Pupils detailed concepts
such as support, independent, and work, which were related to the high-quality teaching
activities and pastoral care discussed in the report. Concepts within School reflected
positively on engagement with the inspection process, the report noting the school’s proactive
responsiveness.
Distinct-Staff Model: Interview Results
Joanna (head of boarding). Although relatively new in her houseparent and head of
boarding roles, Joanna had extensive experience at the case site as the school nurse and DSL.
She held no teaching responsibilities and was accommodated on-site but separate from the
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boarding houses. She therefore remained on call at all times as needed in her capacity as head
of boarding but was not regularly on duty overnight within the house. As shown in Figure
4.11, analysis utilising Leximancer identified four themes: Children, Boarding, School, and
Roles*, with house and staff (40, 56% and 38, 54% respectively) also representing major
concepts. Themes of Routines*, Roles*, Provision* and Fit* emerged from manual analysis.
Joanna’s perspectives and beliefs were consistently child centric. This is evident from
the central thematic importance given to Children in the Leximancer map, sharing substantial

Figure 4.11
Concept Map - Joanna (head of boarding, distinct-staff case)
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overlap with Boarding. This overlap was demonstrative of her consideration of boarders first
and foremost, related to the theme of Roles* and evidenced by the placement of children in
the overlap of Boarding. During the interview, Joanna was consistent in linking all aspects of
discussions back to boarder wellbeing and this framed the remainder of her contributions.
Within Boarding there was a focus on concepts that related to the theme of Routines*
(week, weekends, day, evening, time) as they related to the care of Children. In
addition to discussions of Routine in terms of daily schedules, Joanna repeatedly considered
routines from a continuity of care (handover, in her nursing vernacular) perspective. Joanna
described detailed routines of communication, backing up behaviours, and accountability
measures to ensure continuity of care between academic day staff and evening boarding
pastoral care teams. She believed that consistency here was important:
I mean, I am a great believer in continuity of care… We can be aware of changes in
the child. Things that come up during the day, that then possibly go into the next day,
everyone will know, that matron or those houseparents.
From her perspective, this consistency was achieved by having the same staff present in the
boarding house each evening and avoiding the use of rotational positions. This was in
alignment with her investment in a system which favoured distinct boarding staff.
Although a smaller theme, Roles* showed additional consideration of the consistency
of boarding staff. The linked concept house-parent was related to both teaching and roles,
reflecting Joanna’s views on the impact of dual teaching-boarding positions on wellbeing.
Her views and experiences were framed negatively, both with respect to role stress and the
potential for role conflict:
…there were too many teachers that came up with too many different ideas and
brought perhaps [school] stuff upstairs [into the boarding house]. I like it to be a very
different vibe between the academic day and the non-academic day… it makes it

BOARDING STAFFING MODELS: EFFECTS ON WELLBEING

111

more how it would be at home if they were going home. Sort of, to emulate that…
[and] I think teaching houseparents are quite hard to get, it's very challenging to
combine the two roles if you're on a full teaching timetable.
Joanna recounted previous conflict between academic and boarding interests and perceived a
dual teaching-boarding workload as heavy. In both instances, she recounted negative
outcomes for both staff and student wellbeing.
In her continued discussion of Roles*, Joanna disclosed an upcoming change to
Provision* at the case site. As evidence of her commitment to continuity of care, Joanna
described the appointment of a dedicated weekend housemaster:
Instead of trying to shuffle everybody else's days off midweek, let's have the same
staff and continuity of staff during the week putting children to bed, so they know
them really well for those weekly boarders… And then at the weekends, instead of
spiralling around different people all the time, let's give them a weekend person. They
know where they are every weekend with the same person and they get a chance to
establish a relationship.
In coming to this decision, Joanna believed she had maximised continuity of care and
minimised the need for handover. Under the new staffing system, boarding staff would rotate
less frequently. She connected this to the school’s boarding attendance patterns, resulting in
greater consistency of staff for students that only boarded during the week. In her opinion,
these changes to Roles* and Provision*, created good Fit* between staff and student
Routines*, benefiting student wellbeing.
In addition to this weekday-weekend division, Joanna proffered other examples of the
importance of Fit* and Roles*. She herself believed that there was good role
complementarity across her roles and the matron-houseparent position but expressed
reservations about dual teaching-boarding combinations. She attributed previous
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unsustainable staffing scenarios to excessive workload with poor fit between work and family
lives and believed her own position would be untenable if she had young children. In these
instances, she connected poor Fit* to negative impacts on staff wellbeing.
Environmental and institutional aspects of Provision* also emerged from School and
its interconnectedness with Boarding. Joanna gave direct consideration to the physical
environment of the house in connection to the ethos behind boarding sleeping arrangements:
…using the right spaces, where the children feel relaxed… I can guarantee them the
same bed, which is something that I think is quite nice. Whereas I think if they share
beds… just first come, first serve, you jump into the first bed, I didn't really want that.
I wanted more of a community which I think you get by not having that system.
She considered the boarders’ ownership of their space as important for their individual and
collective wellbeing. She linked these positive environmental aspects to the promotion of
boarder wellbeing.
Mike (boys’ housemaster). Unique at this case site, Mike was the only teacher at
Nightingale Manor who also held a boarding role. Mike lived with his wife and children on
site but separate from the boarding house. He had previously been part of a spousal teachinghouseparent team, but this was ultimately an unsustainable arrangement and his wife
withdrew from boarding duties. Analysis of Mike’s interview data utilising Leximancer
revealed four themes: House, Children, Day, and Work, shown in Figure 4.12. The theme
House, also gathers the concepts time, boarding and things (tasks), all of which were ranked
above house by both count and relevance (26, 100%; 24, 92%; 20, 77% and 19, 73%
respectively). The predominant themes from the manual analysis of his data were Fit* and
Roles*.
Mike’s interview data spoke predominantly to the theme of Roles* as conceptually
connected to Relationships* and Time. This is echoed in the Leximancer data map through
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the emphasis placed on the interrelated concepts boarding-house, teaching-children, and
need-time, which reflected his experience of role demands in his dual pastoral and academic
roles at the school. The additional concepts within Day and Work related to time (evenings,
during, school, day, work, on duty, night) further reflected Mike’s descriptions of busyness.
Mike described role stress in connection with his dual-role position. He recounted the
need to prioritise between the competing demands of teaching and boarding:
It’s a question of balancing as much as you can and prioritising what is absolutely
essential… preparation for lessons… and so on down the chain... The care of the

Figure 4.12
Concept Map - Mike (boys’ housemaster, distinct-staff case)

BOARDING STAFFING MODELS: EFFECTS ON WELLBEING

114

child, that's always, always mine [my top priority]. Something like marking will drop
down to the bottom and that is then a question of relaying that… to say, look…I can't
keep up to date with this, that, and the other.
Here, he noted that his experience of role stress resulted in his prioritization of boarding
pastoral care tasks over teaching tasks. Despite the above statement asserting the
communication of his role stress, he later stated that he did not like requesting assistance
when he faced additional role stress, preferring to be ‘able’ to do his job.
Mike additionally recounted both role conflict and role complementary, situating
Roles* as thematically related to Boarding, School, and Children. As part of a discussion
around transitions, Mike spontaneously described role conflict between requirements of the
classroom and the boarding house:
It is becoming a difficult process because... you want to be loving and caring in
everything that you do… but they [students] haven't done [home]work for you… So,
you’re one front [in school time] sometimes and then [in boarding] you need to sort of
peel that all back and just be almost a dad to them all. And, gee, you just strive to get
that balance as best as you can. If you were just houseparents, the stresses and the
strains from the day wouldn't then be out laid onto the border at night. You have that
sort of interference there, which is very tricky.
Mike described holding and performing opposing roles to best support the children in his care
and suggested that management of this role conflict was challenging. Subsequently, he also
reflected on his perceptions of the advantages for boarder wellbeing afforded by his dual
position:
You know what they [the boarders] are like, you know the situations downstairs
[school] and so therefore you can relate the parents more accurate information from
upstairs [boarding]. And you can see in the child when the pressure of the year and
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their exams at the end of this term, well, when that affects how they behave. You can
see that happening, [without] then having to relay it to houseparents.
In his integrated role, he believed he was well placed to see the whole child and to provide
consistency of pastoral care to the child throughout the whole boarding school cycle. Taken
together, these two quotes from Mike exemplify the complexity of potential consequences of
a dual role position; the teaching-housemaster may be simultaneously well and poorly placed
to understand and respond to the pastoral needs of boarders.
The theme of Fit* also presented itself in connection with Mike’s discussions of
Relationships*, Roles*, and Time constraints. Mike reflected on his previous and
unsuccessful spousal houseparent arrangement as incompatible with the demands of family
life:
They [his sons] lacked any consistency at the start. We had a period for the first term
where we had one of our gap students [junior assistant] looking after them in the
evenings whilst we were running around everywhere. And then after that it became a
little bit more unstable… The rest of those two years we just thought was not
appropriate for them …with the weekends as well, yeah, it just became too much…
We just thought, this is crazy.
This quote is again reflected on through the linked concepts different-people. This was a
phrase repeated by Mike, reflecting the need for other boarding staff to provide childcare to
his family such that the houseparent duties could be fulfilled. In addition to the role stress
Mike described, he attributed this unacceptable experience of Fit* to his reduced wellbeing.
Eloise (girls’ houseparent). Eloise occupied a dual role at the school as the girls’
houseparent and senior matron but did not have any teaching duties. Before being promoted
to the role of houseparent, Eloise had extensive experience in boarding schools as a matron.
She maintained a separate residence in addition to her accommodation provided at the school.
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Four themes were revealed through analysis utilising Leximancer: House, Night, Time, and
Gappie (in reference to the specific position supporting her in the house), shown in Figure
4.13. Routines*, Roles* and Fit* were the manually coded foci of her interview. The major
theme, House, provides a contextual basis for Eloise’s perception of her Roles*. Contained
within are a string of highly ranked contextual concepts (matron, house, parent, things, girls,
boarding) related to and emphasising her focus on her roles of houseparent and matron. She
described these roles as complementary:
They overlap a lot anyway, so they both just fall into one. Sometimes it's like if you
stopped me in the middle of the day and said, are you currently wearing your matrons’

Figure 4.13
Concept Map - Eloise (girls’ houseparent, distinct-staff case)
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hat or your houseparents hat, I'd probably wouldn't be able to say… they do just sort
of slot together.
She did not describe any role conflict and considered her combined workload to be
manageable. She assessed that unlike teaching houseparents, there were fewer additional
demands placed on her overall, reflecting a positive association between Time and Work.
Concepts within Night provided associations between Routines* and Time. These
concepts (morning, day, night, weekend, weekend, terms) were linked to the importance
Eloise placed on daily schedules of predictable routines for boarders’ wellbeing. Eloise
specifically speaks about the importance of “consistency and the same expectation of
standards every night”. Connected to Routines* was the role of Gappie, who worked closely
with her to provide care and consistency regarding Routines*.
In contrast to the notion of busyness, Eloise discussed Time not with respect to role
stress but with respect to Fit*. The concepts mapped here (school, working, different, time)
reflected the importance she placed on separating her working and personal time. Eloise said
that, although resident:
I take my days off out of school because I have a house which is only eight miles
away…because I know for me, that's what I need to do. It just feels completely
different. Totally different, relaxed environment…it helps me completely wind down.
Eloise perceived this separation as important for the sustainability of her role. This was
indicative of a good Fit* between Eloise’s personal circumstances and her work
requirements, which she viewed as an important element for her wellbeing.
Anne (matron). Anne occupied the post of matron, working alongside Mike in the
boys’ boarding house. In addition to her boarding house accommodation, she maintained a
separate residence off site. Anne had extensive experience in the role of a matron across
several other schools. As shown in Figure 4.14, analysis utilising Leximancer revealed three
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themes, Children, Time, and Job, with boarding and school also representing major concepts
(31, 74% and 28, 67% respectively). From manual analysis, the identified themes were
Roles*, Provision*, and Fit*.
Children and boarding were central to Anne’s perception as her Role as matron.
When discussing her role, Anne related her work tasks primarily to providing care to the
boarders. She consistently described aspects of wellbeing and relationships through physical
or material aspects of Provision*. In one such example:
I perceive my role as, I'm obviously not their parent, but just mopping up all the
things that a parent would mop up and then liaising with their actual parent to make
sure that they're looked after… We're just always there, always approachable I

Figure 4.14
Concept Map - Anne (matron, distinct-staff case)
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suppose and we always help them… lending them things or phoning their parents…
or obviously when they're ill they get looked after.
Here, she linked her role to the functional aspects of parental roles and to her ability to
provide for the boarders. Meals, activities, clothes, and healthcare were additional examples
provided by Anne when discussing student wellbeing. These provisions, objects, or tasks
were referred to as things, representing the interrelated theme of Job.
Concepts related to Routine (night, day, week, time) for both staff and students were
found within Time. Schedules and structures for boarders were a repeated feature of Anne’s
boarding talk, which she linked to their wellbeing. Additionally, rest was perceived by Anne
as an important concept as related to Fit* and Time. Her working schedule provided
opportunity for rest and relaxation, on which she placed value for her wellbeing. Anne, like
Eloise, described a routine of returning regularly to her off site accommodation, which again
reflected good personal Fit*.
Mia (gappie). Mia was the youngest and most inexperienced participant in this study.
She had recently completed high school and held the position of gappie (junior assistant)
within the girls’ boarding house. She was resident within the house and her role
responsibilities were limited to supporting the matrons. She had some experience of working
with children before this role and was planning a career in primary teaching. Analysis of her
interview data utilising Leximancer revealed themes of Children, Boarding, and Evening (as
an extension of work) as shown in Figure 4.15, and manual thematic analysis identified the
themes of Relationships* and Fit*.
Like many other staff, Children was central to Mia’s interview data and in this
instance responded to Fit*. Mia placed emphasis on this relevance as her role was related to
her career plan. However, her current work and role was simultaneously accompanied by an
expression of disappointment and negative framing of Fit*, as she was not working with the
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Figure 4.15
Concept Map - Mia (gappie, distinct-staff case)

boarders as much as she would have liked. The branching of Evening away from
Children was an expression to her limited contact time with the boarders.
The importance of this contact time with boarders was further evidenced within
Boarding. The mapped concepts show that Mia believed boarding at the weekends was
different. She described this time as a less ‘structured’ and ‘more relaxed’ opportunity to
‘spend time with the children on the weekends,’ and reflected that ‘weekends make the job
better’. She expressed that this time was important for her job satisfaction, for fostering staffstudent relationships, and was an important aspect of her work for her wellbeing.
Mia also discussed the importance of Relationships* and Fit* in her professional and
social lives with respect to Work and Time. Mia framed these themes negatively. She
expressed dissatisfaction at the limitations placed on her social life resulting from working in
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a boarding school:
When we're not working, we're still at work… We get a bit frustrated because, you
know, when you're working you're at work, that's fine. But when you're not working,
you're still at work and you still have to watch what you say and what you do and how
you dress or how you act. Because you're always at work.
These restrictions impacted Mia’s wellbeing, with Work representing a constant frustration
for maintaining a sense of self separate from her work roles. She also perceived it as difficult
to build Relationships* within the staff community because of the unconventional hours of
her work:
My downtime is very much in my room, not doing very much most of the time.
Sometimes, the chance to go out and play tennis or something with the other gappies
[junior assistants], but our time off doesn't line up so much.
She reflected that it was difficult to leave the school site to pursue personal interests and that
her ability to socialise within work hours was also limited: “My job does consist of quite a lot
of lonely work”. Overall, these aspects of her job represented a poor expression of Fit*.
4.5 Contextual Differences in the Case study Sites
The selected case study sites had inherent contextual similarities and differences in
addition to the observed staffing models. Factors unique to the site itself, rather than to the
staffing model in use, may represent confounding factors and impact on the research
outcomes. Thus, relevant points concerning the schools’ broader educational contexts,
boarding arrangements, and staff demographics are highlighted here for transparency, to
support study validity, and to assist in the application of this research to external contexts.
Educational Context
The selected case studies were comparatively similar with regard to their broader
external and contextual factors. Both sites were representative of a similar socioeconomic
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stratum as reflected by their fee-charging independent school status and offerings. Each
school was situated on a large private estate in the countryside, with similar access to local
services and facilities. Within the school grounds themselves, both schools were comprised of
grand buildings from similar historical eras, albeit modernised to offer impressive learning
and extracurricular facilities, resulting in comparable educational offerings.
The schools were found to be similar with respect to the conclusions of the external
inspection reports and analysis of internal documents. Overall, ISI inspections for both
schools concluded that all standards were met and the language used was positive throughout.
This positivity was reflected universally in the participant interviews. There was additional
emphasis on the word ‘excellent’ within the distinct-staff case, applied to both pupil
academic and personal development measures. Nevertheless, both schools received this
‘excellent’ ranking for pupil personal development, containing criteria that more closely
aligned to wellbeing measures. Both sets of reports had a strong focus on the pupils (as
reflected in the inspection frameworks) and both schools had excellent provisions for
boarders.
A comparative analysis of school-based documents produced many policy
similarities, with some minor local variations. Both schools had a heavy emphasis on
safeguarding, which is a core policy area for schools. Both schools were responsive and
proactive in considering preventative measures for child protection. Documents from both
schools were child-focussed, contained specific boarding considerations and were supportive
in nature as evidenced by the action-based care concepts common across both document sets.
Nightingale Manor (distinct-staff model) had a greater interconnectedness between Child and
these child protection concepts (school-staff, provide, ensure, child-need) in addition to a
greater complexity of safeguarding considerations. There was also a more structured focus on
student behaviour. By comparison, Haycraw Park (teacher-led model) had a greater focus on
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boarding provisions and the creation of a positive home-like space. These local emphases are
consistent with the interview foci of the respective head of boarding positions.
Boarding Arrangements
The case sites differed in their specific internal boarding arrangements in two
substantial ways which must be considered in tandem with the findings. These arrangements
are summarised in Table 4.3. Apart from the underlying philosophy and ethos in staffing
which gave rise to the models under investigation, the differences between the two case sites
concerned boarding attendance and house arrangements. The teacher-led Haycraw Park
offered only flexi- and weekly boarding, requiring all students to leave the school at
weekends after ‘Saturday School’. Nightingale Manor, however, provided a full boarding
service in addition to these two attendance modes. This broader provision represented an
extended period of time during which boarders were cared for and boarding houses staffed,
compared to a weekly-only boarding provision. In addition, the distinct-staff case site
Nightingale Manor operated three separate boarding house annexes, each with a
corresponding staff team, in comparison to the single house organisational unit of the teacherled Haycraw Park. This setup again impacted the observed staffing arrangements, with three
separate houseparent positions in place at Nightingale Manor in contrast to the spousal
houseparent team of Haycraw Park.
Staff Demographic Factors
Staff demographic factors also displayed similarities and differences across both sites.
Sampling, while purposive, was broadly representative of the wider boarding staff population
and reflected both the staffing model under investigation and local contextual factors.
Number, gender, age, experience, education level, and ethnicity of staff are considered here,
with a summary of staff demographic factors presented earlier in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.3
Summary of boarding-related arrangements at each case site

Staffing model
Boarding attendance

Weekend arrangements

Boarding accommodation space
Houseparent positions

Haycraw Park

Nightingale Manor

Teacher-led
Weekly
Flexi
Timetabled ‘Saturday
School’
All boarders return home

Distinct-staff
Weekly
Flexi
Full
Timetabled ‘Saturday
School’
Full-time boarders in
residence
3 separate annexes

1 space, divided into 2
wings
2 (spousal team)

3 (house-specific)*

*Soon to be 4 with the upcoming appointment of the weekend houseparent position.

Number of Staff. A greater number of staff were involved in boarding in the teacherled case than the distinct-staff case. Nightingale Manor (distinct-staff case) had a total of six
members of staff working within the boarding house, whereas Haycraw Park had up to three
times that number: seven core boarding staff in addition to a rotational team of duty tutorteachers and junior assistants. This larger number of boarding staff was a direct consequence
of the staffing model in place: the additive demands of dual teaching-boarding positions
necessitated the use of more staff in order to allow for adequate rest time and non-working
nights.
Gender Division. The gender distribution of staff was comparable across both sites.
Participants were more frequently female (70%, n=10), with slight variation between the two
case sites (Haycraw Park, 3 of 5 participants; Nightingale Manor, 4 of 5 participants). This
division is generally congruent with national statistics, where 75.8% of teachers are women
(DfE, 2021). When considered by position, women in this study held the most senior and
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least senior boarding positions across both sites: both head of boarding positions were female,
as were all matronal positions. Male staff, although less frequently encountered in this
research (30%, n=10), were connected to positions of house leadership, such as housemaster,
in keeping with the dated observations of Walford (1986). Gender was not a frequently
identified theme in the interview data: a single direct incidence in connection to staff-student
relationship building found in the teacher-led case and occasional indirect references through
considerations of marriage were made by staff at both case sites.
Age of Staff. Participants in both cases represented a wide range of ages (20 to 48
years). Across both sites, incumbents with greater responsibility such as house or boarding
leadership positions tended to be older and more experienced than those holding positions of
lesser responsibility such as junior assistants. While participants in the distinct-staff case
were generally observed to be older than the teacher-led case, both cases were comparable
when non-sampled positions were also considered.
Education Level. Demographics related to staff qualifications were more complex.
Tertiary qualifications were held by all participants in leadership positions, but no boarding
specific qualifications were held by any participant. Staff at Haycraw Park (teacher-led
model) had higher levels of tertiary education than staff from the distinct-staff model, but this
observation was a possible artefact of the staffing model in use. All dual teaching-boarding
staff across both case sites held tertiary qualifications (in accordance with their professional
academic responsibilities) but these positions were found more commonly at the teacher-led
site. Therefore, the overall higher level of education of staff at teacher-led site could be
explained by these dual role requirements originating beyond the boarding house,
representing a characteristic feature of the staffing model.
Ethnicity and Nationality. While race, ethnicity, and nationality represent important
determinants of privilege within standpoint theory (Allen, 2017), participant homogeneity
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was a feature of this study. All participants were White: nine were British nationals, and one
was Australian, compared to the national statistics where 85.7% of teachers were White
British (DfE, 2021). In summary, the most substantial difference between the two case sites
was the model under investigation and consequentially related phenomena such as the
number of staff involved in boarding and staff education patterns. As could be expected from
a case study methodology, local factors were also observed which decrease the contextual
similarities, such as weekend boarding arrangement and boarding house environmental
factors. Regardless of the awareness and consideration of these factors, the application of the
research findings to external contexts must be evaluated carefully. 4.6 Comparative Case
Analysis Utilising Leximancer
Interview data from each case site was analysed collectively utilising Leximancer to
produce the whole case concept maps which can be seen in Figures 4.16 and 4.17. These
maps include a visual representation of individuals’ corresponding influences on the resulting
map, with participant names underlined. Despite their visual differences, closer analysis and
interpretation revealed remarkable similarities in the themes, concepts, and their distribution
within both cases.
In both figures, the mapping of participants around the themes produced broad
distributions without a concentration of individual participants. The individuals closest to one
another, such as Mike - Anne or Grace - Ben, represented closer working arrangements within
a similar environment. In both maps, positions of school leadership (Amelia, Joanna) and
matronal-only tasks (Mia, Amanda) were positioned somewhat separately. These broad
distributions represented the wide range of unique perspectives within this study.
The analysis resulting from whole case data was remarkably similar. The teacher-led
case concept map was distributed into themes of Boarding, Time, and Work containing 36
individual concepts, and the distinct-staff case into themes of Children, Work, and School,
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Concept Map - All Participants (Haycraw Park, teacher-led case)
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Figure 4.17
Concept Map - All Participants (Nightingale Manor, distinct-staff case)

128

BOARDING STAFFING MODELS: EFFECTS ON WELLBEING

129

containing 31 concepts. Additional detail of these concepts and their rankings can be seen in
Table 4.4. Although only Work as a theme was common to both maps, three of the five
themes (Boarding, Time, and School) were found within the top five ranked concepts for each
case, evidencing their shared importance to both sites and reflecting the busy and demanding
nature of boarding schools.
The remainder of the concepts revealed through Leximancer analysis of both cases
were also closely related. Of all the identified concepts, 25 were found in both cases, and of
the ten highest ranked concepts, eight were common to both cases (boarding, time, school,
day, things, house, staff, children). This degree of commonality reflects the shared language
used by staff at both sites, which centred around collective contextual factors and staff
members’ lived experiences. These similarities in the Leximancer analysis data speak to the
cases’ contextual likeness and the parallel experience of what it means for both staff and
students to live and work in a boarding school, regardless of the staffing model in place.
Although overshadowed by the similarities between the ranked concept lists,
differences were revealed through the Leximancer analysis which reflected focal points of the
case interview data. Of the identified themes, Children had the greatest difference in
program-produced ranking metrics (both ‘absolute’ count and ‘relevance’ percentage)
between cases with a greater emphasis emerging in the distinct-staff case (217, 67% c.f. 58,
24% for the teacher-led case). As the highest ranked concept in the distinct-staff case, onethird of contributions (71) originated from Joanna’s interview (head of boarding) which
revealed her child-centric views. The concept weekends (80, 25%, ranked eighth) was also
notable for the distinct staff case, as it was both unique and ranked highly, reflecting
discussions which prioritised continuity of care for boarders. The absence of the term
‘weekends’ from Haycraw Park’s concept list reflected their lack of weekend boarding
provision. By comparison, the boarding environment as a home was shown to have greater
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Table 4.4
Leximancer Ranked Concept Lists for Both Case Sites

Rank
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

Haycraw Park (teacher-led)
Concept
Count Relevance %
boarding
186
78
time
133
56
school
114
48
day
101
42
things
101
42
house
98
41
night
76
32
staff
75
31
children
58
24
year
57
24
terms
53
22
different
52
22
work
51
21
home
50
21
duty
47
20
half
47
20
parents
44
18
doing
39
16
obviously
38
16
down
35
15
feel
35
15
need
33
14
week
33
14
team
33
14
kids
33
14
look
32
13
evening
31
13
role
31
13
whole
30
13
full
28
12
people
28
12
environment
25
10
probably
25
10
girls
25
10
long
24
10
matron
22
9

Nightingale Manor (distinct-staff)
Concept
Count Relevance %
children
217
67
house
171
52
boarding
146
45
time
108
33
school
106
33
things
91
28
work
83
25
weekends
80
25
day
79
24
staff
75
23
parent
60
18
parents
58
18
role
56
17
different
50
15
need
47
14
week
45
14
night
45
14
matron
43
13
people
42
13
home
41
13
year
39
12
down
37
11
job
34
10
obviously
33
10
terms
32
10
during
29
9
full
27
8
take
27
8
doing
26
8
room
20
6
someone
19
6
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importance to Haycraw Park, originating from an emphasis in the case’s teaching head of
boarding. Similarly, day was also ranked higher in Haycraw Park (101, 42%, ranked fourth
c.f. 79, 24%, ranked ninth for Nightingale Manor). This concept was connected to teacher-led
model itself, with dual teaching-boarding staff categorising their work demands as day
(school) or evening (boarding). These differences were further reflected in the themes which
emerged from the manual coding process.
The comparative case analysis utilising Leximancer highlighted both differences and
similarities between the case study sites. Substantial similarities were found between the
Leximancer-identified ranked concept lists which underscored the contextual likeness of both
sites. In the following Chapter, the features unique to each case site and the differences
between the staffing models are discussed with respect to wellbeing within the relational
framework of this study, with in-text framing to preserve participant standpoints. Tables 4.5
and 4.6 provide a summary of the interview data from participants at each case site for
reference.
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Table 4.5
Interview Data Summary (Haycraw Park, teacher-led case)
Name

Position

Interview data summary

Amelia

Head of
boarding
and teacher

Relationship development: valued connectedness between school
day and boarding evening for student wellbeing
Team: placed positive emphasis on fit between staff member and
school
Homely environment: believed that boarding provision should
reflect the home environment for positive student wellbeing
Consistently child-centric in considerations of boarding

Grace

Houseparent
and teacher

Relationships of support: felt that the boarding school
community supported her in both professional and private lives,
described important support from husband and co-houseparent
Role interconnectedness: described separate boarding and
teaching tasks but dual role was complementary
Busyness: reflected neutrally on a very long and busy day, but
was positive about her personal fit, despite merging of home and
work environments

Nathan

Duty tutor,
former
houseparent,
and teacher

Student wellbeing believed to be connected to relationship
development: supported by his dual teaching-boarding role
Role complementarity: described positive effects on boarding
from own classroom role
Own wellbeing negatively affected by busyness and work
demands: described poor fit between personal circumstances and
boarding position
Poor fit: negative self-perception as an outsider, not having had a
boarding education himself

Ben

Incoming
assistant
housemaster
and teacher

Self-described good fit: detailed high degree of personal
exposure to boarding schools with positive impacts for both staff
and student wellbeing
Student wellbeing: believed to be promoted by relationship
development, availability of boarding staff and established
student routines
Workload framed neutrally: acceptance of busy term times

Amanda

Matron

Focus on routines and relationships: these were framed positively
and connected to providing for boarders
Personal fit: described alignment between personal
circumstances and job demands necessary for wellbeing
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Table 4.6
Interview Data Summary (Nightingale Manor, distinct-staff case)
Name

Position

Interview data summary

Joanna

Head of
boarding,
junior
houseparent,
school nurse,
and DSL

Student wellbeing discussed in connection to structural aspects
of roles
Placed positive emphasis on night-to-night continuity in staffing
to promote student wellbeing, in addition to importance of
communication and documentation
Negative perception of dual teaching-boarding roles due to
perceived role conflict and role stress
Fit believed to be important for staff wellbeing and workforce
sustainability
Consistently child-centric in considerations of boarding

Mike

Housemaster
and teacher

Busy in dual role: described role stress with negative
consequences for role performance and personal wellbeing
Described both benefits and conflict between dual teachingboarding role with mixed impact on wellbeing
Poor personal fit in previous spousal houseparent arrangement:
unable to accommodate both family and work demands with
negative impact on wellbeing

Eloise

Houseparent
and senior
matron

Perceived role complementarity positively
Valued consistency with regard to staff and student routines,
especially for student wellbeing
Personal fit was important: maintained own personal
accommodation in addition to school residence, perceived as
important for supporting own wellbeing

Anne

Matron

Expressed relationships in terms of providing for students with
positive framing for student wellbeing
Described job as tiring, and routines of downtime were perceived
as important for her wellbeing
Fit was relevant: placed value on personal space at home away
from school accommodation

Mia

Gappie

Negative framing of fit: expressed a wish to have greater contact
with boarders in context of pursuing a teaching career
Weekend work perceived as positive for job satisfaction and staff
wellbeing due to nature of interaction with boarders
Perception of poor social relationships and therefore poor fit:
described limited opportunity for socialisation and difficulty in
maintaining work-life separation
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Chapter 5 – Discussion
The discussion presented in this Chapter responds to the research questions of this
study. Within the context of limited information to inform an evidence-based approach to the
staffing of boarding houses, this study has proposed and investigated two emergent staffing
models and evaluated their effects on staff and student wellbeing from the perspective of
boarding house staff. This research was directed by the following research questions:
1.

To what extent can one of two emergent boarding school staffing approaches:
a) the teacher-led model, and b) the distinct-staff model, be considered
superior in supporting staff and student wellbeing?
i.

To what extent do the emergent staffing models differ in their effects on staff
and student wellbeing from the perspectives of boarding staff?

ii.

To what extent can the emergent staffing models be considered legitimate
representations of boarding school staffing practices?

Presented in the order of the above questions, this study has found that: (a) the distinct-staff
model is most advantageous for staff and student wellbeing, (b) staff and student wellbeing in
boarding schools is affectedly by Provision*, Roles*, Routines*, Relationships*, and Fit*,
with substantial difference observed between staffing models with respect to Roles* and
Routines*, and (c) the emergent models are legitimate representations of the approaches to
staffing boarding houses. To support these findings, this Chapter first provides an evaluation
of the emergent models before the case sites’ differing impacts on staff and student wellbeing
are discussed. Finally, recommendations and implications for schools are presented within
the constraints of the study’s limitations.
In line with literature on staff and student wellbeing, this study has identified a
number of factors which promote wellbeing. For boarders, identified factors include the
physical environment and boarding provision, the consistency and continuity of care they
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receive, and the building of positive relationships with staff. The identified factors that
promote staff wellbeing concern working time and workload through the reduction of role
stress and avoidance of role conflict, in addition to positive and sustainable ‘fit’. Fit—the
extent of the agreement between the individual and their setting—is found in the wider field
of occupational psychology (see Carless, 2005; Warr & Inceoglu, 2012) but has not been
documented in a boarding context.
The conceptual framework of this study has prioritised the lived experience of
individual perspectives in accordance with standpoint theory and applied a relational
understanding of wellbeing. These theoretical lenses frame and support the outcomes of this
research. In keeping with the tenets of standpoint theory, the discussions in this Chapter are
responsive to the lived experience of boarding school insiders. The perspectives informing
this study represent positions of epistemic authority through direct exposure and have not
been commonly encountered within research settings to date. The privileging of these
perspectives represents a dominance over the institutional power of boarding schools,
evidenced by the open dialogue surrounding failures and shortcomings in addition to positive
experiences. The relational conceptualisation of wellbeing was of benefit to the interpretation
of these perspectives (S. White, 2010, 2015, 2017). Flexible in its construction of wellbeing,
the relational wellbeing framework supported data-responsive discussions and the production
of a rich interconnectedness of themes based on the participants’ own emphases.
5.1 Evaluation of the Models as Representations of Boarding School Staffing Practices
The teacher-led and distinct-staff models explored in this study have functioned as
default entitlements and must therefore be evaluated. Their legitimacy, potential for bias, and
limitations are discussed here.
The two emergent models detailed within this study are justifiable representations of
boarding house staffing approaches in England. The major feature of each model, a
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preference for dual teaching-boarding positions or a separation of boarding and academic
responsibilities, were congruent with the experiences of the participants at both case sites.
However, additional variance in staffing patterns was also observed. At both sites, there were
incidences of staffing model discontinuity where roles and positions were observed which
could be better described by the opposing model, such as non-teaching matronal staff in the
teacher-led case or the teaching-houseparent position in the distinct-staff case. Thus, the
emergent models must not be construed as diametric opposites with rigid boundaries, but
instead should be interpreted as guiding philosophies that reflect the predominant ethos of the
staffing approach.
Despite their legitimacy in the context of this study, the models are vulnerable to
limitations and bias. While the two models are congruent with the cases presented here, their
value beyond this study must be evaluated through further research. The small sample size
and instrumental recruitment process of this study remains susceptible to selection,
confirmation, and observation biases. Furthermore, the study utilised a single timepoint and
thus is not able to assess the stability of the models over time. At each site, there were
suggestions that staffing arrangements were not static and may affect observations with time.
Despite these limitations, the finding that the emergent staffing models are justifiable default
entitlements allows for a meaningful discussion of their differences to proceed.
5.2 Thematic Comparison of the Models’ Effects on Staff and Student Wellbeing
The effects of the staffing models on staff and student wellbeing are explored here
based on the lived experience of staff working in boarding at both case sites. While the
analysis using Leximancer revealed the procedural similarities and shared contextual
elements common to boarding at both case sites, it lacks utility in developing differences
between the staffing models from individual standpoints. Therefore, the themes identified
through manual processes—Provision*, Roles*, Routines*, Relationships*, and Fit*—form
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the basis for the following discussion as they captured the depth of complexity present in
individual perspectives and lived experiences otherwise undetectable by Leximancer.
Provision
The physical environment of the boarding house, in addition to the associated services
and activities provided to the boarders, was a theme which was found in both case sites’
interview data and in the literature. The boarding inspection reports unequivocally confirmed
the quality of provision. This was not unexpected given the regulatory frameworks in place
(DfE, 2015) and assessments from Kennedy et al. (2002) and Singleton (2009) that the
physical safety and material wellbeing of students was positive in contemporary boarding
schools. Staff discussions of provision reflected previous research that demonstrated that the
material and environmental aspect of wellbeing was both an independent component of
wellbeing in addition to serving as a proxy for the expression of other wellbeing dimensions
(S. White, 2010; S. White & Jha, 2018).
In keeping with the consistent observations of M. White (2004) and Walford (1986),
the extensive provisions of boarding programmes were positive influences on boarder
wellbeing. The provisions at both sites were addressed by all participants with respect to the
opportunities provided to students for recreation, or the ways in which staff provide care to
boarders. Nathan and Anne provided illustrative examples of the recreation provisions such
as arts and crafts, sports, and outdoor pursuits, whereas Ben and Eloise collated common
ways in which boarding staff provided care: helping students with clothing, facilitating
bedtime routines, and providing medical care when needed. These examples correspond to
family theory’s parental role of providing the necessities of life (I. Miller et al., 2000) and to
previous research observations of the relational expression of wellbeing through aspects of
the physical environment (S. White & Jha, 2018). Staff at both case sites often expressed
student wellbeing in relational terms through provision.
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Although the case sites provided similar boarding environments and provisions, they
differed in their approach to space sharing and weekend boarding. At both sites, the
respective head of boarding placed an emphasis on the boarding environment being shaped to
reflect “how it would be at home” (Joanna) in order to create “a home rather than a dorm”
(Amelia). This shared ethos concurs with the findings of previous research, which showed
that the boarding house was analogous to aspects of the family home (Hodges et al., 2013,
2016; M. White, 2004). Differences between the two cases emerged with respect to how this
environment was achieved. Amelia focussed on Haycraw Park’s decorating of spaces to
reflect homeliness—curtains, soft furnishings, and carpets—but Joanna instead invested in
boarders’ ownership of space and specifically beds. Haycraw Park had moved away from a
traditional full-time boarding model, but weekend boarding continued at Nightingale Manor.
Both sites reflected negatively on bed sharing and full-time boarding as concepts, but these
occurred nonetheless, driven by the economic advantages of greater access to the boarding
market. In this instance, however, these differences observed here appear to be related to the
case sites as individual institutions and not reflective of or inherently connected to the
staffing models under investigation.
Roles
Participants in this study offered varying and contradictory perspectives on the effects
of staffing roles and models on wellbeing. Consistent with other research, this study observed
idiosyncratic use of terminology to describe these roles (Hodges, 2012; Kennedy et al., 2002;
Walford, 1986; M. White, 2004) and a universal acknowledgement from participants that the
job was demanding with the potential to affect both staff and boarder wellbeing (Hodges,
2012; Karvonen et al., 2005; Ma, 2000; A. Mander, 1997; Torsheim & Wold, 2001). In
keeping with the research aims of this study, different role allocations were observed at each
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case site and the resulting perspectives and experiences of participants are detailed here with
respect to role stress, role conflict, and role complementarity (Sharon & Sukkyung, 2013).
Role stress has been determined as an important factor in staff wellbeing (for example
Griva & Joekes, 2003; Naghieh et al., 2015; Sharon & Sukkyung, 2013; Srivastav, 2010) and
an aspect which is confirmed in this study’s boarding context. The appropriate allocation of
time, workload, and roles have been shown to be important for teacher wellbeing (Brown &
Roloff, 2011; Demerouti et al., 2001; Howard & Johnson, 2004; Lambert et al., 2009;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) and are intrinsically linked concepts. All participants across both
case sites reported high workloads during term time, congruent with the experiences of Yeo
(2010), but the subsequent perception of the manageability of these workloads varied. The
greatest role stress was described by staff in dual teaching and boarding positions (Amelia,
Grace, Nathan, Ben, and Mike) and was thus encountered to a greater extent in the teacherled staffing model. Mike and Nathan directly articulated their own experiences of role stress
and the resulting need to prioritise one role over another due to lack of time, and Grace
described a long and demanding workday as the result of her combined teaching and
boarding duties. Joanna, the head of boarding for the distinct-staff case, also directly
expressed the view and lived experience that dual teaching-boarding positions produce
unsustainable role stress, citing this experience as one of the reasons for moving away from
such a staffing model.
Evidence of the role conflict experienced by teaching and boarding staff documented
within the literature (Hodges, 2012; Sharon & Sukkyung, 2013) was also seen in this study.
Dual teaching-boarding staff were the only staff to report personal experience of role conflict
in this study, including Mike and Ben. Specifically, Mike’s reported challenges in
transitioning from a teaching to boarding context arose from his conflict in adjusting
expectations of students, modifying the relationship dynamic, and disregarding problems
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from the school day. Ben corroborated this statement by saying “I don't think your
relationship with that child can change too much because …you are still a teacher” and
provided conflicting statements regarding his expectations of boarders. At the distinct-staff
case site, the head of boarding, Joanna, also recounted managerial experiences resulting from
dual teacher-boarding role conflict and instead preferred separation of these roles to better
match the ‘home’ dynamic and pastoral advantages described in other research (Hodges et
al., 2013, 2016; Van Hoof & Hansen, 1999; M. White, 2004).
The experience of role complementarity was expressed by staff holding multiple
roles, including dual teaching-boarding staff in direct contrast to the experiences of role
conflict described above. Grace, Nathan, and Mike all expressed cross-over benefits as a
result of their dual teaching-boarding roles, including improved student relationships from
interacting with them in multiple environments, improved classroom behavioural outcomes,
and the ability to work towards multiple work goals concurrently. Similarly, role
complementarity was expressed by Eloise in her houseparent-matron role, due to the
similarity of work tasks and physical overlap of the workspace, a sentiment also echoed by
Joanna in her boarding and nursing roles. The complex interactions described by participants
in this study serve to confirm the difficulties in determining best practice in boarding with
respect to role allocation and role combination, underscoring the need for additional research.
Routines
The ability of routines to affect wellbeing was emphasised by participants,
documented in supporting literature (for example Jones, 2008; Miller-Lewis et al., 2014), and
addressed by professional guidance documentation. Time points, sequences, and schedules
were discussed at length by all participants, demonstrating their importance within the
structure of both schools. This importance is congruent with observations found in other
qualitative boarding school research (Walford, 1986; M. White, 2004; Yeo, 2010), the
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writings of industry experts (Anderson, 2005; Boyd, 2009; Holgate, 2007), and the position
on structure found in family theory (I. Miller et al., 2000; Olson & Lavee, 1989; Olson, 2000;
Skinner et al., 2000). The importance of consistency and stability, such as that created
through routines, was acknowledged by participants as important for student wellbeing,
confirming previous observations (Jones, 2008; Miller-Lewis et al., 2014; Yoon, 2002).
A commitment to routines was present at both case sites, but the perceptions and
beliefs on how to achieve continuity and consistency were significantly different. The
teacher-led case site (Haycraw Park) placed value on the consistency of staff between the
school day and boarding house. All teaching staff at this site (Amelia, Grace, Nathan, and
Ben) expressed similar views that the boarders benefited from a school-into-boarding staffing
consistency. Reported positives included established staff-student relationships, a smooth
transition of care from the school day to the boarding house, and a connectedness between
school life and boarding life. The drawback incurred by this approach was an increased total
number and rotation of staff involved in boarding from one evening to the next, with reduced
evening-to-evening continuity. This lack of consistency in staffing disrupted the level of
continuity within this case study site.
Participants at the distinct-staff site also justified their selected staffing model on the
basis of continuity of care. Specifically, they perceived a benefit to consistency and
predictability of the staff present in the boarding house from evening-to-evening, producing
instead a transition in the duty of care between the school day and the boarding evening. As a
result, the distinct-staff site had greater consistency in the staff providing care to boarders.
Joanna, the head of boarding at this site, justified her position specifically with respect to the
changing patterns of student attendance with greater numbers of boarders during the week
necessitating a greater need for continuity of care from weeknight-to-weeknight. These two
underlying value judgements from each case site are in direct opposition, despite both
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meeting the definition of continuity of care offered by Jones (2008), with respect to
appropriateness and predictability.
At both sites, experiences were shared with regard to flexi-boarding and discontinuity.
Multiple staff suggested that flexi-boarding was an additional disruption for students, moving
between the spheres of school, boarding, and home on a much more rapid basis than other
boarding arrangements. This potential source of disruption, however, was attributed by
participants to the changing nature of engagement with boarding industry wide and deemed
difficult to remedy.
Relationships
The importance of relationships is widespread in wellbeing research and this study
confirms previous research data. All participants discussed relationships with boarders, their
family, and colleagues positively. Participants at both sites placed value on the strength of the
boarding community to support collective wellbeing, congruent with a dual individualcommunity conceptualisation of wellbeing (S. White, 2010), and invested in creating
relationships with boarders. Professional relationships were especially important to Grace,
Amelia, Mia, and Joanna, and personal relationships to Grace, Mia, Mike, and Nathan. Both
personal and professional relationships are supporting factors for staff and, in turn, student
wellbeing (Goddard & O'Brien, 2004; McCallum & Price, 2010).
All staff reflected that staff-student relationships were positive and an important
contributing factor for student wellbeing (D. Mander et al., 2015; D. Mander & Lester, 2017;
Mason, 1997). Anne, Nathan, and Mike related their relationships with boarders to those of a
parent, concurring with previous research comparing staff-student relationships to the childparent relationships (Hodges et al., 2016). Furthermore, multiple staff described positive
strategies for supporting relationship development encountered within family theory such as
flexibility, shared responsibility, positive interactions, and emotional care (Hodges et al.,

BOARDING STAFFING MODELS: EFFECTS ON WELLBEING

143

2016; I. Miller et al., 2000; Olson & Lavee, 1989; Skinner et al., 2000). The value placed on
the in loco parentis role was common to both case sites.
Fit
Discussions of ‘fit’ were found extensively in connection to staff wellbeing within
both case sites, from many different perspectives. Conceptually, fit relates to the extent of the
agreement between the individual and the boarding setting, encompassing beliefs, experience,
skillset, personal circumstances, and requirements. Fit was considered from a staffing
perspective, with respect to recruitment and role allocation as raised by Amelia, or teaching
subject complementarity to pastoral work as determined by Ben. Personal fit was also
discussed by both Anne and Eloise, who placed emphasis on their off-site housing, and by
Ben, Grace, and Amelia who specifically placed value on their previous personal lived
experiences as boarders. Family was also a recurring consideration, from Joanna’s reflection
on the importance of family supports for leadership roles, through to the poor fit between
boarding life and family life as experienced by both Mike and Nathan.
Fit was considered by participants in this study in a bidirectional and dynamic
manner. Participants reflected both on their ability to fit in with the demands of their school
and how the institution itself was able to adapt to meet the changing needs of staff.
Participants’ experiences of fit were framed both positively and negatively across both case
sites. Examples of positive person-to-school fit included having adult children (Joanna) or
previous boarding experience (Ben), whereas poor fit was experienced as unmet family needs
due to the pressures of the role (Nathan). Examples of positive institution-to-person fit
included a supportive and family responsive environment (Grace), with poor fit experienced
through mounting workloads despite existing role stress (Mike). Fit was observed to be
highly person-specific, with similar scenarios (such as having a young family) resulting in
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perceptions of good fit and poor fit from different participants, reiterating the importance of
the individual experience.
The emphasis placed on fit by participants in this study represents a new perspective
on staff wellbeing in boarding schools. Individual-level factors have been identified as
determinants of teacher wellbeing and teacher-school fit such as affect, personal values, and
job satisfaction (Acton & Glasgow, 2015; Bogler & Nir, 2015; Czabała & Charzynska, 2014;
Parker et al., 2012; Pyhältö et al., 2011; Vekeman et al., 2017; Yoon, 2002) but these factors
were framed with respect to individual coping strategies and resilience, rather than the
bidirectional consideration of fit observed here. Experiential learning has been reported as an
important factor for the skill development boarding school staff (Cruickshank & MacDonald,
2016; Hodges, 2012; Walford, 1986), in addition to role demands and job satisfaction as
predictors of teacher wellbeing (Griva & Joekes, 2003; Sharon & Sukkyung, 2013). Again,
these considerations lack the broader nature of fit as perceived by the participants in this
study. Wider considerations of fit can be found in literature pertaining to general school
settings, occupational psychology, and wellbeing (Bogler & Nir, 2015; Carless, 2005; Warr
& Inceoglu, 2012; S. White, 2010) but these do not match this study’s bidirectional and
dynamic conceptualisation of fit in this highly specific job context.
5.3 Recommendation of the Distinct-Staff Model to Support Wellbeing
This small-scale study found the distinct-staff model as being the most beneficial for
staff and student wellbeing within the limitations of this study. While both models provided
individual advantages, the distinct-staff approach is recommended by this study as it was
found to be effective in supporting wellbeing through effective Roles* and Routines* and the
promotion of good Fit*, with boarding Provision* and Relationships* acting as
intermediatory factors for the relational expression of wellbeing.
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The distinct-staff model is recommended by this study to produce more favourable
conditions for role stress and reduced role conflict to the benefit of staff and consequentially
student wellbeing. The high-stress working environments found at both case sites were
worsened by the dual teaching-boarding roles commonly found in the teacher-led model,
which should be avoided due to their higher levels of role stress in addition to the potential
for role conflict. Staff at the teacher-led case site with a dual teaching-boarding role reported
longer working hours, task overload, and poor work-life balance. In turn, these aspects were
associated with poor descriptions of wellbeing and reduced fit, resulting in unsustainability
and burnout, a well-documented concern (for example Cook et al., 2017; Fernet et al., 2012;
Naghieh et al., 2015; OECD, 2002). The distinct-staff model also avoided the potential for
role conflict which arose between the demands of the classroom and requirements of a
boarding post. Despite the potential loss of role complementarity for pastoral work seen in
the teacher-led model, the balance remained in favour of recommending the distinct-staff
model through the avoidance of the conflict potential.
The distinct-staff model can also be recommended due to improved continuity of care
resulting from greater consistency in boarding house staffing. This model produced greater
consistency in the staff present at any time during boarding and mirrored the transition home
after a day at school. While the teacher-led model provided a more direct connectedness
between the school day and the boarding house, it also resulted in higher overall numbers of
staff involved in the care of boarders. These increased staff numbers represented a potential
risk for continuity and consistency, in addition to the potential conflict introduced through the
use of classroom teachers in boarding. Additionally, the increased provision of flexi-boarding
over full or weekly boarding, as seen in both cases under investigation and congruent with
industry observations (ISC, 2020), further justifies the benefit of staffing consistency present
in the distinct-staff model. The inherent disruptions experienced by students boarding on a
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flexible basis are best addressed by the distinct-staff model through good fit between staff
roles and boarding provision.
Beyond the benefits of optimised continuity of care, minimised role stress, and the
avoidance of role conflict provided by the distinct-staff model, this study has produced a set
of five implications to inform boarding school staffing practices. These implications have
been formulated in response to the diversity present in the industry in order to provide utility
for boarding schools operating under any staffing arrangement. Summarised in Table 5.1 and
detailed in Appendix B, this study recommends that schools evaluate their existing practices
in relation to these implications. This study recommends that schools: (a) adapt provision
responsively to meet the changing needs of staff and students; (b) evaluate staff roles to
minimise role stress and role conflict; (c) review routines and transitions to increase
continuity and consistency; (d) support relationship development both professionally and
personally; and (e) maximise fit bidirectionally between the individual and the institution.
5.5 Study Limitations
The discussion, findings, and recommendations of this study must be interpreted
within its limitations. These limitations are primarily the scale of the study, potential for bias,
and the exploratory nature of the research. These are described in turn below.
The study had a small sample size, with a limited range of perspectives and contexts
considered. The limited sample included in this study has the potential to affect the validity of
the emergent models, limits the potential for generalisability, and reduces the confidence with
which external validity can be upheld. Low generalisability has been seen in other boarding
school research (Walford, 2018) and occurs within the context of a limited literature base.
As an ‘insider’ within the boarding school context, the potential for bias is an
inescapable limitation. The researcher’s own lived experience was a feature informing this
study and introduced the potential for observation, selection, and confirmation biases.
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Table 5.1
Additional Implications for Schools
Recommendation

Description

Adapt provision responsively

Boarding offerings and schedules should reflect the needs
of current staff and students

Evaluate staff roles

Roles should be rational, minimise role conflict and role
stress, and have clear role descriptions which are free
from biased or discriminatory language

Review routines and
transitions

Systems should promote continuity of care for boarders
while allowing for flexibility and adequate non-working
time for staff.

Support relationship
development

Relationships should be valued and balanced across
personal, family, and social domains

Maximise fit

Fit between the school and staff should be considered
reciprocally and emphasis placed on the ability for each
entity to adapt to the other

Additionally, the study explored only staff perspectives, which can be different to those of
boarders (Hodges, 2012). Representing a material limitation of this study, results should be
interpreted accordingly. Mechanisms for the reduction of bias were employed (as described
in Chapter 3), but it remains impossible, and under a standpoint paradigm undesirable, to
entirely negate the subjective judgement of the researcher (Yin, 2010). Further larger-scale
research that explores the perspectives of students, parents, staff, and administrators is
recommended.
This study was exploratory in nature, within the context of a limited and often
conflicting boarding school literature base. The use of manual coding techniques also
represents a limitation with respect to replicability. Therefore, the replicability of these results
remains untested and should be addressed through future research.
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Recommendations for Future Research
Additional research into wellbeing in a boarding context remains essential to address
the limitations of this study and expand knowledge in this area. Future research should
address the limitations of this study through study design and scale to evaluate
generalisability and replicability. The findings and recommendations of this research,
including the validity of the emergent models, require further evaluation through research on
a larger scale across multiple timepoints. Such research should include a wider range of
schools representing different geographical locations and educational systems. Future
research should also consider a wider range of perspectives, including those from students,
parents, secondary school, and state boarding contexts, selected through non-purposive
sampling mechanisms to reduce bias.
5.6 Conclusion
This study has explored the effects of teacher-led and distinct-staff boarding school
staffing models on staff and student wellbeing through a comparative case study of boarding
staff perceptions at two case sites. Utilising a broad definition of wellbeing in a relational
sense, this study applied standpoint theory to place value on the lived experience of the
participants within the relatively closed institutions that are boarding schools and used family
and organisational theory to frame boarding roles in order to explore how wellbeing is
created in this context. Its strength is its contribution to improving our understanding of the
different approaches to boarding school staffing approaches which have been underresearched to date, with limited studies that are now dated or lack meaningful detail and focus
on the effects of boarding on staff and student wellbeing.
In an industry of great diversity, this study found that the lived experience of boarding
school staff working at each case site shared common features and repeating themes. Through
analysis utilising Leximancer, it was revealed that the themes central to staff understanding of
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wellbeing within boarding schools were contextually based. Deeper manual analysis
determined that wellbeing was often expressed in relational terms and determined by patterns
of boarding provision, composition of staff roles, consistency of boarding routines, quality of
personal and professional relationships, and reciprocal person-organisation fit.
In evaluating the practical consequences of the staffing models, this study found that
the distinct-staff model was better placed to supported both staff and student wellbeing. This
model facilitated a continuity of care to boarders through greater consistency in the staffing
of the boarding house, especially in the context of a growing focus on flexi-boarding. The
separation of teaching and boarding roles in this model reflected the transition between
school and home, serving to reduce role stress and role conflict for boarding and teaching
staff alike. In addition to this primary finding, this study identified additional implications
and guiding principles that may be considered by boarding schools to help promote staff and
student wellbeing. These principles include: (a) adapt provision responsively to reflect the
changing needs of staff and students; (b) evaluate staff roles to minimise role stress and role
conflict; (c) review routines and transitions to facilitate continuity of care; (d) support
relationship development both professionally and personally; and (e) maximise fit between
the individual and the institution. To be able to generalise these findings more confidently,
further, large-scale studies should be undertaken to examine staffing models and their effect
on staff and student wellbeing.
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Appendix A
Boarding Staff Interview Protocol: Prompts and Questions

Setting the scene: staff and house
Nature of the school and house: who boards here?
Structure of the house: team members, their roles, and rotas
Professional background, experience, and qualifications
Role in the boarding house: responsibilities, work schedules, living arrangements
Student experience of boarding
Boarding routines and responsibilities
The boarding community
Advantages and disadvantages of
boarding
Relationships – staff and students
Support of students
Boarding for students – potential for
benefits/harms
Boarders’ affect and emotion
Boarders’ resilience
Bullying and social issues
Rewards and sanctions
Student involvement

How would you describe the connectedness
between boarding and the school day?
What are relationships like between boarders,
and staff?
What do boarders enjoy/not enjoy about
boarding?
To what extent is boarding beneficial for
students?
How are students supported in house?
How would you describe discipline and
behaviour in the house?
How are students involved in decision making?

Staff experience of boarding
Pastoral skills and professionalism
Professional satisfaction
Workload and roles
Emotion and affect
Resilience and support
Rest and relaxation
Quality of relationships
Teamwork and shared responsibility
Problem solving and conflict resolution
Discipline and behaviour management
skills

How have you developed the skills needed to work
in boarding?
In what ways are you good at your job?
Why do you enjoy working in boarding?
How do you perceive your workload compared to
other staff?
How do you respond to the stressors and emotional
demands of working in boarding?
How do you balance your professional
commitments and personal life?
How well do you feel you know the boarders?
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Appendix B
Implications for Boarding Schools Arising from this Research

The following are quality improvement strategies for boarding schools to support the
wellbeing of staff and students that are responsive to the research outcomes of this study.
Schools should consider these implications in reviewing their current practices within their
own context. There are many contextual factors to be aware of, including patterns of staff
work allocations and student attendance, school size and ethos, consistency and stability of
local demand, and constraints and challenges, amongst others. Schools should determine the
driving forces behind current practices and consider if historical precedence is a determinant
factor. At every stage of review, a range of perspectives and stakeholders should be
consulted, including those that may be underrepresented or overlooked.
Adapt Provision Responsively
Provision in boarding encompasses the physical environment, wider boarding
programme elements, and staffing elements. The boarding programme offered should
respond to the current needs of boarders and staff. Provision should be responsive to the
strengths and weaknesses of the physical environment and aim to address or overcome any
shortfalls. As emphasized by participants in this study, particular consideration should be
given to the suitability of living spaces to the needs of both staff and students, in addition to
being aware of the parallels between boarding and the home environment.
Evaluate Boarding Roles
The nature of boarding roles can be highly idiosyncratic and show a high degree of
variation from school to school. Nonetheless, universally applicable principles which can
support staff wellbeing include minimising role conflict, maximising role complementarity,
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and controlling role stress and overload. This is particularly pertinent to dual role
appointments and resulting workloads, regardless of the staffing model in place.
Schools should additionally reflect on the use of language and terminology in naming
boarding roles. In light of the problematic terminology used by some participants in this
study, schools should review their terminology in relation to gender, power, and clarity of
understanding. This study recommends that gendered and power imbued terms such as
housemaster and housemistress are replaced by more descriptive and inclusive terms such as
houseparent or head of house, and the cessation of referring to women in positions of power
as the “wife of” their male counterparts. The historically imbued, difficult to replace, and
potentially problematic term matron remains less remediable to this study, especially in light
of its positive reintroduction as a leadership role in the English healthcare system (Allan &
Smith, 2005; Currie et al., 2009).
Review Routines and Transitions
The importance of systems and routines in boarding schools was underscored
throughout this study. Routines should reflect boarder attendance offerings and patterns and
take into account any change in demand. Schools should aim to embed flexibility into their
routines while maximising continuity of care for boarders. To achieve this, schools should
review staff working schedules and their fit to boarders’ needs with respect to consistency of
care, in order maximise student wellbeing, while ensuring adequate non-working time to
support staff wellbeing.
Support Relationship Development
Relationships were shown to be important to boarding staff across many contexts,
from professional to personal. Boarding schools should support opportunities for relationship
development across all of these areas, ensuring the inclusion of domains beyond the bounds
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of the school such as social and family life. This requires consideration of the whole school
community in the widest sense and the many stakeholders contained therein.
Maximise Fit
Fit was shown to be an important factor in determining long term staff wellbeing,
with the factors influencing fit being specific to both the school and staff member concerned.
Due to the highly individual nature of fit, it would be inappropriate to compile a list of factors
which could predict or represent good fit. Fit should be considered not just in terms of the
staff member being able to adapt to the needs of the school, but as the ability of both the
school and the individual to reciprocally adapt to one another. Therefore, good fit goes
beyond careful recruitment considerations to include successful restructuring and
organisational flexibility to provide allowances and support on an individual basis.

