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Abstract
This thesis describes an explanatory sequential mixed-methods research project that
investigated the changes to student social capital indicators resulting from an outdoor
educational program, Future Maker, delivered to Victorian government school students. A
systematic review of literature found minimal evidence of research relating to the change
to social capital indicators as a result of programs that deliver outdoor education
curriculum. The initial chapters of this thesis explore research on outdoor residential
schools and the development of the Future Maker program as an alternative form of
outdoor education curriculum design.
Quantitative data were gathered from 287 students in the form of the Life
Effectiveness Questionnaire (LEQ), over a 12-month period. Students completed the LEQ
on three separate occasions: Day 1 of the program, Day 12 of the program, and 6 months
after the program. Furthermore, qualitative data were gathered using a semistructured
interview process. Twenty-eight students and seven teachers were randomly selected from
participating schools to partake in the interviews.
The final sections of the thesis present and discuss the findings from the
quantitative and qualitative data that provided sufficient evidence that showed a
significant increase in effect size for the social capital indicators of communication,
relationships, group processing, networking and leadership. Furthermore, the research
indicated that the domestic chores undertaken by students on an outdoor education
program contributed to how social capital is learnt in an outdoor educational context.

x

Moreover, the research positions outdoor education as a subject with content and
pedagogy rather than a discipline and argues that outdoor education as a standalone
subject has been sitting in plain sight. Finally, it concluded that a purpose-designed
outdoor education program, which is built using a framework for curriculum
development, can develop positive indicators for social capital.
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Preface
A Researcher’s Story: The Epiphany
Early in my teaching career, I would often read text from books that focused on
communication, relationships, team building, networking, and leadership. Typically, I
would read aloud selected text from these books while on top of a mountain, watching the
sunset, or while the students took in the view and reflected on their day. After reading
such stories, there would be silence before a structured group discussion. It was during
these silent periods when I would ponder the imponderables of how social groups form,
function, and grow. One of these books, Robert Fulghum’s (1986) All I Need to Know I
Learned in Kindergarten, included many short stories that encouraged my students on the
mountaintop to think and reflect. One of my favourite stories in this book comprised the
lines “When you go out into the world, watch out for traffic, hold hands and stick
together” (p. 6).
The research that constitutes this doctoral thesis is the culmination of my 30 years
of being involved in education. I believe that it is important for readers of this research to
have some insights into me, as both educator and researcher, before delving into the
following pages. This insight will allow readers to understand where the motivation for
the research began and potential assumptions that I brought to the research.
In 1987, I finished my Year 12 at Mount Beauty Secondary College. After
secondary school, I completed a Bachelor of Arts in Outdoor Education at Latrobe
University in Bendigo. I then enrolled and completed a Graduate Diploma in Education.

xix

Upon graduation, I joined a small private outdoor education company in North East
Victoria. Here I began the process of honing the craft of teaching, developing and
delivering outdoor education to secondary school students. During this time, I had
firsthand experience seeing the development of school cultures in several schools where I
worked. At the time, I felt the story went something like this:
Typically, I would start with a new school and I would notice that the students
displayed very poor communication and team building skills, not to mention they
appeared to have a low level of trust in each other and in their staff. Over the
course of 3 years, there was a marked difference in the culture of the student
cohorts from the same school. They displayed higher levels of teamwork. The
students’ communication had improved and there was significant change in the
level of trust. Of course, all these were just the observations from my colleagues
and me. This is the beauty of anecdotal and tacit knowledge; I didn’t feel I needed
to do any formal research to see what was going on.

At the start of 2000, I moved from being a director of a ski resort in California and
into leadership positions in education. Around that time, I also commenced a Master of
Environmental Science at Deakin University where I employed a narrative methodology
(Keeble, 2002). The master’s research examined the life of an outdoor education teacher,
teaching the Victorian Certificate of Education (i.e., senior secondary school). In 2004, I
became the principal of two indigenous schools in isolated areas in the Kimberley region
of Western Australia. I moved back to Victoria where I became the principal of Mount
Beauty Primary School. After 5 years as principal there, I became the principal of Bogong
Outdoor Education Centre, now called Outdoor School. Outdoor School is a Victorian
government school. I was back in the field of education that had initially inspired me to
become a teacher.

xx

In 2011, I was fortunate enough to be selected for a study tour to Europe with the
Country Education Project. This was a 3-week study tour that I extended to 6 weeks.
After touring around England, The Netherlands, and Denmark, I travelled to Finland to
observe teaching practices in mainstream schools and outdoor education facilities. It was
here that I met Dr Markku Kankkunen, Director of Education. I spent 7 days with Markku
visiting schools and talking about education, including curriculum design and assessment.
We had many discussions about where to next in Finland and education in general.
Markku completed his thesis in an assessment tool known as concept mapping1
(Kankkunen, 2001), and I initially wanted to meet and discuss this work with him as I
saw this tool as a way forward for outdoor education in Victoria. After the conceptmapping discussions, our conversations ventured into the area of student collaboration
and how Markku felt that Finnish students, while having high academic achievement, had
very low levels of understanding of what it means to work collaboratively. Markku then
mentioned the term social capital in passing, and my mind started racing. I was weaving
together the notion of social capital frameworks with the tacit outcomes of outdoor
education that I had witnessed all those years ago and still witness today. I went back to
the hotel room and immediately started looking up social capital literature and research. I
typed terms and phrases like “education and social capital” and “outdoor education and
social capital” into a search engine. It was an epiphany.
In the later part of 2011, our school formed a relationship with Federation
University Australia so that our teachers could conduct master’s level research. As
principal, I am acutely aware of all the data available in government schools. It is endless.
We had 10 staff sign up and start their master’s research, as I wanted to develop the

1

On return from my study tour, I asked a staff member to conduct a master’s research in concept mapping.
As a result, our school, Outdoor School, uses the tool as a student assessment piece to measure student
outcomes.
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staff’s research capabilities. I could see considerable benefits in more formal research
coming out of our school that showcased our teaching practices. As a consequence of this,
and as a show of leadership, I enrolled in the Doctor of Philosophy at Federation
University.
One of my roles as a principal is to provide the Department of Education and
Training Victoria expert advice on outdoor education, including information on risk
management and curriculum development. Between 2011 and 2020, the various Ministers
for Education, a small core group of principals, and I had been involved in drafting an
outdoor education policy.2 The research from our school and my own research has been
utilised in developing parts of this policy. My 30 years of educational employment and
my personal tacit understanding of the outcomes of outdoor education have driven my
passion for the research reported in this thesis.
At the outset of this research project, I was acutely aware that I may or may not
prove a nexus between outdoor education outcomes and social capital indicators.
Regardless, it has been a great journey that has further developed me as a person, a
researcher, and a teacher.

2

The outdoor education policy mentioned here is not referenced in this work, as it is still a working policy
in 2020, and in keeping with policy development and protocols of the Victorian Government, the policy is
not released to the public until it has had an official launch.
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Chapter 1
1.1 Introduction
In this thesis, I describe a mixed-methods research project that investigated the
changes to student social capital indicators as a result of 287 Year 9 students participating
in an outdoor education program called Future Maker. Chapters 1 and 2 of this thesis
indicate that while there is little published research and evidence on a relationship
between social capital indicators and outcomes of outdoor education, there is a potential
nexus worth exploring.
This research was concerned, in part, with the phenomenon known as social capital,
a concept that has gained considerable currency in social theory in recent decades.
However, rather than focus solely on the complexities of social theory, the broad aim of
this research was to use a mixed-methods approach to identify a potential nexus between
social capital and outdoor education. As a result of its mixed-methods design, it was
possible to investigate links between the two concepts, how they were experienced by
participants, and to consider what the implications might be for outdoor education
curriculum design and practice.
Furthermore, I planned to establish if outdoor education curriculum delivered
through an outdoor education program had an effect on developing social capital
indicators within a Year 9 student cohort. The quantitative effect size tool, the Life
Effectiveness Questionnaire (LEQ), modified by Neill (2008), was used to gather data.
The effect size calculation and parameters in the LEQ I used were the same calculations
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that Hattie (2008) used in his publication Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 800
Meta-Analyses Relating to Achievement. While Hattie’s work has its critics (Bergeron &
Rivard, 2017; Snook, O'Neill, Clark, O'Neill, & Openshaw, 2009), I have used his
approach to calculating effect size through Neill’s (2008) autocalculation sheet. A
discussion on the critique of Hattie’s work surrounding Visible Learning is presented in
Chapter 5. NVivo 12 software (n.d.) was used to transcribe, code, and analyse
semistructured interviews I held with participating students and teachers. The research
findings of this project, and subsequent publications, will contribute to the knowledge of
the interdisciplinary nature of education, and specifically outdoor education.
With limited published research examining the role of outdoor education in building
social capital indicators, the findings of this research have the potential to add to the
development of education policy for the Victorian government. Furthermore, it has the
potential to develop the understanding of social capital more broadly in the context of
outdoor education curriculum design.
1.2 Context of Research
Outdoor School is a Victorian government school and is registered as a special
purpose outdoor residential school. Its purpose and educational outcomes are directed by
the content in the Victorian Curriculum F–10, the Victorian Certificate of Education
(VCE), and government policy. In 2014, the Victorian government and the Department of
Education and Training (DET) launched its educational agenda for the following 4 years.
This agenda policy is known as the Education State and has been used to transform
education in Victorian schools (DET, 2015). As a matter of transparency, I am the
Principal of Outdoor School, which makes me an employee of DET. I address ethical
considerations and researcher bias in Chapter 5.
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On a broader international scale, the Paul Hamlyn Foundation published a paper
titled “Brilliant Residentials and Their Impact on Children, Young People and Schools”
(Hamlyn, 2015). This large-scale research, more commonly known as Learning Away,
looked at the value of outdoor residential schools, examining students from more than 60
schools over a 5-year period in the United Kingdom. This highly resourced research is
further indication of the importance of research in education and specifically the area of
outdoor residential schools, including their value to society and their value and effect on
the students who participate. As Outdoor School is an outdoor residential school, this
research will add to the growing content and evidence on student outcomes in the
personal and social capability components of the Victorian Curriculum F–10 as a result of
an outdoor education program. Chapter 3 examines the Learning Away research in further
detail.
Closer to home, and back in Victoria, the peak government body for the outdoors,
Outdoors Victoria, commissioned a review of the outdoor sector in Victorian in 2015,
which was published in a report titled Victoria’s Nature-Based Outdoor Economy
(Cheesman & Phillip, 2016). The findings in this report show the depth of outdoor
activities and outdoor education in Victoria. More than AU$7.4 billion was spent in
Victoria on nature-based outdoor activities in 2015. This is not wholly surprising as
Australians pride themselves on their outdoor lifestyle. Arguably, it can be interpreted
that participation in outdoor activities is a crucial part of the state’s psyche and economy.
The report also highlighted in 2015, 71,000 full-time jobs were supported by nature-based
outdoor activity employment and more than 2.5 million public, private, and Catholic
student school days were attributed to outdoor education. Considering the size and scope
of outdoor participation in Victoria, where does this leave the context of this research?
The figures from the Outdoors Victoria report suggest a need for high-quality research
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that can potentially support government policy in any impending developments in outdoor
recreation, outdoor education, or nature tourism, especially when governments are
spending large amounts of the public purse in an area like the outdoors. This research will
add to the body of knowledge regarding outdoor education in Victoria and will provide
direction for future decisions in this important field. Further discussion on where this
research is situated in outdoor education more broadly, is presented in Chapter 2, section
2.7 and in Chapter 7, section 7.4.1 and 7.4.2.
The findings from this research have the potential to further develop the evolution
of outdoor education in Victorian government schools, as they will inform curriculum
developers and teachers, especially in outdoor residential schools. Outdoor education in
Victoria has history and is embedded into curriculum and school planning, especially in
the senior years at Years 11 and 12 (Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority
[VCAA], 2015). Furthermore, outdoor education has a noteworthy following in private
and Catholic schools and the private sector in Victoria, as presented in the 2015 report on
Victoria’s nature-based economy (Cheesman & Phillip, 2016).
This research has the potential to predominately affect Victorian government
outdoor residential schools, due to the fact that the outdoor education program researched
in this thesis, the Future Maker, was designed by a Victorian government outdoor
residential school. These outdoor residential schools in Victoria are collectively known as
the Residential Outdoor Schools Association (ROSA) network, commonly known as
ROSA schools. ROSA schools include


Outdoor School: Bogong Campus and 15 Mile Creek Campus;



Rubicon Outdoor Centre: Thornton Campus and Nayook Campus;



Somers School Camp: Somers Campus and Woorabinda Campus.
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ROSA schools have been in operation since the early 1960s and cater for students
from across all Victorian government schools. ROSA schools employ over 100 teachers
and 80 educational support staff. They are all multicampus schools and are financed and
governed like Victorian government schools (ROSA, 2014a). Victorian government
schools apply to send students to ROSA schools with the sole purpose of delivering
outdoor education outcomes, which are derived from the Victorian Curriculum F–10.
Chapter 3 further outlines the importance of ROSA schools and looks at recent research
on the outcomes of outdoor education in these school settings.
The research findings from this thesis primarily report on the context of outdoor
residential schools in Victoria through the data gathered from the Future Maker program.
The research and the detailed construction of the Future Maker program in Chapter 4 may
assist other schools in developing outdoor education programs built on curriculum
outcomes and not developed solely around delivering adventure activities. The findings
may also influence policy and may inform other peak outdoor government agencies in
Australia on the value of outdoor education in developing social capital. The research
may also inform other international researchers and educators.
1.3 Social Capital and Outdoor Education
The terms social capital and outdoor education evolved in the English language
somewhere after 1996 as neither of these terms were in the Oxford Dictionary (1996). In
2020, 23 years later, and with the development of the World Wide Web, an online search
of the terms showed that while social capital had a definition, outdoor education did not.
The search showed that the definition of social capital is contested. It was therefore
important to establish definitions for social capital and outdoor education both to place
some parameters on this research and for the benefit of readers of this research who may
have alternative interpretations. Perhaps paradoxically, while I am not proposing to
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validate a particular definition, I do think it is important to articulate a definition for the
purpose of the research.
1.3.1 Social capital: Brief history and definition

Prior to 2008, there had been 35 years of steady growth in the literature looking at
social capital (Beames & Atencio, 2008). Halpern (2005), in his book titled Social
Capital, claimed that the first recorded use of the term social capital appears to have been
in Hanifan’s (1920) work The Community Centre. Hanifan (1920) described social capital
as “good will, fellowship, sympathy and social intercourse amongst the individuals who
make up a social unit” (p. 78). Apart from Hanifan’s early work, Bourdieu (1986) and
Coleman (1988) were amongst the first scholars to develop the theoretical concept of
social capital. Putnam (1995) further developed the theory and concept of social capital in
his research titled Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital. According to
Putnam (2000), “The core idea of social capital theory is that social networks have value”
(p. 19). However, the concept and definition of social capital continue to mean different
things to different scholars and researchers. For example, in his critical review of social
capital, Tzanakis (2011) asserted,
While the concept enjoys an expanding popularity in interdisciplinary research,
conceptual ambiguity and misspecification persists. Lack of agreement in defining
social capital is reflected in the operationalization of the concept. While many refer
to social capital, they are unlikely to refer to the same thing. (p. 2)

The following summarises the development of social capital definitions. According
to Bourdieu (1986), social capital is “the aggregate of the actual potential resources which
are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized
relationships of mutual acquaintance or recognition” (p. 248). Social capital for Bourdieu
is linked to the size of network and the volume of past accumulated capital. Bourdieu’s
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definition of social capital is embedded in the economic and physical capital of
communities.
Coleman (1988) described social capital as “neither the individual nor the group,
but rather the relationships between people and within communities” (p. 98). Coleman,
unlike Bourdieu, used and recognised social structures. Coleman saw social capital as
essentially residing in the social structure of relationships amongst people. Furthermore,
Coleman saw social capital as a bonding mechanism between people that adds to the
integration of social structure for the common good, thus utilising the notion of human
capital as a component of social capital. For Putnam (1993), social capital refers to
“features of social organizations, such as networks, norms and trust that facilitate action
and cooperation for mutual benefit” (p. 35).
Putnam (1993) elaborated this definition, stating, “Working together is easier in a
community blessed with substantial stock of human capital” (p. 35). In his later writing,
Putnam (1995) asserted that “voluntary associations that enable horizontal linking of
people produce trust, the norm that causes interpersonal bonding” (p. 45). This
development in Putnam’s concept enriches Coleman’s (1988) theory that trust is required
to form bonding and bridging. The differences in the definitions of social capital between
the three researchers are summarised in Table 1.
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Table 1
Progression of Social Capital
Year

Researcher

Definition of Social Capital

1986

Bourdieu

Social capital is the measurement of economic and
physical capital. Individuals hold social capital.

1988

Coleman

Social capital is the measurement of economic and
physical capital but includes the notion of relationships to
bond the two. Individuals hold social capital.

1993

Putnam

Social capital is the measurement of human capital as
societies hold social capital. It is the social networks that
have value.

Note. Definitions from Bourdieu (1886), Coleman (1988), and Putnam (1993).

In continuing his development, Putnam (2000) defined the generalised principle of
trust and reciprocity as “I’ll do this for you now, without expecting anything immediately
in return and perhaps without even knowing you, confident that down the road you or
someone else will return the favour” (p. 134).
The work of Bourdieu, Coleman, and Putnam laid the foundation for many
researchers in this field, including Patricia Wilson (1997). In her research titled Building
Social Capital: A Learning Agenda for the Twenty-First Century, Wilson studied the
development of social capital in rural towns in New South Wales, Australia. In her
discussion, she clearly argues that social capital is integral to community building. In fact,
she goes as far as to say, “Governments and town planners must now confront head on the
fuzzy task of shaping interpersonal trust, feelings of belonging and responsibility and the
quality and efficiency of civic engagement in community” (p. 760).
While there is broad acknowledgement that the theory of social capital is important
to building communities (Beames & Atencio, 2008; Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988;
Putnam, 1993, 1995; Tzanakis, 2011; P. A. Wilson, 1997), and keeping in mind that
social capital relates to different concepts depending on the research being undertaking,

8

this research used the following definition of social capital: “Social capital is about social
structures and the actions that people take to make their communities more livable”.
1.3.2 Outdoor education: Brief history and definition

As with social capital, outdoor education means different things to different
researchers (and educators), depending on the context in which it is being used. Neill
(2008), in his research thesis titled Enhancing Life Effectiveness: The Impacts of Outdoor
Education Programs, asserted,
The term “outdoor education” is used quite broadly to refer to a range of organised
activities which take place in predominantly outdoor environments for a variety of
purposes. Strict definitions of outdoor education are cautioned against because
conceptualisations, interpretations and practices of outdoor education vary
according to culture, philosophy and local conditions. (p. 5)

A commonly used definition of outdoor education is based on Ford’s (1986) “in, for
and about the outdoors” (p. 12). This definition, while useful, is limiting in its capacity to
clearly articulate what outdoor education is. For example, the same definition is used in
environmental education (Fien, 1993), and because of this, the definition itself does not
exclusively define the field of outdoor education.
McRae (1990) identified three general forms of outdoor education: outdoor teaching
and learning, outdoor environmental education, and outdoor leisure education. Kearney
(1995) adopted the adventure education perspective of outdoor education and described it
as a “good way to help the learner understand themselves and their relationships with
others” (p. 95). Furthermore, while their aim was not to add to the ambiguity, Priest and
Gass (2005) identified two branches of outdoor education, those being adventure
education and environmental education. Adding to the relationships with others concept,
both Schoel, Prouty, and Radcliffe (1988) and Mortlock (2004) introduced and claimed
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that adventure-based experiences develop personal qualities in individuals such as selfconfidence, self-respect, self-discipline, humility, integrity, determination, unselfishness,
and environmental awareness. In a parallel timeframe, other researchers (Kaplan &
Talbot, 1983; Miles, 1987) argued that outdoor education uses the wilderness setting for
moral and spiritual development, while Ian Stapleton (1988), a notable outdoor education
practitioner in Victoria, in his book Something Small: The Story of Mittagundi, argued
that outdoor education develops a sense of community and a love of nature. These parallel
timeframes and the development of thought on what outdoor education is contribute to
ambiguity within outdoor education and its purpose and practice.
More critical definitions of outdoor education have come from researchers like
Brookes (1993, 2003), Cooper (1994a, 1994b), Higgins (1997), and Martin (1999, 2002).
Lugg (1999) proclaimed that these researchers “all look at outdoor education as a
powerful medium for transformative education” (p. 26). They espouse the view that the
primary drive of outdoor education is to educate for an environmentally sustainable
future. For example, Cooper (1994a) clearly stated that outdoor education should “model
an education for a sustainable life on Earth by challenging attitudes, offering alternative
views and developing a sense of community through direct experiences in the natural
environment” (p. 26). Lugg (1999) seems to suggest in her paper “Directions in Outdoor
Education Curriculum” that outdoor education is indeed a social construct as its purpose
lies “in its potential to facilitate a socially critical view of the world, enabling students to
understand current social values and dominant paradigms” (p. 26). Perhaps Martin (1999)
best sums up what critical outdoor education is:
What critical outdoor education tries to do is raise students’ awareness of
understandings about our society which have previously gone unacknowledged.
Critical outdoor education goes to the bush, not just to recreate and have fun, but to
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look back with a critical perspective at the contexts left behind, particularly to
those sets of beliefs which help shape human nature relationships. (p. 438)

While there are a range of definitions of outdoor education (Brookes, 1993; Cooper,
1994a; Ford, 1986; Lugg, 1999; Martin, 1993; McRae, 1990; Neill, 2008; Priest & Gass,
2005), and an acknowledgement that outdoor education means different things to
different people (Neill, 2008), this research used a definition of outdoor education that
relies upon these critical aspects and concepts of the human and nature relationship:
“Outdoor education is concerned with curriculum that is taught in an outdoor setting and
educates people to develop communities to be sustainably resilient in today’s and
tomorrow’s society” (Keeble, 2014, p. 12).
1.4 Significance of Research: A Potential Nexus
Both Stoddart (2004) and Beames and Atencio (2008) advocated further research
looking at whether there are links between outdoor education and social capital and, more
importantly, if outdoor education curriculum can be shown to affect and develop social
capital. Beames and Atencio (2008) claimed there is “little evidence of social capital
discourse within the outdoor education sector” (p. 99). Beames and Atencio’s article
seems to be a direct response to Stoddart’s (2004) work as they grapple with, and explore,
the definition and scope of social capital and concur with Stoddart’s work that further
research needs to be explored in relation to outdoor education and social capital.
Furthermore, Stoddart (2004) noted in her research on socially excluded youth in
Cumbria that outdoor education could develop young people’s skills in accessing social
capital in their communities. Considering the apparent lack of literature on whether
outdoor education has the ability to develop social capital, and considering Stoddart’s
(2004) claim, there seems to be a gap in knowledge that warrants further investigation.
The systematic review of literature in Chapter 2 clearly indicates that there has been little
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research on the potential impact of outdoor education on building social capital.
Considering that Stoddart’s and Beames and Atencio’s works were published in the
2000s, it is surprising that little explicit research on the effects of outdoor education on
social capital has been attempted or completed prior to the completion of this thesis.
In contributing to the understanding of the potential nexus between outdoor
education and social capital, I aim to add to the professional discourse concerned with
curriculum design in outdoor education. In this doctoral research, I used a purpose-built
outdoor education program called Future Maker delivered by Outdoor School. I also
provided a working model of curriculum delivery embedded into the Victorian
Curriculum F–10 and outdoor residential schools. Furthermore, I aimed to provide
examples of evaluation tools, the LEQ (refer to Appendix A), its data, and semistructured
interviews for assessment and measuring personal and social capabilities in the Victorian
Curriculum F–10. The LEQ data have the ability to show students’ incremental changes
by using effect size in educational outcomes for reporting purposes. Other than setting
assessment tasks in the VCE for Outdoor and Environmental Studies, few assessment and
evaluation tools have been developed specifically to help teachers assess students’
knowledge of outdoor education content in both primary and secondary schools.
This research has the potential to contribute to policy documents for the Victorian
government around the inclusion of outdoor education curriculum in mainstream
schooling. This research could also be used to inform the curriculum writers at the
Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) about the
importance of outdoor education as a standalone subject and not as part of Health and
Physical Education curriculum content. This research could further develop the narrative
around the argument that schooling systems should look at the inclusion of outdoor
education in such a way that allows students to develop social capital indicators.
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1.5 Research Purpose and Questions
Generated by the growing recognition of the importance of outdoor residential
schools from studies like Learning Away (Hamlyn, 2015), the apparent gap in the
literature and research (Beames & Atencio, 2008; Stoddart, 2004), and my own personal
interest and experience in outdoor education, the purpose of this research was to explore
and investigate the potential link between practices of outdoor education and the
development of social capital as suggested by the theoretical nexus between them. I
developed one primary research question (PRQ) to guide the research:
PRQ

Does participating in an outdoor education program facilitate a change in
social capital indicators?

The primary research question was used to guide this investigation into whether
participating in an outdoor education program facilitates a change in social capital
outcomes. Such a question is broad, not least because outdoor education practices are in
themselves diverse. For example, outdoor education can take multiple forms within
schooling, including:


as a standalone subject, such as the VCE study in Outdoor Education and
Environmental Studies;



as an elective subject in middle years;



as a year level camping experience;



through attendance at a specialist outdoor residential school;



as an extracurricular activity via a club or student activity program.

Even within the five variations characterised here, what actually transpires within
each category can be divergent. Outdoor education often uses outdoor adventure pursuits
as a vehicle for student engagement. These activities can include activities like
13

bushwalking, canoeing, rafting, mountain biking, skiing, horse-riding or surfing to name a
few. Outdoor education is generally conducted outside and as such is fundamentally
impacted by the weather students may encounter on a program, the environment in which
the learning takes place, and the duration of the experience. The range of diversity and
variability of outdoor education in practice presents a critical challenge to researchers in
this area; this diversity and variability in outdoor education and what constitutes outdoor
education and relevant outcomes of outdoor education are further explored in chapter 2. It
was therefore important that I decided on an outdoor education program to research. This
was a considered choice, which is described in detail in Chapters 3 and 4. I chose the
Future Maker program, run by teachers at Outdoor School, as the program for this
research. The choice of the Future Maker program was a mix of pragmatism and a strong
belief that it would yield information-rich data about how outdoor education can impact
the development of social capital indicators. The following briefly describes the Future
Maker program, while a more detailed account of the Future Maker program is articulated
in Chapter 4.
1.6 Future Maker
In 2011, Outdoor School signed off on a four-year School Strategic Plan (Outdoor
School, 2011). The plan had several key performance indicators. One of these was to
build outdoor education curriculum that incorporated sustainable educational outcomes.
Over a three-year period, the school researched outdoor educational outcomes and
sustainable education practices to develop an outdoor education curriculum for Year 9
students that met the goals of the school’s four-year strategic plan. This was achieved by
20 teachers with collectively over 200 years of teaching experience in delivering and
developing outdoor education curriculum. The construction of the Future Maker program
is documented in Chapter 4 as it was fashioned in parallel with this research. The
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development of the Future Maker program is worth sharing as it was built using a
curriculum approach to assembling outdoor education programs and not the traditional
method of developing outdoor education through adventure-based activities (Lugg, 2004).
At the end of the development phase, Outdoor School had created an outdoor
education curriculum linked to the Victorian Curriculum F–10 (VCAA, 2015) and looked
at the capabilities of personal, social, and critical and creative thinking. The Future Maker
program also considered outdoor experiences, nature, culture, and a futures thinking
curriculum (Outdoor School, 2014). Figure 1 outlines the one-page summary of the
Future Maker program curriculum. Its aim is to develop future-ready young adults.
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Figure 1. Future Maker Curriculum (Outdoor School, 2014).
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The thinking and research of Martin (1998, 2002) and Cooper (1994a, 1997) greatly
shaped the underpinning theoretical development of the Future Maker program. Cooper
(1994a, 1997) argued for outdoor education curriculum to incorporate education for
sustainability, and this can be seen in Figure 1. Furthermore, Martin (1999) argued for the
inclusion of critical outdoor education that raises students’ awareness of “understanding
about our society which has previously gone unacknowledged” (p. 438). Martin
elaborated, arguing that outdoor education can allow students to “look back with a critical
perspective at the contexts left behind” (p. 438). In other words, the Future Maker
program organises students into groups of 12 or fewer for 12 days in remote, residential,
and outdoor settings. These alternative outdoor and remote settings allow students time to
think and reflect on their home, their school, and their community life and establish ways
to challenge and change the status quo to act in more sustainably and socially responsible
ways so that they can be future makers.
While the elements of the Future Maker program are explored in Chapter 4, it is
worth noting that the core pedagogy and student outcomes of the Future Maker program
originate from the critical and social theory aspects of outdoor education. The program
includes all nine outdoor education outcomes3 that are consistent with the research in this
thesis. The program aims to develop future-ready young adults to have the skills to
flourish in and develop their communities. These skills are embedded in the skills
required to develop the five social capital indicators.4 Considering these aspects, my
decision to choose the Future Maker program delivered by Outdoor School to provide the
data to test the research questions is based on theory, 200 years of combined teacher

3

I discuss the nine outcomes of Outdoor Education in Chapter 2.

4

I introduce the five indicators of social capital in Chapter 2.
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experience in curriculum design, and my 30 years’ experience in the field of outdoor
education and education in general.
1.7 Secondary Questions
After careful consideration of the outdoor education program to be used in this
research, I developed a set of secondary questions to the overarching research question,
which incorporate the Future Maker program. These secondary questions helped funnel
and organise the data in Chapter 6 and improve the validity of the discussion in Chapters
7 and 8. The secondary research questions (SRQs) are as follows:
SRQ1

Do the indicators of social capital continue to develop or decline in the
same cohort of students from the seven schools 6 months after the Future
Maker program?

SRQ2

Does the Future Maker program develop the leadership, relationship,
group processing, networking, and communication indicators of social
capital in the students and schools that participate in the 12-day Future
Maker program?
1.8 Overview of Chapters

This thesis contains eight chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the research with
commentary around the potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital.
The chapter then explains the purpose of the research, overarching research questions,
and a further explanation of the secondary questions. Chapter 1 introduces the Future
Maker program and its relevance to this research. Chapters 2, 3, and 4 make up the
literature review.
Chapter 2 is divided into three sections. The first section takes a critical view of
social capital before discussing and settling on five indicators of social capital that are the
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cornerstone of this doctoral thesis. Furthermore, it introduces some critical thought on
outdoor education and its apparent lack of any real connection with published and
recognised school curriculum, before looking at the abundant research on the outcomes of
outdoor education. The chapter then settles on nine outcomes of outdoor education, which
are paired with the five indicators of social capital; this relationship is the construction of
the potential nexus that this research examined. The second section details a systematic
review of literature that provides a brief synopsis in table form of the five articles found
through the systematic review process. The final section of the chapter provides a deeper
exploration and interrogation of social capital and outdoor education more broadly in a
research context.
Chapter 3 examines the research specific to outdoor residential schools to
understand the student outcomes of programs run at these educational settings. The
chapter includes critical commentary on the value of outdoor residential schools,
including a critique of the Learning Away research. The chapter looks at research from
the United Kingdom, Singapore, New Zealand, and Australia. It then focuses on the
residential outdoor government schools in Victoria and assesses their viability in this
research. The chapter finishes by recommending the Future Maker program, delivered by
a Victorian government outdoor residential school.
Chapter 4 explores the construction of the Future Maker program as a means of
validating the outdoor education program used in this research. While this chapter is
mainly descriptive, it also critically examines the Future Maker program.
Chapter 5 looks at the method and methodology employed in this research. It
outlines the research design, including a section on research bias and how every attempt
was made to ensure the data were trustworthy. The chapter discusses how the data from
the quantitative tool, the LEQ, were gathered and used and then discusses the qualitative
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tool, semistructured interviews. It describes how the data were gathered and the processes
behind gathering informed consent and validation of the data.
Chapter 6 presents the results from the quantitative and qualitative data and
establishes the foundations for the discussion around the potential nexus between social
capital and outdoor education. Seven schools participated in the Future Maker program,
and the LEQ and semistructured interview data are presented for each individual school
followed by data analysis. Finally, the chapter summarises the overall results into three
tables. A short analysis of these tables is presented and further discussed in Chapters 7
and 8.
Chapter 7 links the research findings with the research questions. This chapter
establishes if there was enough evidence presented in Chapter 6 to equivocally answer the
stated research questions, including the questions concerning the longitudinal effects of
the Future Maker program. The chapter concludes with other nuanced findings from the
data and includes limitations of the research. The information in this chapter allows a
detailed discussion in Chapter 8, which focuses on answering the primary research
question. Chapter 8 concludes the research and discusses the potential nexus between
social capital and outdoor education, and provides a framework for consideration. Last,
the chapter includes commentary on recommendations for future research, containing an
evaluation of the research and final thoughts.
1.9 Chapter Summary
This chapter outlined the research context as a result of student participation in an
outdoor education program. The chapter also discussed how this research could evolve
understanding of outcomes and curriculum advances in outdoor education at Victorian
government outdoor residential schools. This introduction also outlined historical
developments in social capital research and outdoor education outcomes and settled on
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definitions of each for the purpose of the research. Furthermore, detail was provided
about the scope of the study and why it focused on a specific outdoor education program,
the Future Maker, delivered by Outdoor School. As a result, Chapter 1 established three
main propositions and context of the research to be explored in Chapters 2, 3, and 4,
respectively:
1.

There is little published research regarding the potential nexus between social
capital and outdoor education (Chapter 2).

2.

There is a need to further examine the outcomes of outdoor residential schools
(Chapter 3).

3.

The development of the Future Maker program and outdoor education
curriculum can be tied with the potential nexus between social capital and
outdoor education (Chapter 4).
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Chapter 2
2.1 Systematic Review
There are many types of literature reviews that can be employed in a thesis (Galvan
& Galvan, 2017). Approaches to reviewing scholarly writing and research can include
evaluative, exploratory, instrumental (Adams, Khan, & Raeside, 2014), and systematic
(Harris, Quatman, Manring, Siston, & Flanigan, 2014). A meta-analysis (Adams et al.,
2014), is typically a systematic review that employs statistical methods to match data
pertaining to selected studies to produce reliable results. Each approach is unique in its
construction and purpose.
Researchers typically conduct a literature review to dig deeply into the research
topic, to inform their own research thoroughly, to assess significant gaps in the literature,
and to help guide important decisions about methodology. Therefore, understanding the
nature of literature reviews is important as this knowledge and structure will keep the
literature review on track and stop it from meandering along following every possible
lead. In regard to the potential role outdoor education has in building social capital, we
know, according to Stoddart (2004) and Beames and Atencio (2008), there is limited
peer-reviewed literature on this topic. Adding further weight to this point, Becker,
Lauterbach, Spengler, Dettweiler, and Mess’s (2017) systematic review on the effects of
regular classes on outdoor education settings demonstrated that after completing the
systematic process, only 13 studies were included for analysis. This lack of studies
relating to outdoor education and social dimensions confirms the possible limited

22

published research on the role outdoor education plays in developing social capital. Other
than their own personal views, neither Stoddart (2004) nor Beames and Atencio (2008)
outline the method used to arrive at their conclusions. It was therefore incumbent for this
research that I employed a literature review structure that would test the assumption of
limited published peer-reviewed research on the role outdoor education plays in
developing social capital.
To clearly understand the availability of published literature, this research employed
a mixed approach to the literature review. Adams et al. (2014) proclaimed that the
different styles of literature reviews “are not mutually exclusive and will often be mixed
together” (p. 42). They also pointed out that, in the case of academic research, an
exploratory literature review is the most common. Considering this, and that there are
three distinct propositions of this research as summarised in Chapter 1, the literature
review is divided into three distinct chapters:
Chapter 2: Systematic review of literature;
Chapter 3: Exploration of research into outdoor residential schools;
Chapter 4: Exploration of the Future Maker program.
The purpose of the first section of Chapter 2 is to establish the social capital
indicators and outdoor education outcomes that were used in the systematic review and
subsequent methodology. The second section of Chapter 2 outlines the systematic review
process, with results. The systematic review was employed to establish whether there was
at the time of the study, a gap in the research between outdoor education and social
capital, as suggested by Beames and Atencio (2008). The literature sourced through the
systematic review then leads to a discussion of the potential nexus between outdoor
education and social capital.
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2.2 Indicators of Social Capital
According to Haynes (2009), the concept of social capital, while influential in a
number of disciplines throughout the 1990s and early 2000s, has not been adequately
tackled within the academic literature. Haynes (2009) believed that while individual
indicators and aspects of social capital have been challenged, the assumption that social
capital is a unified concept has not. As I pointed out in Chapter 1, social capital means
different things to different researchers (Tzanakis, 2011), and so it was incumbent that I
establish the position of this research in relation to the development of social capital
theory. Haynes’s (2009) cautionary criticisms of social capital theory are worthy of
consideration. Central to the development of social capital theory has been a focus on
individual indicators, like economic capital (Bourdieu, 1986) and human capital
(Coleman, 1988), and even on the social capital indicator of trust (Putnam, 1995). In this
section, I explore the personal and social aspects of social capital using the five indicators
that I primarily drew upon for this research. With regard to advancing the concept of
social capital theory, this research selectively used five indicators, and while this
approach might not appease all researchers and scholars of social capital, it is the
approach employed in this research to establish if there is a nexus between outdoor
education and these indicators.
It should be noted that social capital is not a panacea to a multiplicity of social
changes (Haynes, 2009). A number of researchers (Baron, Field, & Schuller, 2000;
Durlauf, 1999; B. Fine, 2002; Haynes, 2009) have identified weaknesses within the
concept of social capital and its application. Durlauf (1999), for example, argued that
social capital theory development and research needs to agree on a definition of social
capital. Furthermore, Durlauf (1999) believed that without this definition, “It renders
research analysis neigh impossible since social capital becomes tautologically present
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whenever a good outcome is observed” (p. 2). As discussed in Chapter 1, a universal
definition of social capital is fraught with danger as disagreement remains with regard to
the intent of social capital as a concept (B. Fine, 2002; Haynes, 2009).
In the provocatively titled article, “They F**k You Up Those Social Capitalists”, B.
Fine (2002) outlined some critical features of social capital that encompass the notion that
social capital theory has ignored questions of “power, conflict, the elite and the systematic
imperatives of contemporary capitalism” (p. 796). Fine, like Durlauf (1999), highlighted
that the definition of social capital is elusive. Fine also pointed out that social capital is
considered the saviour of everything from individuals to societies, the sick, the poor, the
criminal, the corrupt, the dysfunctional and functional family, schooling, community life,
work, democracy, collective action, transitional societies, intangible assets and any aspect
of social, cultural and economic performance. As a result of social capital being seen as
the saviour of everything, Fine argued that, rational choice methodology, has “been
obliterated in the ready reception granted to social capital” (p. 798).
Further, Haynes (2002) cautioned that social capital as a concept is based on a
misleading metaphor in the first instance, and that social capital is not capital. Bowles
(1999) also drew attention to this and pointed out that “capital refers to a thing possessed
by humans . . . whereas social capital, such as trust, commitment to others, adhering to
social norms . . . describes relationships among people” (p. 6). Later in this chapter, I
challenge the notion that capital is a thing possessed, by reviewing the contributions of P.
A. Wilson (1997) who argued that capital, when associated with the theory of social
capital, should be considered as something that is free. The very notion that social capital
is free automatically challenges the notion of capital, especially when it has been
associated with economic, human, and physical forms of capital.
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The second criticism of social capital according to Haynes (2002) is that it is “a
concept indicative of the colonisation of sociological territory by fundamentally economic
notions” (p. 7). In essence, Haynes’s thinking is that social capital is not social; it is
capital. This relates to the debate floated by P. A. Wilson (1997) that social capital is free
rather than the more popular notion that social capital has a price and is wrapped in
economic capital. The third criticism of social capital is that it is not an original concept
but rather a rebranding of the themes relating to trust and group participation from social
psychology, sociology, and economics (Haynes, 2002). Portes (1998) claimed that social
capital concepts are “not new and have been studied under other labels in the past. Calling
them social capital is, to a large extent, just a means of presenting them in a more
appealing conceptual garb” (p. 21).
Another criticism of social capital, briefly touched on earlier in this section, is that it
is not an explanation but rather a tautology (Haynes, 2002). When social capital is
interpreted as the right kind of capital, logical explanations can be produced that may in
fact be a result of bias, or confirmation bias, as explained by Haynes (2002). Adding to
the difficulty of defining social capital is that it is impossible to measure. Haynes (2002)
asserted that neither social capital nor its effects could be accurately “measured in
comparable ways, with some very influential research based exclusively on
oversimplified measures and misleading comparisons” (p. 13). Examining the pivotal
work by Putnam (1995), Fischer (2005) argued that on closer inspection, Putnam’s
research data was inconclusive. Fischer showed that the variables of social capital that
Putnam associated with it were not supported by the data:
The controls do little to improve the picture of quite modest associations for the
items are meant to all indicate one thing. This is, of course, only a quick look, not
an in-depth analysis. But if the “social capital” concept presumes a tight
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interconnection among its various elements, that does not immediately appear in
the data. (p. 165)

Measuring social capital, like providing a definition for social capital, is difficult.
Haynes (2002) pointed out that capturing the effects of social capital is often limited to
data collection and a reliance on methods that use questionnaires. In Chapter 5, I discuss
the method and methodological approaches used in my research and address the question
of methodological limitations posed by Haynes (2002) as a criticism of social capital
research. With these limitations and criticisms of social capital in mind, the rest of section
2.2 argues for the inclusion of the five social capital indicators used and measured in this
research.
As already pointed out, not only is it true that the definition of social capital has
critics, but the same may be said of social capital indicators that researchers use when
deciding how to measure social capital outcomes. In saying this, it is conceivable that in
any emerging field of research, theory and the construction of ideas evolve. In Bourdieu’s
(1986), Coleman’s (1988), and Putnam’s (1995) research, it is clear there are differences
between each author’s beliefs about the indicators that could provide evidence of social
capital development. These differences are evolutionary, as each researcher developed
and reconstructed the meaning of social capital while building on previous research.
Bourdieu’s (1986) indicators of social capital are entrenched in economic capital:
how much wealth and how many possessions a person may have. This can be thought of
as physical capital. Coleman (1988), on the other hand, introduced the notion that
relationships, as well as economic and physical capital indicators, make up social capital.
Coleman (1988) added to this, introducing the notion of bonding, which he argued is a
human capital indicator. Not until the late 1990s did researchers begin to unpack and
further explore the ideas put forward by Bourdieu (1986) and Coleman (1988).
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Putnam (1993, 1995, 2000) clearly used human capital indicators as measurements
for social capital. For Putnam (1993), social capital refers to “features of social
organisations, such as networks, norms and trust that facilitate action and cooperation for
mutual benefit” (p. 35). In fact, Tzanakis (2011) solidified Putnam’s use of social capital
as a development of Coleman’s (1988) work, especially around the importance of
relationships. Tzanakis (2011) stated that “the theoretical principles suggested and
implied by Coleman have provided the main engine for Putnam’s formulation of social
capital” (p. 7).
A further example of advances in the use of social capital is presented in the work
of P. A. Wilson (1997) who used previous research in social capital to develop her own
view of social capital as a learning agenda for the 21st century. To further the
development and understanding of social capital, Wilson described the complexity of
establishing the validity of social capital as a social construct by asking three questions.
First, she asked, “How do you know what level of social capital you are starting with and
when have you successfully created more?” (p. 745). Wilson believed that this question
had not been addressed, as the answers were unlikely to be traditional. By this, she is
referring to the fact that many answers to this question have relied on approaches where
researchers and agencies have used more “tangible products . . . like . . . size of
organisations assisted, number of meetings held, etc.” (p. 754). Second, Wilson argued
that the most unsettling question unanswered by researchers of social capital is “How do
you create it?” (p. 754). She reflected that this question had not been explicitly answered
because “building community, or social capital, is not a technical problem requiring
expert solutions, nor is it a problem of resources” (p. 754). Wilson is arguing that, unlike
Bourdieu’s (1986) and Coleman’s (1988) notions of physical capital (machinery and
equipment) or financial and human capital, social capital is free and requires no
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resources: “no machines, no bricks and mortar, no paid labour” (p. 746). The notion that
social capital is free, as mentioned earlier, is not fully embraced by the economic world
we live in. Therefore, that something like social capital—which is so important in the
development of communities but is free and freely given—is generally not explored.
Wilson’s third unanswered question relates to the way social capital is taught in our
educational institutions. Wilson asserted that if “these values, roles and skills are not the
ones being taught . . . how must colleges and universities respond . . . in order for their
graduates to have relevance when developing social capital?” (p. 746). Wilson’s research
and concept of social capital is built on concepts from Coleman (1988) and Putnam
(1993, 1995). She also outlined a series of ways that social capital can develop
communities so that they can thrive in the 21st century. Table 2 outlines that, for
communities to thrive, they require social capital indicators such as communication,
relationships, group processing, networking, and leadership (P. A. Wilson, 1997).
Wilson’s research looks at rural communities in New South Wales, Australia, and the
social capital indicators required for resilient and trustworthy communities.
Table 2
P. A. Wilson’s Indicators of Social Capital
Indicator

Description

Communication

Especially active listening

Relationships

Such as building mutual respect, understanding, trust,
empathy

Group Processing

Such as conflict resolution and group facilitation

Networking

Creating linkages within and outside the community

Leadership

Building a shared vision, empowering others, cooperative

Note. P. A. Wilson, 1997, pp. 753–754.

The indicators that Wilson briefly discusses in the research further develop the
understanding of social capital and the indicators that are important when measuring

29

social capital. Like Putnam (1995), she used the notion that communities, not individuals,
hold social capital, and furthermore, like Putnam (1995), she acknowledged that
individuals need to possess certain indictors and must increase those indicators for social
capital to increase in communities. The understanding of who or what has social capital
has led researchers to view social capital as either a framework that a community holds or
a framework that individuals hold. However, it is clear that individuals need to have
social capital indicators for a community to change its social capital indicators. You
cannot have one without the other.
Social capital indicators can be divided into two broad categories: productive social
capital and unproductive social capital (P. A. Wilson, 1997). Productive social capital
indicators like relationships, communication, group processing, networking, and
leadership that Wilson (1997) discussed have the capacity to generate understanding,
compassion, trust, and an inclusive concept of community (Etzioni, 1991; Peck, 2010).
Unproductive social capital, on the other hand, is often built around fear, mistrust, and
even hate (B. Fine, 2002; P. A. Wilson, 1997), and frequently, the goal of communities
with unproductive social capital is to guard self-interest against perceived outside threats
(Putnam, 1993). Examples of communities and groups with perceived unproductive social
capital include drug cartels and gangs (Putnam, 1993). Communities and groups only
grow in the productive sphere of social capital when they put the common good over selfinterest and trust each other (Boyte, 1990; Daly, Cobb Jr, & Cobb, 1994). According to
Lean (1995), for communities and groups of people to overcome barriers of fear and
suspicion, they need to listen to one another and resolve conflicts to improve trust and
positive social capital indicators.
While there are both productive and unproductive social capital indicators, this
research is concerned with the use of positive and productive social capital indicators in
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interpersonal and social skills, as outlined by P. A. Wilson (1997). She suggested that the
five social capital indicators of communication, relationships, group processing,
networking, and leadership (see Table 2) are required to build positive communities in the
21st century.
These five social capital indicators were used in my research as they encompass
other aspects of social capital including trust, respect for others, group cooperation,
engagement, and action with community and followship. While this approach has its
critics (Durlauf, 1999; B. Fine, 2002; Haynes, 2009), it seemed reasonable to conduct
research on so-called “productive” social capital indicators. The research in this thesis is
concerned only with the potential change to positive social capital indicators.
Furthermore, the five social capital indicators were mentioned by Wilson (1997) as
indicators necessary for community building through nontraditional educational practices
like experiential education and reflective dialogue. This assertion, highlighted by Wilson
(1997), is also relevant to outdoor education, which often employs experiential
pedagogies (Adkins & Simmons, 2002; Howden, 2012; Payne & Wattchow, 2008;
Roberts, 2008; Thomas, 2018) and therefore could be considered a nontraditional delivery
of education. Further explanation as to how these five indicators fit into this research
through a potential nexus with the outcomes of outdoor education is explained in detail in
Chapter 4. In saying this, these five social capital indicators are used in the systematic
review section of this chapter. They are also used in the LEQ and semistructured
interview research tools described in Chapter 5. The five social capital indicators were
integral to my research.
Now that I have established the social capital indicators, the following section
establishes the outcomes of outdoor education that I used in the systematic review and
mapped with the five social capital indicators to establish a theoretical nexus. This
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mapping is important because there has to be the potential for a symbiotic relationship
between the outcomes of outdoor education and the five social capital indicators, as this
research used the outdoor education program, Future Maker, to determine the effect size
on the five social capital indicators.
2.3 Outcomes of Outdoor Education
I established in Chapter 1 that universal definitions of outdoor education are
cautioned against because conceptualisations, interpretations, and practices of outdoor
education vary according to culture, philosophy, and local conditions (Neill, 2008). Nicol
(2002a, 2002b, 2003) recognised the difficulty in defining outdoor education with his
trilogy of papers looking at the development of outdoor education in the United Kingdom,
specifically Scotland. Furthermore, his work clearly indicates that there is more to
understanding the philosophical underpinnings of outdoor education than focusing only
on outcomes. For example, in his critical examination of outdoor education, Nicol
explores the question posed by Tiffany (1995): In what sense is outdoor education
actually education?
Nicol (2002a) argued that what burdens outdoor education is that it has never
managed to make the step into formal recognition as a subject in mainstream education.
Unlike subject areas like mathematics, “outdoor education has always presented with the
problem of justification that other branches of education have never had to negotiate” (p.
31). Furthermore, Nicol raised the question of whether outdoor education is a subject or
an approach to education. With regard to outdoor education being a subject, the debate
around the inclusion of outdoor education into a national curriculum has continued since
the 1990s (Nicol, 2002b), and in 2012, ACARA published its new national curriculum. At
this time, Gray and Martin (2012) published a paper, “The Role of Outdoor Education in
the Australian National Curriculum”, in which they discuss the marginalisation of
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outdoor education, proposing that it should have a strong role in the new curriculum,
especially because it offers distinct content and learning experiences. The lack of subject
recognition that Nicol (2002a) raised, including the query around outdoor education’s
philosophical underpinnings, seems to have continued with the principal writers of the
Australian Curriculum who either purposefully, or unintentionally, ignored the pleas from
the academic profession to include outdoor education. The answer to the exclusion of
outdoor education from the Australian Curriculum can be found partly in the works of
Brookes (2002, 2004). Even though Brookes’ work, which critically examines the lack of
discourse between outdoor education and curriculum development, was written 10 years
before Gray and Martin’s (2012) article, the arguments remain relevant at the time of
writing.
Brookes (2002, 2004) agrees with Nicol’s assumption that a critical aspect to
outdoor education theory and induction into mainstream curriculum was missing,
requiring further discussion. Brookes’ critical analysis of outdoor education curriculum
centred on Victoria, Australia, where outdoor education had “unusually wide acceptance
in schools as a distinct curriculum offering” (p. 405). While there was wide acceptance in
Victoria, Brookes (2002) conversely noted that the voices had failed “to emerge in
Victorian outdoor education discourse” (p. 405) because the discussion had been
dominated by neocolonialist understandings of the Australian bush. As a result of
numerous failings to promote a broader critical understanding of the experiential and
epistemological foundations of outdoor education, including learning outcomes, Brookes
(2002, 2004) and Nicol (2002a, 2002b, 2003) assert that outdoor education will continue
to struggle to be accepted into mainstream curriculum. In part, my research is in response
to this exclusion from mainstream curriculum, through studying what happens when
outdoor education flips the process of design and creates curriculum first before planning
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and delivering outdoor educational programs based on the traditional use of outdoor
activities. This argument is further explored in Chapter 4.
The second part of Nicol’s (2002a) question pointed to the idea that perhaps
outdoor education was not a curriculum but an approach to education. In works by
Thomas (2015, 2018, 2019), it is clear there is an argument for outdoor education being
considered as an approach to education. However, as noted by Thomas (2015), there has
been very little research into the processes of learning and teaching that are, or could be
considered, signature pedagogies of outdoor education. Without an extensive body of
work, it is difficult to answer Nicol’s (2002a) question as to whether outdoor education is
an approach to education or a curriculum subject.
Notwithstanding the criticism levelled at outdoor education through its lack of
formal recognition (Brookes, 2002, 2004; Nicol, 2002a, 2002b, 2003) or its lack of
critical discussion on the role it has in pedagogical improvements (Thomas, 2015, 2018,
2019), there is myriad research and critical conversations around the outcomes of outdoor
education.
Neill (2002) asserted that there have been hundreds of empirical pre–post studies
conducted to better understand the impacts of outdoor education outcomes. According to
Neill, five relevant meta-analyses draw on hundreds of studies on outdoor education
outcomes: Bunting and Donley (2002), Cason (1994), Hans (2000), Marsh (1999), and
Hattie, Marsh, Neill, and Richards (1997). Neill’s (2008) seminal work examining metaanalysis research on the outcomes of outdoor education focused on Hattie et al.’s (1997)
work on pre- and post-effect sizes as an important description of outdoor education
outcomes due to the “statistically significant effect size of the six categories” (p. 7).
Hattie et al. conceptualised outdoor educational outcomes into six categories, shown in
Table 3.
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Table 3
Outdoor Education Outcomes
Category

Description

Leadership

Conscientious, decision-making, organisational ability, time
management, values, goals

Self-concept

Physical ability/appearance, peer relations, confidence, self-efficacy,
family, self-understanding, well-being, independence

Academic

Mathematics, reading, grade point average, problem-solving

Personality

Femininity/masculinity, achievement motivation, emotional stability,
aggression, assertiveness, locus of control, maturity, neurosis
reduction

Interpersonal

Cooperation, interpersonal communication, social competence,
behaviour, relating skills, recidivism

Adventuresome

“Challengeness”, flexibility, physical fitness, environmental
awareness

Note. As reported by Hattie et al. (1997).

Adding to Hattie et al.’s (1997) outcomes of outdoor education, Lugg and Martin (2001)
developed a collaborative research between the Victorian Outdoor Education Association
(VOEA)5 and their place of work, the Department of Outdoor Education and Nature
Tourism, Latrobe University, Bendigo. The aim of the research was to gain a better
understanding on “who is teaching outdoor education, where is it being taught, what
programmes are being offered, what objectives are emphasised” (p. 42, emphasis in
original).
In their research, Lugg and Martin (2001) identified 12 outcomes of outdoor
education through surveying 461 schools in Victoria (143 schools responded). The
outcomes most evident according to the responses included self-esteem, leadership, social
skills, group cooperation, responsibility and environmental knowledge, actions,
appreciation, and human/nature relationships. In progressing the development of the LEQ,

5

The Victorian Outdoor Education Association (VOEA) was the peak body for outdoor education in
Victoria until 2011 when the government, with members from VOEA formed the current peak body,
Outdoors Victoria.
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Neill (2008) extrapolated from Hattie’s et al. (1997) research, further adding to their list
of outdoor education outcomes to form the theoretical basis for the construction of his
LEQ. In constructing the LEQ for his research, Neill (2008) conducted many pilot
studies, which included psychometrically testing the questions. The broad outcomes of
outdoor education that Neill (2008) used in his LEQ included the following: achievement
motivation, active initiative, emotional control, hardness resourcefulness, intellectual
flexibility, organisational self-discipline, productive teamwork, self-confidence, task
leadership, and time management.
In all three instances, Hattie et al. (1997), Lugg and Martin (2001), and Neill (2008)
include aspects of social competence, social skills, group cooperation, and teamwork in
their final list of outdoor education outcomes. This is significant to this research. It means
that outdoor education includes outcomes in personal and social capabilities. However,
the studies and findings compiled by Hattie et al. (1997), Lugg and Martin (2001), and
Neill (2008) do not map or even discuss a framework of social capital when outlining the
personal and social outcomes of outdoor education. Therefore, mapping the personal and
social outcomes of outdoor education to the five social capital indicators, and creating a
framework, was warranted in the scope of this research.
At this juncture, it is important for the systematic review process and following
chapters that the personal and social outcomes of outdoor education are established.
Chapter 5 discusses the LEQ employed by Outdoor School as a tool to assess student
growth in the personal and social capabilities of the Victorian Curriculum F–10.
The personal and social outcomes of outdoor education used in Outdoor School’s
LEQ were derived from five sources: the research of Hattie et al. (1997), Neill (2008),
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and Lugg and Martin (2001), the Outdoor Education Group’s6 (OEG’s) LEQ, and the
Victorian Curriculum F–10 (VCAA, 2015). From this list, Outdoor School identified nine
outcomes of outdoor education in their LEQ (refer to Appendix B). As a result, the nine
personal and social outcomes of outdoor education are as follows:
1.

Communication;

2.

Trust and encouragement;

3.

Respect for others;

4.

Conflict resolution;

5.

Cooperative teamwork;

6.

Community engagement;

7.

Community action;

8.

Followship;

9.

Leadership ability.

These nine personal and social outcomes of outdoor education used in this research
are mapped with the five social capital indicators and are further examined and explored
following the systematic review of literature. The following section of this chapter uses
the five social capital indicators to determine the depth and breadth of research literature,
specifically relating to social capital and outdoor education, by employing a systematic
review of literature.

6

The Outdoor Education Group (OEG) is a private provider of outdoor education in Victoria. With
permission, the Outdoor School used the two categories developed by Neill (2008) for the OEG.
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2.4 Systematic Review of Literature
Now that the five indicators of social capital have been established for this research,
the rest of this chapter describes the systematic review of literature to determine any
validity in Stoddart’s (2004) and Beames and Atencio’s (2008) assertion of limited peerreviewed research published on the role outdoor education plays in developing social
capital.
The systematic review of literature in this thesis follows the format favoured by
researchers known as the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and MetaAnalysis (PRISMA) (Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff, & Altman, 2009). The review captured all
relevant published articles and research pertaining to outdoor education and social capital,
reporting the search results of 31 search engines to find examples of literature relating to
the potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital. The results were
screened, and eligible criteria were developed and applied. The articles identified were
then analysed and ranked using the eligible criteria. Five relevant articles were identified,
with two articles meeting all the systematic review inclusion criteria. The earliest
published work concerned with social capital and outdoor education was published by
Boss (1999). Three papers reported on research projects that collected and analysed data.
Only one included the words “social capital” and “outdoor education” in the title.
Reported studies were categorised to either “education” or “outdoor education”. Studies
in the outdoor education category were subsequently categorised according to the
complexity of social capital indicators evident in the work.
2.5 Systematic Review of Literature: Process Employed
Since 2009, systematic reviews have increasingly replaced traditional narrative
reviews and expert commentaries as a way of summarising research evidence
(Hemingway & Brereton, 2009). Prior to 2005, the medical research fraternity used a
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systematic review process known as Quality of Reporting of Meta-analyses (QUOROM)
(Moher et al., 2009) for funding purposes in the medical research area. However, the
reviews were sometimes misleading because they were used as a tool to receive funding
rather than a tool to present knowledge (Moher et al., 2009). Thus, in 2005, a group of
review authors, methodologists, and medical editors held a 3-day workshop to improve
the rigour and reliability of systematic reviews (Liberati et al., 2009). The outcome of this
meeting was a newly developed systematic review process known as PRISMA. This
systematic process has since been applied in a variety of fields, including education (R.
Slavin & Smith, 2009), sports science (Nicholls & Polman, 2007), and the social sciences
(Petticrew & Roberts, 2008). Slavin and Smith’s (2009) research on the relationships
between sample size and effect size in education is a clear example of how systematic
reviews can be employed in the education field. In brief, Slavin and Smith (2009)
employed a systematic review process that used data from two systematic reviews of
mathematics program evaluations: one of elementary programs, and one of secondary
programs. They looked for all published and unpublished sources and exhaustively
located every study that met their inclusion criteria, using sources such as ERIC, JSTOR,
EBSCO, Psych Info, and dissertation abstracts, their systematic review exhausted all
available sources.
A systematic review attempts to collate empirical evidence that fits prespecified
eligibility criteria to assist in answering specific research questions. It uses explicit,
systematic methods selected with a view to minimising bias, thus providing reliable
findings from which conclusions can be drawn and decisions made. The PRISMA
process, if followed and presented in a systematic fashion, can be recreated by other
researchers (Hemingway & Brereton, 2009). Recreated systematic reviews should result
in the same data as the original systematic review. A systematic review using the
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PRISMA process is employed in this chapter to investigate literature relating to outdoor
education and the previously specified social capital indicators of communication,
relationships, networking, group processing, and leadership. For an emerging research
area such as outdoor education (Neill, 2008), systematic reviews are highly relevant in
helping ensure research efforts can learn from, and build upon, work from a diversity of
discipline areas. The following sections of this chapter use the PRISMA process with the
headings “Identification”, “Screening”, “Eligibility”, and “Included”. Table 4 provides an
overview of the PRISMA process followed.
Table 4
PRISMA Process Followed
Step

Stage

Description

Step 1

Identification

Records identified through database searching
Additional records identified through other sources

Step 2

Screening

Duplicate records removed
Records screened by using specific criteria
Records excluded for not meeting specific criteria

Step 3

Eligibility

Full – text articles assessed for eligibility
Full – text articles excluded, with reasons

Step 4

Included

Studies included in qualitative synthesis
Studies included in quantitative synthesis (meta – analysis)

2.5.1 Identification
Search term selection

Search term selection in databases to identify studies, articles, or research used two
search words for text and title, including shorthand text as this produces more results than
using the plural of the word (Lawrence, 2007). I used the following three search terms:
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1.

“Social Capital and Outdoor Education”;

2.

“Soci Cap and Outdo Ed”;

3.

“Social Capital AND Outdoor Education”.

Searches in the databases were first completed within the title of publications of
peer-reviewed papers. When this process resulted in zero hits, the same terms were used
for searches in abstracts and texts, in this order.
Database searching

For this systematic review of literature, and to search for the terms selected above,
academic and research-based electronic databases were searched for peer-reviewed
literature. The names of the databases searched, their disciplines, and their provider
information is shown in Table 5.
Table 5
List of Databases Searched for the Purpose of This Review7
Name

Disciplines(s)

Providers

African Journals Online
(AJOL)

Multidisciplinary

African journals online

Agricultural Database (AGRIS)

Agriculture

U.S. food and agriculture
organisations

Alexandro Street Press

Multidisciplinary

Alexandra Street Press

Bielefeld Academic Search
Engine
BASE

Multidisciplinary

Bielefeld University

British Medical Journal (BMJ)

Health

BMJ Publishers

CiteSeerX

Becoming multidisciplinary

Pennsylvania State
University

Educational Resource
Information Centre (ERIC)

Education

U.S. Department of
Education

EMBSO

Multidisciplinary

EMBSO industries

7

This systematic review was conducted between 2 March 2017 and 15 March 2017. Therefore, the results
in Tables 5 and 6 pertain to this timeframe.
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Name

Disciplines(s)

Providers

Emerald

Multidisciplinary

Emerald

GENISIS

Women’s history

London Metropolitan
University

Google Scholar

Multidisciplinary

Google

GoPubMed

Medicine

Transinsight

Informit

Multidisciplinary

RMIT Publishing

Intute

Education, multidisciplinary

Intute

JSTOR

Multidisciplinary

JSTOR

Jurn

Multidisciplinary

Jurn

Microsoft Academic Search

Multidisciplinary

Microsoft

OAister

Multidisciplinary

OCLC

OpenSINGLE

Grey Literature

Institute of l’Information
Scientifique et Technique

Oxford

Multidisciplinary

Oxford University Press

PhilPapers

Philosophy

PhilPapers

POPLINE

Population, family planning,
reproductive health

Johns Hopkins
Bloomberg School of
Public Health

SafetyLit

Multidisciplinary

Graduate School of
Public Health, San Diego
State University and the
World Health
Organization

SAGE

Multidisciplinary

SAGE Publishers

ScienceDirect

Sciences, human and social
sciences

Elsevier

SciELO

Multidisciplinary

FAPESP, CNPq and
BIREME

Scopus

Multidisciplinary

Elsevier

Springer Link

Multidisciplinary

Springer

VET-Bib

Social sciences, education

European Centre for the
Development of
Vocational Training

Web of Science

Multidisciplinary

Thomson Reuters

Wiley Online Library

Multidisciplinary

Wiley

Overall, 31 databases were searched. This encompassed 13 disciplines ranging from
education to history and social sciences, including a large range of databases considered
multidisciplinary. This ensured a wide scope of disciplines was considered and ensured
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the search was saturated. Searches were undertaken through the internet and the intranet
database via the Federation University library portal. While databases were searched for
all languages, only English search terms were employed. In addition, cross-checking of
the reference list drawn from located articles found via electronic searches was also
undertaken to ensure saturation of the search.
2.5.2 Screening
Inclusion and exclusion criteria

During the screening phase, studies, articles, and research were included in the
review on the basis of meeting any or all of the following criteria:
1.

Had the key terms “social capital” and “outdoor education” in the title of the
study, abstract, or text;

2.

Explained or evaluated the elements of social capital against the outcomes of
outdoor education (irrespective of which outdoor education outcomes were
used);

3.

Reported any links between outdoor education outcomes and social capital
outcomes in the abstract or text.

Studies that focused only on social capital and education were excluded from the
systematic review as these were too broad for the scope of this research and not specific
enough to the current research question exploring the nexus between outdoor education
and social capital. However, the key search words of social capital and education were
used in an additional analysis and comparison test to understand the breadth of literature.
Table 6 shows the results of this comparison (as of 30 March 2017).
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Table 6
Number of Hits in Databases
Name

Key Word Search Using
Social Capital AND
Outdoor Education In
text, Title, and Abstract

Key Word Search Using
Social Capital AND
Education In Text, Title,
and Abstract

African Journals Online (AJOL)

1

36

Agricultural Database (AGRIS)

0

0

Alexandro Street Press

0

0

Bielefeld Academic Search
Engine (BASE)

1

134

British Medical Journal

0

0

CiteSeerX

0

34

Educational Resource Information
Centre (ERIC)

5

3,860

EMBSO

5

45,315

Emerald

0

0

GENISIS

0

0

Google Scholar

3

About 119,000

GoPubMed

0

0

Informit Education

4

1,148

Intute (renamed JISC)

0

0

JSTOR

0

37,111

Jurn

1

96

Microsoft Academic Search

2

54

OAister

3

76

OpenSINGLE

1

231

Oxford

0

0

PhilPapers

0

9,000 plus

POPLINE

0

0

SafetyLit

0

750

SAGE

1

2,115

ScienceDirect

0

0

SciELO

0

0

Scopus

0

0

Springer Link

2

96,182

VET-Bib

0

312

Web of Science

0

0

Wiley Online Library

0

0

44

2.5.3 Eligibility
Refining inclusion and exclusion criteria

During the eligibility phase (second rating scale) I kept specific studies, articles, and
research in the review if they also met the eligibility criteria of including the five elements
of social capital: communication, group processing, relationship, networking, and
leadership. Furthermore, I noted during this phase peer-reviewed, published research and
non-peer-reviewed studies, articles, and research. I excluded studies, articles, and research
that did not include any of the five social capital elements in the text.
2.5.4 Strength-based criteria: What was included?

After the screening and eligibility phases, a list of included studies, articles, and
research was developed (shown in Table 7). This table also ranks the studies, articles, and
research on strength-based criteria. These strength-based criteria are important in
systematic reviews as they rank the relevance of articles. The strength-based criteria for
this review used two categories:
1.

The five social capital indicators, as established in Chapter 2;

2.

The type of study: peer reviewed, published research, and non-peer reviewed.

Each study, article, and research in Table 7 was read and manually coded for
references to the five social capital indicators. Those that mentioned or alluded to all five
elements were ranked higher than those articles with fewer. Studies, articles, and research
that were peer reviewed were ranked higher than non-peer-reviewed articles. The strength
of these studies is represented in Table 7.
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Table 7
Strength of Studies Based on Criteria
Strength
of Article/
Research

Social
Capital
Eligibility

Number of
Articles
Research
Identified

Type of Article/
Research

Most

5 elements of
social capital

2

Peer reviewed 1
Published research 1
Non-peer reviewed

4 elements of
Social Capital

2

Peer reviewed
Published research 1
Non-peer reviewed 1

Least

3 elements of
Social Capital

1

Peer reviewed
Published research 1
Non-peer reviewed

2 elements of
Social Capital

0

Peer reviewed
Published research
Non-peer reviewed

1 element of
Social Capital

0

Peer reviewed
Published research
Non-peer reviewed

Name and Reference of
Article/Research

Beames & Atencio
(2008)
Stoddart (2004)

Finkelstein & Goodwin
(2005)
Boss (1999)
Seaman et al. (2014)

2.5.5 Results of systematic review

Table 7 shows five potentially relevant studies retrieved after searching through 31
databases. While it might be expected that some of the relevant studies would be excluded
after applying the secondary inclusion process, all five relevant studies were included.
The pool of five relevant studies can be considered extremely small given the number of
database hits for social capital and education. This seems to indicate that while there are
few relevant studies on the role outdoor education plays in the development of social
capital, there is real education potential in exploring an outdoor education–social capital
nexus, as there is a significant gap in outdoor education research relating to social capital.
Furthermore, Table 7 demonstrates that when researchers and academics discuss outdoor
education and social capital in the same breath, they do so via using such terms as
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communication, relationships, networking, group processing, and leadership. This is
shown in Table 7 where all five papers or research have, at a minimum, three of five
social capital indicators as outlined by P. A. Wilson (1997).
Due to the limited number of studies identified as relevant to this review, there is
scope to briefly discuss each study’s key features. This synthesis appears in Table 8.
Table 8
Key Features and Findings From Each Study
Author

Date

Study Type

Key Results/Findings

Beames &
Atencio

2008

Peer-reviewed
article

The paper explores the role of outdoor
education in developing social capital.
Largely based on the literature, it is not an
empirical study. The authors recommend
research in this area to test their
theoretical notion that outdoor education
can improve social capital.

Stoddart

2004

Published research

Findings show that outdoor education can
build reciprocity and trust amongst
participants.

Finkelstein &
Goodwin

2005

Published research

Findings show that the Young Endeavour
Youth Project Scheme contributes to the
development of social connectedness
derived from mutual cooperation.

Boss

1999

Non-peer reviewed
article

The paper explores the use of outdoor
education in developing students’ ability
to perform civic duties to benefit the
community they live in.

Seaman et al.

2014

Published research

Findings show that an increase in outdoor
education could improve social capital
amongst rural youth.

2.5.6 Analysis of systematic review

This systematic review was conducted to paint a picture of the literature available
for this research and to assess the notion of limited peer-reviewed research or articles on
the potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital. The PRISMA
systematic review process was employed to search for relevant literature and research
using the key words “social capital” and “outdoor education”. Only five relevant studies
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were identified. A similar PRISMA systematic review by Becker et al. (2017) on the
effects of regular outdoor education classes produced 13 articles. Becker et al.’s (2017)
research used different terms in the search and different keywords in the inclusion and
exclusion criteria, including “health”, “social”, and “learning”. However, while the
purpose of Becker et al.’s (2017) systematic review was different, it shows and
complements the findings in this chapter that there is limited research in the area of
outdoor education when concerned with the social aspects of learning.
From this systematic review, there seems to be a tendency for research to be more
concerned with the effects social capital has on both personal and community education
attainments. A review of studies using the key words “social capital” and “education”
revealed many studies related to the role social capital plays in educational outcomes as
opposed to the role education plays in developing social capital. While this is surprising
on the one hand, it is worth noting that studies like Putnam’s (1995) Bowling Alone:
America’s Declining Social Capital has had a profound influence on social capital
research (Tzanakis, 2011), especially concerning educational outcomes. This is because
both governments and researchers appear most concerned with the socioeconomic
indicators that benchmark educational outcomes. From this systematic review, it is
possible to conclude that it is less common for researchers to undertake the converse
research and look at education’s ability to alter social capital outcomes. Perhaps the
difficulty of measuring social capital change is one reason for this (Narayan & Cassidy,
2001; Stone, 2001; Van Deth, 2003).
In 2008, Beames and Atencio (2008) advocated for future research into the possible
link between outdoor education outcomes and the development of social capital. Five
years later, Pike and Beames (2013) announced the impact of outdoor education could be
explained through the framework of social theory. Perhaps the lack of available research
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literature is in itself evidence that there is no link or that there is little interest in exploring
one between outdoor education and social capital. Alternatively, this review demonstrates
that the relationship between outdoor education and social capital has not been well
researched, even though what little research there is tends to be positive. Given this, it
seems reasonable to suggest a relevant gap in the research worth exploring when it comes
to understanding the role outdoor education can play in developing social capital.
Bearing this in mind, and prior to examining the potential nexus between outdoor
education and social capital, further critical exploration of social capital and outdoor
education is required to demonstrate where my research is positioned in the literature.
Critical aspects discussed in section 2.6 include a deeper exploration and interrogation of
social capital and its role in education in general and why outdoor education was
employed as the instrument of study in this research as opposed to other curricula taught
at schools. Section 2.7 finishes with discussion of where my thesis is positioned in
outdoor education research. These important markers will then allow for further robust
discussion in subsequent chapters.
2.6 Critical Review of Social Capital
Schooling spreads knowledge, which according to Huang, Van der Brink & Groot
(2009), is the basic component of human capital and cultivates social norms into the core
of social capital. Furthermore, scholars seeking to understand why some students and
schools perform better than others have suggested that social capital may be part of the
explanation (Plagens, 2001). Moreover, Farr (2004) and Plagens (2011), suggest that the
seedbed for modern social capital theory resides with Dewey (1900). Dewey (1900),
emphasised that social capital is something positive that lies beyond the individual,
suggesting that it would become available when individuals connect to others in
meaningful ways. In his ninth monograph, describing the application of the relatively new
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field of psychology to education, Dewey (1915) explains that his observations indicated
that “…if men [sic] are to remain civilized, or to become so, the art of associating
together must grow and improve…” (p. 110). While, according to Farr (2004), Dewey
does not define social capital, his signposting of social capital in using such language as
associating together, suggest that social capital emerges from an individual’s interaction
with others where students who work together on solving problems have better outcomes
in reading, writing and arithmetic. In regard to education in the 21st Century, researchers
such as Putnam (2000), Alesina & Ferrara (2000) and Glaeser (2001)reinforce Dewey’s
observations and espouse that education is one of the most important determinants of
social capital. Education, by its very nature, provides a platform towards future
innovations and thinking by “…strengthening human capital and social capital for
economic and social development” (Huang et al., 2009). The notion that education exists
to serve economic development is discussed later in this section. Not with standing this
critique, the core of social capital as a result of education and a child’s schooling, is to
cultivate social norms and to develop human capital. Schooling is generally the first nonfamilial context in a person’s life where they are explicitly taught moral and cognitive
capacities (Huang et al., 2009).
Formal schooling teaches the basic norms and responsibilities of society. For
example, at my formative years at a predominantly white Anglo-Saxon dominated school,
we were taught things like; share everything, play fair, do not hit people, put things back
where you found them, clean up your own mess, do not take things that are not yours, say
sorry if you hurt someone, use your manners, help someone out who is having trouble and
working together is better than working alone. Schools and education also provide forums
and sponsors for community activities; most students would remember doing some form
of volunteering or work experience in the community. Furthermore, schools and
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education also promote a peer culture that shape such values as reciprocity, respect and
trust (DET, 2013). You only have to visit a school and see the variety of programs that
focus on social and emotional learning. One such program, Restorative Practice (DET,
2013), is a strategy used in many Victorian government schools where teachers and
students run restorative sessions with the perpetrator of inappropriate behaviour, the
victim and any bystanders. This approach sees the perpetrator develop more remorseful
behaviour; it allows the teachers to focus on the behaviour and not the moral character of
the perpetrator; and the process leads to healthier interpersonal relations among members
of the school community (DET, 2013). While it is clear that the experience of schooling
and education develops social capital in individuals, cohorts of students and the broader
school community, the question that needs answering includes: what, and how much
social capital is learnt at schools, as a result of education?
Huang et al. (2009), completed a meta-analysis on the effects of education on social
capital. Their focus included the effect of education on the individual social capital as
they believe this to present the most compelling empirical evidence in support of social
capital theory. They also discuss the idea that research outcomes on social capital vary
across studies due to the “…heterogeneous survey sources and model specifications” (p.
3). Huang et al., created a dataset for their analysis that included 57 studies on the effects
of education on social capital that examined the social capital indicators of social trust
and social participation. Huang et al., used a standard comparison, effect size, to evaluate
the dimensions between, and within, each study. In their meta-analysis research, Huang et
al., used the effect size to obtain the standard deviation in the dependant variable that one
year of schooling accounted for. As a result of this process, Huang et al., showed that one
additional year of schooling increases a student’s social trust effect size by .47 of its
standard deviation and increases social participation effect size by .56 of its standard
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deviation. A problem with the dataset, as noted by Huang et al., is that they did not have
information on specific groups because few studies evaluated the educational return for
particular groups, such as early childhood, male, female, urban, rural, ethnicity and sexual
orientation. Acknowledging the shortfall in datasets, what does Huang’s et al., research
indicate about education and social capital? It is clear from their meta-analysis that social
trust and social participation increases each year for students while they are at school.
However, their study does not outline if the students had been explicitly taught social
capital skills, or whether the development in social capital over a school year, was a result
of the school curriculum or increases in social capital due to the social nature of schooling
and education. Not with standing this, it is clear that education has the potential to
improve social capital.

2.6.1 Social capital as ideology

One of the principal phenomena of our post-modernist age according to Grenfell
(2009) is the way language has been colonised and representative of the dominant
discourse. Bourdieu (1998), warns the would-be researcher to “…beware of words” (p.
54). Common language, he argues, is the historical accumulation of orthodox meaning,
names, groups, concepts, taxonomies and categories. Bourdieu (1991, 1998) invites
researchers to reveal and acknowledge the misrecognitions that are apparent in such
commonly accepted terms and uncover their historical construction and to find a way to
break the dominant doxa, or common beleif (Bourdieu (1991). As an example of language
that has passed into the common vernacular of bureaucrats and the media without due
consideration, Bourdieu and Wacquant (2000) include such terms as: globalization,
flexibility, governance, employability, exclusion, under class, new economics, zero
tolerance, community and multiculturalism. In the case of the term social capital, I have
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already acknowledged in Chapter 1 that the term social capital means different things to
different people. While there are some well-known and understood definitions of social
capital, Scanlon (2004), is critical of the meaning of social capital,
…aside from the infantile anti-intellectualism which is its premise – is the fact that
pretty well the only people who use the phrase ‘social capital’ are bureaucrats,
politicians, academics and professionals. Almost no one else speaks or thinks about
social capital in this way. The standard reply when this fact is pointed out is that
the phrase ‘social capital’ is simply a convenient label for describing a complex
range of social phenomena which really exists. (p. BB9)

While Scanlon is probably correct regarding the usage of the term by bureaucrats,
politicians, academics and professionals, it is a timely reminder for me as a researcher to
ensure that the meaning I infer by using the term social capital in this research, is
consistent and can be understood by the public, even when produced in a thesis. In
Australia, other than indigenous language understandings, our current understanding and
use of mainstream language to label ideologies, is a form of post-colinisation
development. Considering this assertion, I am mindful and acknowledge that the language
used in social capital, and the language used to describe the indicators of social capital
and the outcomes of outdoor education, are a result of a post-colinisation society. I also
acknowledge that the language employed could be used as a vehicle to continue and
support worldviews that may or may not include the full gamut of gender, ethnicity,
sexual orientation and social economic status. In section 2.8 of this chapter I outline the
meaning of the common language used in my research to describe social capital
indicators.
Other than language, more disturbingly, Scanlon (2004), outlines that “…questions
of ideology and closely intertwined issues of power, rarely arise in discussions of social
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capital” (p. BB9). Scanlon argues that social capital is intensely ideological in a particular
way of living that has become so normalized that to shine a light on it, is almost
impossible. Those who do “… are liable to be dismissed as ideologues themselves, thus
saving the social capitalists from the task of actually having to enter into dialogue with
their critics” (p. BB9). As pointed out by Huang et al. (2009), Scanlon is also critical of
the fact that much research in social capital is absent of minority groups. Scanlon points
out that the potential reason for this apparent and possibly intentional exclusion, is that
minority groups “…sit in implicit opposition to the dominant political and economic
structures” (p. BB10). In regard to my research, I have not specifically looked at data on
gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status or sexual orientation as my research looks at the
role outdoor education plays in developing social capital. I acknowledge that this maybe a
limitation of this study, and further discussion pertaining to this aspect of research is
presented in section 7.5; limitations of research.

2.6.2 Linking social capital indicators with educational attainment

Dewey (1900, 1915), clearly suggests a virtuous cycle operating in society whereby
the basic skills of reading, writing and arithmetic are necessary to access social capital
and that social capital in turn, helps drive academic success. Huang et al. (2009) support
this cycle with their meta-analysis of social capital research that shows a positive outcome
of the effect of education on student social capital indicators. However, according to
Plagens (2011), the question remains; how does social capital work? Putnam (2002), also
grappled with this question. Putnam observed, “Why does the density of social
connectedness in a state seem to have such a marked effect on how well its students
perform in school?” (p. 301). While Putnam went on to offer some answers, he cautioned
that further work is needed to test theories linking the two to answer the question; how
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does social capital work? While my research isn’t specifically looking at the how, it is
worthy of discussion.
It would be too simplistic to say that social capital indicators increase amongst
students at school as a result of social interaction. While there is no doubt social capital
osmosis is going on in the classroom and school yard, leaving to chance social capital
development is like letting students rig their own rock-climbing setups without guidance.
While Plagens (2011) provides some hypothetical answers to the question of how, he
does not provide any evidence, or cite any research, to support his hypothetical musings.
Of particular note, and a point that may have bearing on my research, Plagens discusses
the notion of conceptions of communities. The definition of social capital used and
presented on page 9 in this thesis clearly refers to the concept of community; social
capital is about social structures and the actions that people take to make their
communities more livable. Plagens (2011), points out that it is reasonable to conceive of
communities existing in one of two forms; privatistic communities and solidaristic
communities, and that most communities are somewhere between these two extremes. At
one extreme lies the “…anomic community, where individual or ‘privatistic’ interest
dominate, and at the other extreme the solidaristic community, where the interests of the
whole are given weight in the motivations and decision calculus of individual members”
(p. 46). The privatistic community is characterised by very low levels of social interaction
between individual members of a community. There is very little communication,
relationship building, group cooperation, networking or leadership. These communities
have very few associated groups, and in a school yard these communities would show that
the same set of students play and associate with the same small group of friends each and
every day without any attempt to associate with other students. On the other hand,
solidaristic communities would demonstrate high levels of social capital indicators and in
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the case of the school yard, students would be seen associating with different groups of
students each and every day. While this hypothetical direction from Plagens (2011) has
some bearing on this research, it still does not answer the question of how?
In chapter 7, section 7.4.1, I attempt to explain the how, as a result of the data from
my research. Domestic chores undertaken by students on the Future Maker program,
amongst other aspects, helped students to develop their social capital skills and move
their group from a predominantly privatistic community to a solidaristic community. I
believe my research contributes to this aspect of social capital development and to this
end outdoor education, with its focus on community, is an appropriate educational subject
to study. In saying this, I recognise that there are other areas within the field of education,
like global citizenship, physical education and health and human development that may
also teach and develop social capital indicators. While it would be a worthy study, my
research is not a comparative study looking at other subjects and their ability to change
social capital indicators. My research is an example of the links between social capital
and education through the delivery of a particular outdoor education program – Future
Maker. My research also provides commentary on the question of how. Chapters 7 and 8
present evidence and further research ideas to answer the question of how?
In this section, I have presented some critical analysis of social capital and how it is
important to acknowledge the post-modern aspects of social capital and the lack of
research in minority groups. While there is no denying that social capital could be
purposefully used for socially and culturally inappropriate means, the choice to emphasise
the potential of social capital, however, is predicated on the belief that our communities
want to see students and schools succeed. The following section, now examines where my
research fits into the field of outdoor education.
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2.7 Outdoor Education – Contributions to the Research Conversation
Significant attention has been given to the theory and practice of outdoor education
teaching and learning between 2010 to 2018, according to Dyment, Chick, Walker &
Thomas (2018). The old chestnuts of what is outdoor education? (Quay & Seaman,
2013), What does outdoor curriculum look like? (Quay, 2016; Dyment et al, 2018) have
received considerable attention in journals and conferences alike. Furthermore, there have
been some advances in the discussion on signature pedagogies and outdoor education as a
pedagogy of place (Thomas, 2015, 2018; Wattchow & Brown, 2011) and discussions on
outdoor education as a discipline, content and subject (Dyment & Potter, 2015; Potter and
Dyment, 2016). Much of the renewed energy towards these discussions centres around
the professional conversation of having outdoor education as a standalone subject in
mainstream education (Gray & Martin, 2012, Dyment et al. 2018). Many researchers and
practitioners (Gray & Martin, 2021; Quay, 2016; Dyment et al. 2018) have expressed
their frustrations of not having outdoor education as a standalone subject in mainstream
Australian school curricula.
At the start of this thesis I outlined my professional and personal story in The
Epiphany, and while much of the recent debate on outdoor education focusses on outdoor
education’s uniqueness, I would contest that outdoor education is not unique and trying to
establish outdoor education as the fixer of educations’ short comings (Quay 2016), is a
futile debate. Of course, researchers like Quay (2013, 2016), Thomas (2015, 2018),
Dyment & Potter (2015), Wattchow & Brown (2011), Dyment et al. (2018) are trying to
add to the body of knowledge within outdoor education and education, their directions
and advances are warranted and required. However, the constant referral to outdoor
education as unique, is, in my opinion, not very helpful as it positions outdoor education
as external to mainstream education and indicates that outdoor education may be elitist
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and not inclusive of other educational philosophies on pedagogies. While this may not be
the intent of the authors, educationalists, researchers and teachers in different fields of
education, may view it this way.
One of the areas that researchers like Thomas (2015, 2018, 2019) are trying to
signify as unique includes the area of pedagogy in outdoor education. Thomas (2015)
argues that experiential education is a signature pedagogy of outdoor education. I would
argue, as Dyment et al. (2018) did, that experiential education is just another tool that
good teachers use. Dyment et al. (2018) assert that “Experiential education was
particularly difficult to place. We wondered if it was simply a teaching strategy, just
another tool in the teacher’s repertoire for getting ideas across” (p. 316). However, rather
paradoxically, they bookend this idea with the notion that experiential education is a
signature pedagogy of outdoor education which in turn makes outdoor education unique.
Dyment et al. (2018) seem to be sitting on the fence here. Referring back to my earlier
comment around uniqueness, there is enough evidence in mainstream education that
outdoor education already exists as a mainstream subject and the answer to many of the
questions raised above, are sitting in plain sight.
Similar to outdoor education, research has concluded that the most significant
impact to a student’s educational attainment are teachers (Hattie, 2009)8. Recent work by
Sharrat (2018) outlines the need for teachers to be involved in educational policy
development as there is often a “significant disconnect between policy makers and the
profession” (p. 1). Sharrat goes on to argue that there is already a growing evidential base
that posits an alternative of thinking about educational change and reform. In Chapter 4, I
outline the process undertaken at Outdoor School in regard to the development of
curriculum and the form of outdoor education investigated in my research: The Future

8

Section 5.4.4 has a critique of Hattie’s research.
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Maker program. While not wanting to delve too deeply into the Future Maker program
here, it is worth noting in this current discussion around outdoor education, curriculum,
uniqueness and signature pedagogies where the Future Maker program, a curriculum
based program developed by teachers, fits into current outdoor education discourse. In
this section I have indicated that outdoor education research is grappling with where
outdoor education fits into mainstream education, and what pedagogies, content and
knowledge may provide its uniqueness? I now address these two issues of concern.

2.7.1 Outdoor education in plain sight

Dyment et al. (2018) point out that outdoor education already exists “…in many
jurisdictions in Australia’ (p. 305). While this might be the case, the only jurisdiction
where outdoor education exists as a formal9 subject in the secondary years of schooling is
in the Victorian Certificate of Education (VCE). Outdoor education exists in many
tertiary institutions including; Latrobe University, Federation University, Monash
University, Australian Catholic University, Victorian University, Charles Sturt
University, University of the Sunshine Coast, Flinders University, University of South
Australia, University of Tasmania and the University of Notre Dame10. No jurisdiction in
Australia has outdoor education as a formal primary school subject. For the sake of the
following discussion, I am only concentrating on secondary schooling as the Future
Maker program is a specific outdoor education program built for secondary students.
In Victoria, the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority (VCAA), in 1991,
introduced into the VCE Outdoor Education (VCAA, 1991) curriculum. This was the first
time outdoor education in Australia had been part of the mainstream curriculum. While

Formal – This means the subject is recognised and published in a States or National curriculum
documents.
9

10

Information from https://outdooreducationaustralia.org.au/hub/outdoor-ed-study-options/
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the VCE is only taught to the senior years of secondary schooling, it was seen as a huge
step forward in having outdoor education firmly implanted in mainstream education. In
2000, the VCAA combined outdoor education and environmental education and titled the
subject, Outdoor and Environmental Studies (VCAA, 2000). In 2017, the VCAA
completed another accreditation period for Outdoor and Environmental Studies and at the
time of my thesis, the VCAA Outdoor and Environmental Studies study design was
accredited for the 2018 to 2023 period. As noted, Quay (2016) and Dyment et al. (2018)
are frustrated with the lack of formal acknowledgement of outdoor education as a
mainstream subject considering the VCAA introduced outdoor education in 1991. At the
time of writing this thesis, it is nearly 30 years since its formal adoption. However, the
answers to Quay and Dyment et al’s questions around specific knowledge and content,
can already be found in the VCE subject Outdoor and Environmental Studies and the
Future Maker program.
The VCAA Outdoor and Environmental Studies study design (VCAA 2018)
outlines the scope of study, the rationale, the aims, the structure, the duration, assessment
and reporting and outlines four specific areas of study:


Exploring outdoor experiences



Discovering outdoor environments



Relationships with outdoor environments



Sustainable outdoor relationships

These four unit areas have detailed learning outcomes and key knowledge and skills to be
taught. The study design also includes assessment for each unit area. The information in
this document alone, is enough to create the F-10 curriculum based on the principles of
curriculum design that I outline in Chapter 4. While it might be unusual practice to design
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a curriculum from the foundation year to year 10, it is possible to use the information in
the VCAA Outdoor and Environmental Studies to create meaningful and mainstream
curriculum for the VCAA. Not only is the VCAA study design for Outdoor and
Environmental Studies right there in plain sight, the Future Maker curriculum as detailed
in Chapter 4 and presented in Appendices E, F, G, H and I, is a clear example of how the
VCAA can be used to create outdoor education curriculum.
One final point to discuss in regard to outdoor education in the curriculum, includes
the notion of being. Quay (2016), passionately concludes that there “…is a battle to be
fought in championing the indispensability of outdoor education’ (p. 49). Quay goes on to
say that “…it is a battle that takes the radical step of fighting for a new education
discourse, one that introduces the idea that education involves more than just curriculum
and pedagogy, for it is ontological, about being, about who we are in the world” (49).
Quay (2016), almost despairingly, writes that “…we lack the language to articulate and
communicate” (p. 49) a full understanding of the term being. If I run this language
convention over the Future Maker program, then it seems reasonable to consider staff and
students experiencing it to be in the process of becomming future makers. The Future
Maker program was constructed using curriculum from the VCAA F-10 documents.
Specifically, the Future Maker program uses the curriculum content that is captured in the
Critical and Creative units of work11. This development was no accident. In the VCAA
Outdoor and Environmental Studies study guide (2018), it clearly states that “The study
enables students to make critically informed comment on questions of environmental
sustainability and to understand the importance of environmental health, particularly in
local areas” (p. 5). So, outdoor education, while not formally named as such, is already in

11

Refer to the VCAA website https://www.vcaa.vic.edu.au/Pages/HomePage.aspx
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the VCAA curriculum documents and that elements of outdoor education are present in
learning areas of physical education and health, where many researchers acknowledge it
sits (Gray & Martin, 2012; Quay, 2016). So, where does this leave the positioning of my
research amongst the outdoor education literature? I believe that this thesis, the data and
findings, will provide further evidence that outdoor education curriculum, and specifically
programs like the Future Maker, have the potential to be used as an example to education
jurisdictions as further justification of outdoor education as a standalone subject in
mainstream curriculum. Further, my research has the potential to refine understandings of
how outdoor education might best achieve social learning outcomes and what may be
argued is its unique contribution to students’ broader education.

2.7.2 Outdoor education – pedagogical content knowledge

Dyment et al. (2018) postulate several questions as a result of research into outdoor
education as content, subject and discipline (Dyment & Potter, 2015; Potter & Dyment,
2016). They believe that what has been missing from the conversation are the questions
that specifically explore the actual on the ground pedagogies and associated teaching
strategies used by teachers of outdoor education. As a result of their postulations, Dyment
et al. came up with several new questions that they believed needed further discussion
within the profession. These questions included;
How do outdoor educators actually teach outdoor education? What sorts of content
knowledge should outdoor education teachers have? What knowledge types can
and should underpin outdoor education teachers’ teaching practices? What are the
characteristics of a good outdoor education teacher and what knowledge base
contributes to this? What teaching strategies can be used by outdoor education
teachers to make learning in outdoor education more impactful? What, if any, are
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the types of knowledge that an outdoor education teacher uses that are different
from teachers who work in other subject areas? (p.306)

As a result of these questions, Dyment et al (2018) decided to use the concept of
pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) as a framework for examining the above
questions, utilizing the PCK structure that was introduced by Shulman (1986). Shulman
developed a framework that allowed different subjects to be customised as a way of
identifying quality teaching and learning that was specific to each subject. As a result of
Shulman’s framework, areas like mathematics, science and history used the framework to
distinguish the content and pedagogical approaches employed by their respective teacher
cohorts (Dyment et al., 2018). Dyment et al. use the PCK model as a way of highlighting
specific content used by outdoor education teachers. They decided to use the specific
PCK framework used by mathematic teachers as a model. This PCK model was first
introduced by Chick (2007), and includes the three PCK categories of: Clearly PCK;
Content knowledge in a pedagogical context; Pedagogical knowledge in a content context
(refer to Table 1 in Dyment et al., 2018, p. 309-310 for more detail). Dyment et al. (2018)
use the Chick (2007) categories to provide evidence of what teachers do. As an example,
Dyment et al. uses the teaching and skill required for rafting, and the content required for
teaching leadership to students, while on their three-day outdoor education program (refer
to Table 2 in Dyment et al., 2018, p. 311-312 for a detailed example).
The direction that Dyment et al. (2018) have taken in using a model to provide
evidence that outdoor education is a subject with content and pedagogy, is a welcome
advancement in the discussion around outdoor education content, subject, curriculum and
discipline. Utilising their example, it now seems reasonable to argue outdoor education,
as discussed earlier (refer to VCAA Outdoor and Environmental Studies) is a subject,
rather than a discipline. Given that the Future Maker program used in this research is a
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curriculum based outdoor education program, delivered by registered teachers (refer to
Chapter 4), positions my research within the emerging and evolving curriculum
discourses regarding the status and character of outdoor education with schools and
education more broadly. As such Chapter 7, section 7.4.2 develops an evidence-based
model, or framework, for teaching the Future Maker program.
With the findings of this systematic review, the postulations within this chapter
regarding social capital and outdoor educational research, and with the knowledge that
outdoor education outcomes are entrenched in personal and social capabilities, this
doctoral research was conducted on an outdoor education program explicitly designed to
improve the outcomes of personal and social capabilities. As suggested in Chapter 1, and
with the results from the systematic review, it is now timely to explore the potential nexus
between the social capital indicators and outcomes of outdoor education. The following
section of this chapter examines this theoretical topic.
2.8 Potential Nexus Between Outdoor Education and Social Capital
In Chapters 1 and 2, I provided definitions of social capital and outdoor education
and outlined the five indicators of social capital and nine outcomes of outdoor education.
This section looks at the potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital,
which this doctoral research attempted to prove or disprove and discuss in detail.
Outdoor education is known generally as extracurricular; however, research has
shown that it has long-lasting effects on student outcomes. Hattie (2012) examined 138
aspects of teaching that could affect student outcomes. Some of the research looked at
intervention tools for their effect size on student outcomes, and outdoor education was
one of these interventions. In concluding, Hattie asserted,
Perhaps the most exciting outcome is that this [outdoor education] is one of the few
areas in education where the follow up effects were positive and were in addition to
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the effects at the end of the program. It is rare to find such increasing after effects
from an education intervention as too many have diminishing returns. (p. 156)

In Hattie’s (2012) research, overall, outdoor education had an effect size of 0.52 and
a rank of 43/138. It is clear, therefore, that outdoor education has an effect on student
outcomes. What is not clear, however, is the effect outdoor education has on the five
indicators of social capital established for this thesis.
Both Stoddart (2004) and Beames and Atencio (2008) claimed that outdoor
education can influence social capital outcomes. While the use of outdoor education
programs to develop leadership, concepts of self, problem-solving skills, locus of control,
interpersonal skills, and environmental awareness is not new, what is new is the link
between students partaking in outdoor education programs and improvement in their
social capital indicators. Many teachers of outdoor education would probably agree with
the nine outcomes of outdoor education outlined in Chapter 2. They would also likely
agree that the five indicators of social capital defined could be linked to outdoor
education delivery and outcomes. However, as indicated following the systematic review,
there is yet little evidence or research to support these assumptions about a potentially
important nexus. Stoddart (2004) discussed how outdoor education is an intense
experience where students are living close together for a period of time. For Stoddart, this
closeness allows for authentic social opportunities that have the “potential to aid the
development of social capital” (p. 14). To explore a possible nexus for discussion, I
constructed Figure 2 showing how the five indicators of social capital might align with
the nine outcomes of outdoor education.
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Communication

Relationships

Group processing

•Communication
•Trust and encouragement
•Respect for others
•Conflict resolution
•Cooperative teamwork

Networking

•Community engagement
•Community action

Leadership

•Followship
•Leadership ability

Figure 2. A potential nexus between social capital indicators and outdoor education outcomes.

The social capital indicator communication aligns with the outdoor education
outcome of communication. The social capital indicator relationships align with trust and
encouragement and respect for others. For any relationship to flourish, trust and
encouragement are needed to develop respect for each other. Without these two aspects, it
is difficult to imagine the development of positive relationships. The social capital
indicator group processing aligns with the outdoor education outcomes conflict resolution
and cooperative teamwork. The social capital indicator group processing refers to groups
and individuals having the ability to resolve conflict and to work in teams to solve
problems. Without this ability, conflict may arise, which has the potential to diminish and
destroy positive social capital in groups. The social capital indicator networking aligns
with the outdoor education outcomes community engagement and community action. The
word networking has varied meanings; however, in the social capital context for this
research, networking means the ability of someone to engage with their group,
community, and what actions the group accomplishes collectively. Finally, the social
capital indicator leadership aligns with the outdoor education outcomes followship ability
and leadership ability. Leadership, like the terms social capital and outdoor education,
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means different things to different people. For this research, leadership is about the ability
of individuals in a group to follow directions from the person who is assuming leadership.
It also refers to the leadership ability of the people in the group: how well they can show
leadership when it is required.
Figure 2 demonstrates that, theoretically at least, there is a potential nexus between
social capital indicators and the outcomes of outdoor education. What Figure 2 does not
show is the information around the type of outdoor education program required to deliver
these nine outdoor education outcomes. If, as some have argued, outdoor education is a
social construct (Pike & Beames, 2013), then this research would best be conducted on an
outdoor education program that focuses on personal and social capabilities and
specifically designed to deliver and assess these nine outdoor education outcomes.
Beames and Atencio (2008) agreed with Stoddart’s (2004) thinking that the field “of
outdoor education is well placed to enhance young people’s ability to access social
capital” (p. 99). Beames and Atencio (2008) went on to further argue that while ideas like
community intervention and improving social welfare have found their place in outdoor
education programs, they suggest these “notions can be significantly extended by the
concept of social capital” (p. 100).
There is sufficient evidence (Beames & Atencio, 2008; Boss, 1999; Finkelstein,
2005; Seaman et al., 2014; Stoddart, 2004) to suggest a nexus between outdoor education
and social capital. While these studies and journal articles do not provide a definitive
answer regarding the potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital, the
work is encouraging and is robust enough to warrant further investigation. With regard to
an outdoor education program that comprises the nine outcomes of outdoor education as
stated in this chapter, I suggested in Chapter 1 that the Future Maker program was chosen
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for this research as it was largely developed around the capabilities of personal and social
outcomes for learners. I explore the Future Maker program in Chapter 4.
2.9 Chapter Summary
I began Chapter 2 with a discussion on the type of literature review employed in
this research, and the decision was made to explore and critique the literature through
Chapters 2, 3, and 4. Collectively, the review included a mixed approach, with both
systematic and exploratory approaches employed.
In Chapter 2, I initially presented some of the criticisms levelled at social capital
theory and research. I then explored social capital indicators and settled on the five used
in this research. There was a discussion on some of the criticisms of outdoor education
curriculum and pedagogy discourse, with an examination of the plethora of research on
the outcomes of outdoor education, followed by the outcomes of outdoor education in this
thesis. I conducted this process because to complete a systematic review of literature,
indicators of social capital had to be established. These indicators were established and
are also used in the methodology. The indicators I used in this research were
communication, relationships, group processing, networking, and leadership. The
outcomes of outdoor education I used in this research were communication, trust and
encouragement, respect for others, conflict resolution, cooperative teamwork, community
engagement and action, followship, and leadership ability.
The systematic review then discussed the results. Overall, I explored 31 databases
for evidence of articles, research, and abstracts that included the words “social capital”
and “outdoor education”. The five indicators of social capital were used to determine the
inclusion and exclusion criteria. Once the systematic review was completed, only five
relevant articles were identified on social capital and outdoor education. This clearly
indicated a gap in the research. A closer look at the role education has on social capital
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indicators, including privatistic and solidaristic communities, was established earlier.
Furthermore, an examination of outdoor education research around pedagogy, content and
knowledge was presented and aligned with my research. The last section of this chapter
was an exploratory discussion on the potential nexus between outdoor education and
social capital. Figure 2, “The Potential Nexus Between Social Capital and Outdoor
Education” was established and discussed. The exploration led to the conclusion that,
while there is a potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital, there is
little substantive research to provide empirical evidence into what such a nexus might
mean for students, teachers, and outdoor education organisations.
Chapter 3 explores literature concerning the outcomes of outdoor residential schools
in the United Kingdom, Singapore, New Zealand, and Australia. From the research of
Hattie et al. (1997), Lugg and Martin (2001), and Neill (2008), there is strong evidence
that personal and social outcomes are central to the aims and purposes of outdoor
education. Furthermore, as already identified, this research used the Future Maker
program run by a Victorian government outdoor residential school. This determined what
type of effect size outdoor education may have on the five social capital indicators.
Therefore, it is relevant to now spend time reviewing research into outdoor residential
schools and to ascertain if they deliver personal and social outcomes in their programs
and any evidence of their efficacy. Specifically, Chapter 3 looks at the Learning Away
research form the United Kingdom and then examines in-depth research conducted at
outdoor residential schools in the states of South Australia and Victoria in Australia, and
in Singapore and New Zealand. The chapter makes an argument for the use of the Future
Maker program in this research, which is then explored in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 3
3.1 Outdoor Residential Schools
The systematic review of literature clearly outlined the paucity of research into the
potential role that outdoor education plays in developing social capital indicators.
Furthermore, it also suggested there is potential value in further exploring this nexus.
Considering the lack of research on the effect outdoor education has in developing social
capital indicators, the following section of this literature review examines research
concerned with student outcomes conducted at outdoor residential schools in Australia
(Lugg & Martin, 2001a; Polley & Pickett, 2003), Singapore (Martin & Ho, 2009), New
Zealand (Zink & Boyes, 2006), and the United Kingdom (Kendall & Rodger, 2015).
While this chapter could have explored outcomes of outdoor education delivered by
private outdoor education companies or individual schools, a decision was made,
presented in Chapter 1, to examine outdoor residential schools as a result of choosing the
Future Maker program, which is a specific outdoor education program designed and
delivered by an outdoor residential school that provides educational experiences for state
government schooling.
Outdoor residential schools provide explicit curriculum delivery by trained teachers
where students attend in residence. Students at outdoor residential schools spend time
outdoors and possibly sleep under canvas for an extended period of time, as well as attend
classes at the residence where they eat and sleep away from home (Taff, Boyes, &
Maxted, 2004). The purpose of this chapter is to ascertain if outdoor residential schools
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have currency in delivering outcomes in outdoor education that are commensurate with
the five indicators of social capital, thus adding to the dialogue around the potential nexus
between outdoor education and social capital.
There is a resurgence amongst educational policymakers towards the importance of
outdoor residential schools and their link to increasing student attainment, improved
student relationships, student engagement, resilience, and educational outcomes in
mathematics, English, and science (Kendall & Rodger, 2015). Educational policies are
generally criticised by those parties not in power; therefore, educational policy is often
used as a political football for point scoring and vote grabbing. One such government
policy can be found in Victoria. In 2015, the Victorian government and DET launched its
educational agenda and policy for the next 4 years, known as the Education State (DET,
2015a). To transform education in Victoria, the government developed four main themes
of Learning for Life; Happy, Healthy and Resilient Kids; Breaking the Link; and Pride
and Confidence in our Schools. The themes Learning for Life and Happy, Healthy and
Resilient Kids are themes and outcomes of outdoor education that are commensurate with
outdoor residential schools. There is acceptance at the highest levels of education that
outdoor residential schools are valuable. Many politicians, doctors, scientists, educators,
amongst others, have attended some form of outdoor residential school along their
educational journey (Kendall & Rodger, 2015). Education professionals such as Sir Tim
Brighouse, who was a former commissioner in the United Kingdom, suggest that people
in places of influence can and do ensure students and young people have access to
outdoor residential schools, even though there is sometimes a lack of robust evidence
about effective outcomes. Brighouse (cited in Kendall & Rodger, 2015) claimed,
In the past I have even resorted to all sorts of tactics and strategies which wouldn’t
have borne close scrutiny as from time to time I have sought to defend the very
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existence of residential centres in the face of public spending reviews, first in
Oxfordshire and then in Birmingham when I was Education Officer in those places
in the late ’70s and early 2000s. So you can imagine my delight when the Paul
Hamlyn Foundation decided to set up and give considerable funds over five years
to Learning Away. (p. 2)

According to Christie, Higgins, and McLaughlin (2014), people of influence, like
Sir Tim Brighouse, promote outdoor residential schools because they inherently
understand their value even though there has been little research on outdoor residential
schools to substantiate their opinions. People of influence partially understand the value
of outdoor education as they generally have a lived experienced of outdoor education at
outdoor residential schools, and they internally know that students ought to have the right
to access such educational experiences.
Of recent times, there have been substantial research reports published and
significant discussions conducted on the value of outdoor residential schools, which
deserve to be more widely circulated. Perhaps the largest research on outdoor residential
schools in recent history is the Learning Away project by the Paul Hamlyn Foundation
(Kendall & Rodger, 2015). This U.K. research collaborated with 60 schools over 5 years
from 2009 to 2014 to determine the educational impacts of outdoor residential schools.
Interestingly, the Learning Away research was preceded by smaller research projects on
the value of outdoor field studies in the United Kingdom by Rickinson et al. (2004) and
Dillon et al. (2006). Christie et al.’s (2014) paper, “Did You Enjoy Your Holiday? Can
Residential Outdoor Learning Benefit Mainstream Schooling?” is further evidence of
recent research exploring the impacts of residential outdoor schools. Christie and
colleagues applied a mixed methodology with over 800 students in Scotland, using
psychometric analysis, participant observation, and interviews to determine the
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educational relationship between residential outdoor learning and mainstream schooling.
Sir Tim Brighouse’s comment echoes Christie et al. assertion that while the government
invests significant time and resources in outdoor residential schools, there is limited highquality empirical research evaluating the learning outcomes of outdoor residential
schools. Arguing the need for further rigorous research, Christie and colleagues claimed
that it “would seem obvious that the justification for such widespread and significant
educational investment would be evidence based and satisfy all parties (the government,
education authorities, schools, families and providers) that the effort is educationally
worthwhile” (p. 2). Interestingly, the opposite seems to be true in that substantial outdoor
residential activity takes place throughout the United Kingdom and beyond, backed
mostly by educational intuition, anecdote, and case history rather than empirical research.
However, in the past 10 years, this sentiment has been changing with projects such as
Learning Away (Kendall & Rodger, 2015).
3.2 Learning Away
England, Wales, and Scotland have a long history in outdoor education going back
to the late Victorian era (Cree & McCree, 2012). Works by Cree and McCree (2012),
Ogilvie (2013), and Nicol (2002a, 2002b, 2013) show that the education system and
society as a whole in the United Kingdom have a long and proud history of taking
students outdoors for learning. Fast forward to the 21st century, and there have been some
pivotal turning points in the delivery of outdoor education in the United Kingdom. First,
in Scotland, there is the well-published introduction of Education Scotland’s Curriculum
for Excellence (Priestley & Humes, 2010). The Scottish Government turned curriculum
design on its head in Scotland by creating curriculum without content (Priestley &
Humes, 2010). Rather than emphasising subject content in the curriculum, it focused on
four outcomes: successful learners, confident learners, responsible citizens, and effective
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contributors (Scottish Executive, 2004). The curriculum developed as a result of this
policy-led initiative targeted student outcomes and allowed teachers to decide how they
would teach to achieve them. This change in curriculum can also be seen in Victoria,
Australia, from the introduction of the Curriculum and Standards Framework (VCAA,
2015) in the 1980s to the current design of the Victorian Curriculum F–10, where teachers
decide on the content to be delivered. This time of change in Scotland coincided with the
decline of Scottish outdoor residential schools (Davies, 2018). In Scotland between 1982
and 2018, 59 outdoor residential schools closed, with the majority occurring just prior to,
and after, Education Scotland’s Curriculum for Excellence was introduced (Davies,
2018). The reason for such a decline was that schools implementing the new Scottish
curriculum were to conduct outdoor education in their classrooms and within the school
boundary, or in the local community (Davies, 2018). After such upheaval and change,
Keith Brown, then Scottish Minister for Skills and Lifelong Learning in 2016, broadcast
an online public pledge to invest in outdoor residential schools (Brown, 2016). Part of the
outcry related to the opinion that teachers in Scottish schools found it difficult to replicate
and teach outdoor education as well as teach subjects like English and mathematics
(Davies, 2018). This admission from the Scottish Government was that an error had been
made and, because of its long history of outdoor residential schools, decided in 2016 to
re-invest in these schools so that all aspects of the Scottish curriculum could be taught and
offered to Scottish students (Davies, 2018). Furthermore, and during this time, the United
Kingdom saw the rapid rise of Forest schools (Cree & McCree, 2012; Maynard, 2007).
Forest Schools were borne of the need to deliver the curriculum at local schools. This
included planting trees in the school grounds to mimic the outdoors and, for those schools
fortunate enough to be adjacent to a forest, to access that forest during class time for
curriculum delivery. It became evident that most teachers did not have the training, skills,
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or confidence to deliver outdoor education in their schools or local forests (Davies, 2018).
As a consequence, there has been increased investment in outdoor education from the
United Kingdom Government (Davies, 2018), and with this has come seminal research to
back up the investment. Perhaps the most significant research to date is the project by the
Paul Hamlyn Foundation, Learning Away (Kendall & Rodger, 2015).
Learning Away aimed to support schools across the United Kingdom in
significantly enhancing young people’s learning, achievement, and wellbeing by using
innovative outdoor residential experiences as an integral part of the curriculum. The
initiative, which included funding support of £20 million over 5 years, was funded by the
Paul Hamlyn Foundation and ran from 2008 to 2015 (Kendall & Rodger, 2015). The
approach taken was different to previous approaches where schools would go to an
outdoor provider and participate in an outdoor adventure-based program. The Learning
Away approach had teachers develop the curriculum to be delivered outdoors. Teachers
then provided these educational experiences in the outdoors at the outdoor residential
schools and conducted assessment relevant to students’ educational context back at their
schools. In essence, the delivery of the outdoor residential program became an extension
of the day-to-day work in schools, unlike the ad hoc approach of schools visiting outdoor
providers of adventurous outdoor activities, arguably with little or no systematic
connection to students’ curriculum or context. This is an important distinction to
understand, as Chapter 4 details how Outdoor School flipped the process of designing
outdoor education curriculum to deliver a sequential curriculum-based outdoor education
program.
A total of 60 schools (primary, secondary, and special) were involved in delivering
Learning Away. Participating schools developed new models of outdoor residential
experiences, designed by teachers and students, and included a wide range of activities
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and venues. Outdoor residential experiences included camping on school sites, locally, or
at outdoor residential schools, co-constructed partnerships with outdoor providers, and
school exchanges in urban and rural environments (Kendall & Rodger, 2015). Learning
Away aimed to encourage schools, both those with existing outdoor residential programs
and those that had not yet committed significantly to outdoor residential learning, to
change their outdoor residential provision and highlight what could be achieved. Schools
that received funding needed to demonstrate that they were working towards a number of
guiding principles for developing an integrated approach to high-quality outdoor
residential learning, including that they integrated with the curriculum, were inclusive,
provided a range of experiences, were progressive, and involved staff and students in
delivery. Learning Away was developed as a mechanism to encourage schools to move
beyond the more traditional outdoor pursuits-based adventure education to embrace wider
learning outcomes linked to the school curriculum (Kendall & Rodger, 2015).
In 2012, the Paul Hamlyn Foundation commissioned York Consulting to evaluate
the effectiveness of Learning Away. The evaluation had two overarching aims. The first
was to test and evidence four key Learning Away propositions focused on the belief that
high-quality outdoor residential learning had a positive impact on academic achievement.
It also primarily wanted to establish if high-quality outdoor residential living could
transform students’ learning experiences and help to transform schools at a relatively low
cost. Second, it focused on ways to generate new insights and understanding about how
and why outdoor residential learning can and does achieve these outcomes (Kendall &
Rodger, 2015). The Learning Away research explored nine hypotheses related to a
number of key impact and process themes that the evaluation sought to test. Table 9
shows the core hypothesis, a short description, and the findings.
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Table 9
Learning Away Hypothesis, Descriptions, and Findings
Hypothesis

Description

Findings

Relationships

Residentials can foster deeper
student–teacher and student–student
relationships that can be sustained
back at school.

79% of students said they knew
their teachers better as a result of
the residentials. 85% of students
said they got on better with other
students in class after the
residential.

Resilience, selfconfidence, and
wellbeing

Residentials can significantly
improve students’ resilience, selfconfidence, and sense of wellbeing.

78% of primary and 87% of
secondary students felt more
confident to try new things as a
result of the residential.

Engagement with
learning

Residentials can significantly
improve students’ engagement with
their learning, leading to improved
school attendance and behaviour.

79% of secondary students
indicated that the residential had
made them realise that what they
learned at school was important.

Achievement

Residentials can boost attainment in
SATs and GCSE/National 4 and 5
qualifications in the core subjects of
English, mathematics, and science.

61% of students who attended
specific residentials achieved
higher than predicted grade scores
compared to 21% who did not
attend.

Knowledge, skills,
and understanding

Residentials can significantly
improve student knowledge,
understanding, and skills in a wide
range of curriculum areas at the
primary and secondary phase.

In the long-term follow-up
surveys, 82% of pupils said their
teachers and lessons during the
residentials helped them to learn.

Cohesion

Residentials can significantly boost
cohesion, interpersonal
relationships, and a sense of
belonging across
schools/communities.

82% of secondary students said
that their residential experience
helped them realise they could get
on with other students from other
classes and schools.

Leadership, codesign, and
facilitation

Residentials can offer rich
opportunities for student leadership,
co-design, and facilitation of
learning that can be extended and
sustained back in school.

Prior to the residentials, only 40%
of secondary students felt they
could be a role model to others;
after the residentials, this figure
rose to 65%.

Transition

Residentials can significantly
improve students’ transition
experiences.

Post residential, 67% of primary
students said they found it easier
to make new friends.

Pedagogical skills

Residentials can enable teachers in
primary and secondary schools to
widen and develop their pedagogical
skills in ways that support learner
engagement and attainment.

78% of staff involved in Learning
Away had a “significant” and
“transformative” impact on their
understanding of their students’
strengths and weaknesses.

Note. Adapted from Kendall & Rodger, 2015.
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The Learning Away research employed a mixed-methods approach, which included
student, staff, and parent surveys, pre- and post-surveys, and a follow-up survey some 6
months after the outdoor residential experience. Focus groups were undertaken with
students and Learning Away advisers, and quantitative data were collected from each
school looking at academic attainment, behaviour, and attendance. A total of 11,461
student surveys were completed from 60 schools, 718 parent surveys and 285 staff
surveys were completed, 63 focus groups involving 398 students from 27 schools were
completed, and 40 staff focus groups were completed involving staff from 37 schools
(Kendall & Rodger, 2015). The key findings of the research are unprecedented in the field
of outdoor education and outdoor residential learning.
Some of the most significant impacts of the Learning Away research that can be
mapped to the five social capital indicators (communication, relationships, group
processing, networking, and leadership) include relationships, community, and leadership.
One area of the results that stood out in the Learning Away research were the student
outcomes in social skills and the skill to form relationships.
The Learning Away data suggest that “71% of students felt they got on better with
their peers as a result of [outdoor] residentials” (Paul Hamlyn Foundation, 2015, p. 1).
This improvement included an increase in positive formation of new peer relationships;
for example, students becoming friends with peers in their school cohort who they had
never been friends with. The research also showed a significant increase in the
development of more trusting and respectful relationships. This is highly significant as
trust is one of the key ingredients in improving social capital (Coleman, 1988; Putnam,
1995; P. A. Wilson, 1997). Another outcome from the Learning Away research that
resonates with the five social capital indicators includes the development of community.
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Outdoor residential schools provided the opportunity and experience for students to
live with each other in small communities. In these experiences, students had to focus on
teamwork to overcome common challenges, such as pitching a tent, and overcoming
adversity, like wet weather. These activities increased student outcomes in engagement,
teamwork, and problem-solving, areas that are very similar to positive social capital
indicators. As one of the students pointed out in the semistructured interviews,
Most of the things you had to work together, like the tents, the cooking, the den
building or making fires. You had to do it with at least one other person. You might
be partnered with someone you didn’t get on with at school, but with camping it
was either get the thing done or not, so you have to deal with it. (Paul Hamlyn
Foundation, 2015, p. 3)

Interestingly, the Learning Away evaluation stated that students’ sense of
community was greatly improved as a result of the outdoor residential school programs.
The researched showed that students were less judgemental of other students and became
more collaborative. Furthermore, the research showed that students improved all aspects
of leadership from their exposure to outdoor residential schools. These included improved
confidence when given the opportunity to lead and being a role model, and improved
organisational and presentation skills. The clear development of leadership, community,
and relationships as a result of students participating in outdoor residential programs
indicates that outdoor residential schools have outcomes that can be mapped to the five
indicators of social capital.
While research findings this powerful should not be ignored, it would be remiss not
to examine some limitations of the Learning Away research. One of the issues that the
Learning Away research did not address were the differences between those teachers
experienced in delivering outdoor education and those who were not. The Learning Away

79

process had teachers from schools develop outdoor education learning for their students
that was then delivered in a variety of venues including outdoor residential school
settings. The issue here is while there may have been carefully constructed professional
development for teachers, there would be philosophical, academic, and personal
differences in the designed learning experiences and teachers’ pedagogical approaches
when teaching outdoor education. Such differences would no doubt have had an effect on
student outcomes (Thomas, 2018).
The Learning Away research required a large investment by a philanthropic
organisation. There is no comment by or commitment from the Paul Hamlyn Foundation
or the U.K. government as to how the Learning Away will continue into the future. It is
one matter to promote and scale up educational outcomes, but it is another to embed the
process for a sustainable future in schooling. From all accounts, this has not occurred.
Another action that did not arise from the Learning Away research, looking at student
outcomes, includes examination and presentation of data on the differences between
female and male students. It is puzzling as to why this did not occur. There were plenty of
research participants and opportunity in the questionnaires and interviews to look at
potential differences in student outcomes as a result of the Learning Away curriculum.
Adding to these criticisms of the Learning Away research, Loynes (2015) pointed
out three areas that could have made the research findings stronger. First, he reported that
many schools described difficulties negotiating appropriate programs with outdoor
education staff from outdoor residential schools, as the outdoor education staff were seen
to be out of touch with curriculum and modern teaching methods. Conversely, staff from
outdoor residential schools reported difficulties in making school-based teachers
understand how the outdoors could support their curriculum. These differences and
disagreements would have greatly slowed the process of working together to produce
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high-quality student outcomes. Second, Loynes mentioned that while there was
eventually some synergy and understanding with regard to outdoor pedagogical
approaches, no research data were gathered to ascertain if the classroom teachers had
continued to employ the pedagogical approaches they had learned back in their
classrooms and after completion of the Learning Away research. Third, Loynes related to
the lack of preparation in initial teacher education for learning outside the classroom, and
this was seen as a significant barrier to introducing outdoor programs to teachers who
reported being marginalised by the curriculum content. This lack of teacher preparedness
would have affected the results to some degree.
While there is some criticism levelled at the Learning Away research, the research
findings published are significant and should not be ignored by stakeholders, education
systems, and governments in general. The Learning Away research produced credible
evidence of the significant benefits to students’ education as a result of attending outdoor
residential schools. David Hopkins, cited in the research (Paul Hamlyn Foundation, 2015)
summarised this well:
Learning Away confirms, adds to and deepens the existing research base by its
specific focus on the residential experience. Most important is its articulation of a
“theory of change” that explains how learning is enhanced through the residential
experience. This proposition makes it abundantly clear that in education,
residentials are, almost without exception, the gift that keeps on giving. (p. 16)

The Learning Away research report contains 34 recommendations. Many of these
relate to the personal and social skills developed by students as the direct result of outdoor
residential experiences. While the Learning Away research outcomes were not framed
using a social capital framework, it is impossible not to see the link between the outcomes
from Learning Away and the development of the social capital indicators of
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communication, relationships, group processing, networking, and leadership. Bringing the
discussion back to Australia, the following section of this chapter looks at research
conducted in Victoria by ROSA.
3.3 Residential Outdoor Schools Association
The DET Victoria has several schools categorised as outdoor residential schools.
DET provides recurrent funding for seven outdoor residential campuses to deliver outdoor
learning programs at outdoor residential schools using the Victorian Curriculum F–10 to
achieve student outcomes. These schools form ROSA.12 Like their U.K. counterparts,
ROSA schools have commissioned and undertaken several research agendas and projects
over the last 45 years. This section examines closely the history of ROSA schools in
Victoria and existing research into their operations, and then examines their research
report (ROSA, 2014a) on the stated educational outcomes of the ROSA campuses. It
concludes with commentary regarding the outcomes of ROSA schools and the
appropriateness of using an outdoor program from a ROSA campus, the Future Maker, in
determining the effect size of an outdoor education program on social capital indicators.
Chapter 4 then explores the Future Maker program in more detail where connections to
the Future Maker curriculum and the five social capital indicators being researched
display symmetry.
ROSA is a Victoria-based schools network formed in 2001 with the partnership of
three DET schools: Outdoor School (formally known as Bogong Outdoor Education
Centre and formerly as Bogong School Camp), Rubicon Outdoor Centre, and Somers
School Camp (McMurturie, 2010). Somers School Camp has been operating since 1961,
Outdoor School has been operating since 1971, and Rubicon Outdoor Centre has been

12

ROSA is not an association in the legal sense; it is a network of schools that deliver outdoor education. It was a name
coined by the principals of a group of schools in the DET that deliver curriculum outdoors from a residential school
(McMurtrie, 2010).
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operating since 1978. All three schools today have grown in size since their humble
beginnings. In 2010, the Department of Education and Early Childhood Development
(DEECD) increased ROSA’s capacity by adding a second campus to each school. In
2010, Outdoor School comprised the Bogong and 15 Mile Creek campuses, Rubicon
Outdoor Centre comprised the Thornton and Nayook campuses, and Somers School
Camp comprised the Somers and Woorabinda campuses. This immediately increased the
capacity in 2010 to 13,000 students attending each year, with a total of around 100,000
student days per annum (ROSA, 2014b).13
ROSA schools are staffed by qualified and experienced teachers who deliver a
curriculum embedded in the Victorian Curriculum F–10 (ROSA, 2014a). ROSA schools
are registered under the Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority and as such
are accountable to the DET by striving to achieve improved student learning, enhance
student engagement, and increase student wellbeing. As all ROSA schools are
government schools, they must evaluate progress towards improvement goals and targets
via an internal school self-evaluation and external review. They must also plan for
improvement via a 4-year school strategic plan and report on student progress on core
school performance indicators and other achievements in its annual report to the school
community (McMurtrie, 2010).
This accountability has led ROSA to commission three research reports over their
journey. Two of these reports were commissioned by Outdoor School. For the first, in
1999, Outdoor School commissioned the National Outdoor Education and Leadership
Services to conduct a research project, Outcomes and Processes of Outdoor Education: A
Research Review of the Bogong Outdoor Education Centre (National Outdoor Education

13

In 2017, Blackwood Outdoor Special School was also added to the ROSA network. Blackwood Outdoor
Special School is not used in the data for this section as ROSA’s (2014) research was conducted prior to
them joining.
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and Leadership Services & Outdoor School, 1999). The second was conducted by then
principal Stephen McMurtrie (2010) titled Educating for Sustainability in Residential
Outdoor Schools. The third report was commissioned by the ROSA Executive14 in 2014. I
examine this work in depth in the next section.
3.3.1 ROSA research

During 2013, the ROSA Executive, made up of the principals from the ROSA
schools and a principal liaison officer,15 commissioned research to examine what ROSA
teachers thought were the student outcomes as a result of attendance at their outdoor
residential schools. Similar studies into teacher perceptions of student outcomes have
been conducted in Victoria in 2001 (Lugg & Martin, 2001), South Australia in 2002
(Polley & Pickett, 2003), New Zealand in 2006 (Zink & Boyes, 2006), and Singapore in
2009 (Martin & Ho, 2009). Given several similar research projects had reported teacher
opinions on learning in outdoor residential schools, the ROSA Executive wanted to
complement that body of work and establish a benchmark in 2014 as to where ROSA
stood with regard to a network of outdoor residential schools that deliver outdoor
education.
The ROSA Executive commissioned the research, which was conducted by Peter
Martin. Martin was contracted as he had published similar research into learning
outcomes (Lugg & Martin, 2001; Martin & Ho, 2009). The ROSA Executive was keen to
use a comparative approach to the research. The research employed a mixed methodology
and involved teacher questionnaires and interviews. The data used to construct Table 10

14

The ROSA Executive is made up of the principals from Rubicon Outdoor Centre, Somers School Camp,
Outdoor School, and Blackwood Outdoor Special School. I am a member of the ROSA Executive.
15

The principal liaison officer is employed by the ROSA Executive to work across the schools and to set up
meetings with the DET and other relevant stakeholders. The ROSA schools pay for this role from their own
school budgets.
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and Figures 3, 4, and 5 were derived from the questionnaires completed by teachers either
before or during the interviews. According to the ROSA (2014a) report, the line charts
yielded useful data on how teachers rated the importance of differing outcomes of outdoor
education. The range of outdoor education outcomes was originally derived from a review
of related literature (Lugg & Martin, 2001) and evolved with subsequent use. The
interviews with the ROSA teachers consisted of the following questions (ROSA, 2014a):
a.

What do teachers think are the student learning outcomes currently sought
by ROSA schools across the programs offered?

b.

Do outcomes differ between schools and for different year levels?

c.

What learning processes do teachers believe are linked to the outcomes
reported?

d.

Is there clarity/consistency among staff members concerning these outcomes
and how they are gained?

e.

What evidence is used to determine if these outcomes are achieved?

f.

What exists to demonstrate the extent of achievement and how is this
reported? (p. 3)

ROSA schools are special purpose16 schools that focus on teaching students,
employing an appropriate pedagogy that delivers a rigorous curriculum (McMurtrie,
2010). The ROSA research has an underpinning assumption that ROSA teachers are
experts in their field and therefore an information-rich data source for understanding the
learning outcomes available to students through the delivery of outdoor education.
Teaching expertise is difficult to qualify (Traianou, 2006), but there is much to support

16

The DET in Victoria registers schools under several categories. ROSA schools, being residential outdoor
schools are registered as “special purpose” schools as they were built and resourced for a special purpose,
that purpose being to deliver outdoor education.
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the assumption that ROSA teachers are well qualified and suited to the roles they fulfil.
Table 10 summarises the experience and backgrounds of the staff members who
contributed to the research. Data from 52 teachers, with an average of 20 years’ teaching
experience and 10 years at ROSA campuses, provide a substantial educational opinion on
which to base comment on educational outcomes. Somers teachers had been teaching for
longer than those on other campuses.
Table 10
ROSA Staff Expertise
Campus

Number of Staff Who
Participated in the
Research

Average Years’
Teaching Experience

Average Years
Teaching at ROSA

15 Mile Creek

8 (6M, 2F)

18.0

3.3*

Bogong

10 (6M, 4F)

16.6

8.4

Nayook

4 (3M, 1F)

17.8

3.3*

Rubicon

8 (6M, 2F)

19.0

14.7

Somers

14 (7M, 7F)

28.6

16.5

Woorabinda

8 (5M, 3F)

11.75

3.4*

52 (34M, 19F)

20.0

9.6

Total

* Woorabinda, Nayook, and 15 Mile Creek campuses joined ROSA in 2010. M refers to male; F
refers to female.

On average, Woorabinda’s teachers had the least experience. The three ROSA
campuses joining in 2010 skews these data, but it remains strong evidence for the expert
knowledge base in the ROSA network. The data from the ROSA (2014a) research were
gained from these highly experienced educators. The expertise described here adds
considerably to the trustworthiness of the data presented.
Data were collected on what these educators reported students learned at ROSA
schools. Obviously, this may or may not be what students actually learned, as no data
were collected from students. As can be seen in Figure 3, it quickly became evident from
the data that there were significant similarities across each outdoor residential school and
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between campuses. However, there were also substantial differences. Figure 3 provides
an averaged indication of teachers’ beliefs on the learning outcomes gained by students
from ROSA programs. Teachers were asked to indicate the level of importance of outdoor
learning outcomes on a four-point Likert scale, a rating of 1 being not very important to 4
being very important. Of the 15 outcomes, 10 were rated above 3 of 4, or at least quite
important to very important.
Learning Outcome

Weighted importance
out of 4

Rank Order

Build social relationships

3.8

1

Environmental appreciation

3.76

2

Develop group cooperation

3.65

3

Increased self-responsibility

3.6

4

Improved self-esteem

3.55

5

Education for sustainability

3.5

6

Enhance critical thinking

3.38

7

Alternative to classroom

3.3

8

Improve student relations

3.27

9

Knowledge of environments

3.22

10

Extend into range of disciplines

2.83

11

Improve safety knowledge

2.75

12

Develop leadership

2.68

13

Outdoor recreation skills

2.5

14

Improve fitness

2.24

15

Average
Range

3.21
1.42

Colour coded to distinguish between:
environmental learning, personal development, group development, recreation related, links to
other schooling
Figure 3. Overall teacher opinions of learning from ROSA schools (ROSA, 2014a, p. 5).

The data reported in Figure 3 respond to the question: Indicate the level of
importance of different learning outcomes you think should be developed through outdoor
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education at your campus. It therefore provides an insight into the like-mindedness of
ROSA teachers’ opinions on the foci of outdoor education in their workplace.
In reporting the data, the ROSA Executive chose to first describe the learning
outcomes teachers reported as a whole for all ROSA schools. (If you would like to read
and drill down into what teachers from each of the six ROSA campuses felt students
learned at their campus, please refer to Appendix C.)
Overall, the teachers who responded to this research considered that building social
relationships was the most important learning outcome to be developed through outdoor
education at ROSA schools. This particular result adds to the assertion from Beames and
Atencio (2008) that there is a potential nexus between outdoor education and the
development of social capital. Furthermore, it complements Martin and Ho’s (2009)
research findings from outdoor education teachers in Singapore that “the future role of
outdoor education in Singapore will most probably continue to be linked to ongoing and
emerging social and cultural imperatives such as harmony . . . and environmental
consequences of climate change” (p. 79). The data in Figure 3 also reinforce the theory
that there is a nexus between outdoor education outcomes and indicators of social capital.
The results from the ROSA (2014a) research add further to the narrative around the
nexus between outdoor education and social capital, and contribute to the purpose of this
research and the research questions. After looking at teacher experience, the ROSA report
categorises the outdoor education outcomes into what are referred to as five learning
domains, with each learning domain having three outdoor education outcomes attached
(Figure 4). The five learning domains are colour coded to help identify the learning
domains.
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Outdoor Learning Domain

Outdoor Education Outcomes

Environmental Learning

Environmental appreciation
Education for sustainability
Knowledge of environments

Personal Development

Increased self-responsibility
Improved self-esteem
Develop leadership

Group Development

Build social relationships
Develop group cooperation
Improve staff-student relationships

Recreation Related

Improve fitness
Outdoor recreation skills
Improve safety knowledge

Links to Other Schooling

Enhance critical thinking
Alternative classroom
Extend into range of disciplines

Figure 4. Adapted from ROSA 2014 outdoor education outcomes (ROSA, 2014a).

Noticeable in Figure 4 is that the ROSA schools included the learning domains of
personal development and group development. It is possible to recognise the link between
these two learning domains and the social capital indicators described in Chapter 2. In
fact, the two learning domains tested in the ROSA research cover the five social capital
indicators used for this research. The ROSA research looked at four of the social capital
outcomes: communication (build social relationships), relationships (improve student and
staff relationships), group processing (develop group cooperation), and leadership
(leadership).
With regard to the methodology of my research, and with the knowledge that ROSA
outdoor education programs focus on personal and social outcomes, the results here add
credibility to the decision to utilise the data from the Future Maker program—an outdoor
education program delivered by a ROSA school. Placing further light on the current
ROSA schools’ outcomes, it is worth looking at other research from outdoor residential
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schools around the world to establish if there is a pattern of residential outdoor schools
delivering on personal and social outcomes of outdoor education.
3.3.2 Comparison with similar studies

Several similar studies have reported teacher opinion on outdoor education
outcomes from within Australia and internationally (Kendall & Roger, 2015; Lugg &
Martin, 2001; Martin & Ho, 2009; Polley & Pickett, 2003; Zink & Boyes, 2006). It is
worth exploring these studies to determine if there are other outdoor residential schools
within Australia or internationally that consider building social relationships as their
primary focus in delivering outdoor education outcomes. Figure 5 compares the rank
order of learning outcomes from ROSA campuses as a whole to wider views from
teachers in Victoria (Lugg & Martin, 2001), South Australia (Polley & Pickett, 2003),
New Zealand (Zink & Boyes, 2006), and Singapore (Martin & Ho, 2009).
Figure 5 shows differences between the countries of New Zealand and Singapore
and the States of South Australia and Victoria within Australia. Furthermore, it is clear
from Figure 5 that ROSA schools in 2014 focused strongly on social relationships, with
four of their top five outcomes in the personal and social learning domains.
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Rank

Victoria

South Australia

New Zealand

Singapore

ROSA

(Lugg & Martin,
2001)
Sec. n=114

(Polley &
Pickett, 2003)
Sec. n=138

(Martin & Ho,
2009)
Prim + Sec n=
92
Resilience

(ROSA, 2014)

1

Develop group
co-operation

Increased selfresponsibility

(Zink & Boyes,
2006)
Prim + Sec
n=191
Develop group
co-operation

2

Improve self
esteem

Improve staff
student relations

Improve self
esteem

Develop group
co-operation

Environmental
appreciation

3

Increased selfresponsibility

Improve self
esteem

Consideration
for others

Increased selfresponsibility

Develop group
co-operation

4

Environmental
appreciation

Build social
relationships

Improve safety
knowledge

Increased selfresponsibility

5

Build social
relationships

Leadership

Increased selfresponsibility

Social
communication
skills
Improve self
esteem

6

Leadership

Develop group
co-operation

Enhance critical
thinking

Education for
sustainability

7

Knowledge of
environments

Learn new skills

Social and
communication
skills
Problem solving

Alternative to
classroom

Enhance critical
thinking

8

Human nature
relationships

Group
communication

Leadership

Leadership

Alternative to
classroom

9

Survival skills

Environmental
appreciation

Environmental
knowledge &
appreciation

Human nature
relationships

Improve staff
student relations

Prim + Sec
n=53
Build social
relationships

Improve self
esteem
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Rank

Victoria

South Australia

New Zealand

Singapore

ROSA

(Lugg & Martin,
2001)
Sec. n=114

(Polley &
Pickett, 2003)
Sec. n=138
Environmental
knowledge
Improve fitness

Improve fitness

Environmental
action

Outdoor
recreation /
leisure skills
Enhance critical
thinking

(Martin & Ho,
2009)
Prim + Sec n=
92
Environmental
appreciation
Knowledge of
environments

(ROSA, 2014)

Outdoor
recreation skills
Environmental
action

(Zink & Boyes,
2006)
Prim + Sec
n=191
Survival skills

Academic
improvement

Environmental
action

Survival skills

Develop
leadership

14

Improve fitness

Improve fitness

Outdoor
recreation skills

15

Cultural ethnic
understanding.

Outdoor
recreation skills

Improve fitness

10
11

12
13

Alternative to
classroom

Prim + Sec
n=53
Knowledge of
environments
Extend into
range of
disciplines
Improve safety
knowledge

Figure 5. A comparison of learning outcomes in selected outdoor education research (ROSA, 2014a, p. 11-12).
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Although other studies had developed group cooperation in their top three
outcomes, one of the five social capital indicators for this research, no study other than
the ROSA (2014a) research had building social relationships in their top three outcomes.
Furthermore, Figure 5, via the colour coding of the learning domains, shows that
Singapore, New Zealand, South Australia, and Victoria have personal and social learning
domains (outdoor education outcomes) at the fore of outdoor education learning
outcomes. While there are other noticeable areas to discuss from the data in Figure 5,
including the outcome of environmental appreciation, the fact is that the studies from the
different countries suggest a focus on personal and social learning areas.
What can we infer from Figure 5? I argue that there is clear evidence that outdoor
residential schools in the United Kingdom, Singapore, New Zealand, and Australia have
personal and social outcomes of outdoor education at their core. Thus, the decision to use
an outdoor education program, the Future Maker, for my research from a ROSA school is
justified and appropriate, as research shows outdoor residential schools are more than
likely to have programs that focus inherently and historically on personal and social
capabilities. While building social relationships is the core outcome of outdoor residential
schools, building social relationships has not always been the focus of outdoor education
outcomes (Brookes, 1993, 2003; Nicol, 2002a; Payne, 2002; Wattchow & Brown, 2011).
Furthermore, while personal traits and character building have historically been the overt
and underlying philosophical foundations of outdoor education (Nicol, 2002a, 2002b;
Brookes, 2003), there has, since the early 1990s , been a quiet revolution in thought
regarding alternative ontological opinions of outdoor education with regard to its
foundations, purposes, and practices. Researchers such as Brookes (1993, 2003) have
written about shallow and deep outdoor education, including several works on outdoor
education as curriculum. Martin (1998) wrote about the human–nature relationship
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outcomes of outdoor education well before the published work of Louv (2008) regarding
nature-deficit disorder. While the discussion around human–nature relationships in
outdoor education was being published, there was a distinct change in mainstream
thought in outdoor education regarding sustainable futures and environmental
capabilities. Researchers have strongly advocated for environmentally sustainable
outcomes in the teachings of outdoor education (Cooper, 1997; Martin & Ho, 2009;
McMurtrie, 2010).
Furthermore, and adding to the growing professionalism of outdoor education, there
have been strong debates around the notion of place in outdoor education (Beames &
Ross, 2010; Payne & Wattchow, 2008). Studies such as Beames and Brown (2016),
Thomas (2015, 2018), and Wattchow and Brown (2011) have clearly advocated that
outdoor education has value in its distinctive pedagogical approach to learning activities
and the settings where they take place. Notwithstanding these debates and advances in
outdoor education, it remains evident, as a result of much research (Hattie et al., 1997;
Kendall & Rodger, 2015; Lugg & Martin, 2001; Martin & Ho, 2009; Neill, 2008; Polley
& Pickett, 2003; Zink & Boyes, 2006), that the major focus on outcomes of outdoor
education, according to teachers, relate to personal and social domains. When the word
personal is used in outdoor education, and for this research, it does not refer to those
character-building traits that Brookes (2003) discussed and criticised. Rather, it refers to
the personal capabilities of self-awareness and self-management as written in the
Victorian Curriculum F–10 (VCAA, 2015).
While this is a brief discussion of some of the different ontological arguments about
outdoor education’s existence and purpose, a broad reading of the research indicates that
the development of students’ social capabilities continues to be the most widely accepted
outcome of outdoor education. This is not to say that human–nature relationships,
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environmental sustainability, and the value of understanding your local area are not
important; they clearly are, as evidenced by the green-marked rankings of environmental
related outcomes in Figure 5. The ROSA (2014a) report indicates that it looked at teacher
opinions on student outcomes only so that they could cross-check their results with other
similar methodologically constructed research. While this is feasible research and
provides valuable insights, it does raise questions around the relevance of the results
when student outcomes are the focus of the research. Furthermore, it is also worth noting
that a strength of ROSA schools is their use of the Victorian Curriculum F–10. Teachers
in the ROSA (2014a) study indicated a shift away from the more traditional adventure
activity focus towards a more evidence-based outdoor learning delivery model. This shift
in mindset has allowed ROSA schools to develop programs based on curriculum from the
ground up and not from an adventure activity base. Chapter 4 looks at how the Outdoor
School flipped the process on outdoor education program design.
It can be inferred from the Learning Away research findings (Kendall & Rodger,
2015; Hamlyn, 2015) and ROSA’s (2014a) research report that outdoor residential
schools seek to improve many of the areas outlined in targets set in Victoria’s Education
State agenda (DET, 2015). The Learning Away project in the United Kingdom showed
that outdoor residential schools improved students’ educational results in mathematics,
English, and science. Furthermore, the research showed that outdoor residential schools
improved resilience, school engagement relationships, pride, and confidence in schooling.
Considering this, it is worth noting that the ROSA schools are forging a link between
outdoor education practices and government policy via innovative curriculum that is
evidence based (ROSA, 2014a) and delivered by trained teachers. Looking at this, there
are distinct similarities in the structures of ROSA schools’ educational programs and the
Learning Away project. Both use stronger links to outdoor practices and government
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policy. Both use innovative curriculum that is evidence based, and importantly, both use
trained teachers.
Given the content of Victoria’s Education State (DET, 2015), there is a clear link
between what the Victorian government is delivering in mainstream schools and the
educational outcomes of outdoor residential schools in Victoria. Furthermore, ROSA
schools deliver outdoor education outcomes that are commensurate with the personal and
social capabilities of the Victorian Curriculum F–10 (VCAA, 2015). The outcomes in
personal and social capabilities (communication skills, relationship skills, networking
skills, and conflict resolution; VCAA, 2015) could be argued are outcomes that can be
wrapped in the five indicators of social capital. The evidence in Figure 3 suggests that
ROSA staff believed they delivered outdoor education that primarily focused on the
personal and social outcomes of group development, building social relationships,
developing group cooperation, and improving staff–student relationships. To drill a little
deeper and to look at an outdoor education program developed to deliver the social capital
indicators and the outcomes of outdoor education considered part of a social framework,
it is worth briefly introducing the Future Maker program that Outdoor School delivers.
Outdoor School is one of the ROSA schools and is a Victorian government outdoor
residential school that offers the Victorian Curriculum F–10 personal and social
capabilities. Outdoor School has developed a suite of outdoor residential programs for
Victorian government school students from Foundation to Year 10. These programs
include It’s Up to Me, Knowing Nature, Challenge and Grow, Winter Connect, and
Future Maker. The Future Maker curriculum and assessment has its roots in outdoor
education with a focus on social capital indicators for students who attend outdoor
residential schools. The importance of this discussion is twofold. The research into
Learning Away and ROSA (2014a) looked more broadly at outcomes. However, the
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results were not directly related to any one specific outdoor educational program. First,
while the Learning Away research specified what schools had to deliver to be considered
for their research (Kendall & Rodger, 2015), it did not concentrate on any one particular
program delivered at an outdoor residential school. Hence, there is a gap in the research
on specific outdoor education programs that explore aspects of curriculum and outcomes
in greater depth. Second, can researching a particular program delivered at an outdoor
residential school show a change in students’ social capital indicators in the realm of
personal and social capabilities? Furthermore, can these data be used to add to the
growing body of empirical evidence on the importance of outdoor residential schools to a
student’s educational attainment and more broadly the development of their
communities? This is the primary reason I focused so specifically on a particular
educational program in a specific educational context. Chapter 4 outlines how the Future
Maker program was developed and how it links outdoor education outcomes to social
capital indicators.
3.4 Chapter Summary
The fundamental aim of this research was to explore and investigate the potential
link between practices of outdoor education and the development of social capital, as
suggested by the theoretical nexus between outdoor education and social capital. I
introduced in Chapter 1 the idea of a potential nexus between outdoor education and
social capital that requires further exploration. In Chapter 2, I explored the literature
around outdoor education outcomes and social capital indicators. I reported on a
systematic review, concluding that while there was little evidence of research conducted
on the link between outdoor education and social capital, there was a gap in research that
warranted investigation. In Chapter 3, I looked specifically at the educational outcomes of
outdoor residential schools in the United Kingdom (Kendall & Rodger, 2015), Victoria
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(Lugg & Martin, 2001), South Australia (Polley & Pickett, 2003), New Zealand (Zink &
Boyes, 2006), Singapore (Martin & Ho, 2009), and ROSA schools in Victoria (ROSA,
2014a). I also reported on the research into the ROSA schools (2014a), determining that
ROSA schools focus on personal and social outcomes in their educational delivery. This
insight supports claims made by Pike and Beames (2013), Beames and Atencio (2008),
and Stoddart (2004) that outdoor education could be considered in a social framework as
it has the potential to affect social capital indicators. I also revealed that personal and
social outcomes of outdoor education were strong in the United Kingdom via the
Learning Away research findings. In conjunction with the timeframe of this research, the
Future Maker program was developed at Outdoor School.
In Chapter 4, I explore the development of the Future Maker program and place in
context why the Future Maker program was chosen as the outdoor education program for
this research to provide the LEQ data and student and teacher voices.
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Chapter 4
4.1 Future Maker: Flipping the Process
The purpose of this chapter is to detail the development of the Future Maker
program delivered by Outdoor School. This provides crucial contextual detail about this
research. Lugg (2004) comments in her paper, titled Outdoor Adventure in Australian
Outdoor Education: Is It A Case of Roast for Christmas Dinner?, that humans are
creatures of habit. She deploys the interesting analogy of Australians continuing to
indulge in a traditional roasted dinner during the hot summer days of Christmas in the
Southern Hemisphere. Of course, Lugg’s article is a metaphor for a parallel problem in
the field of outdoor education. Lugg (2004) had similar questions for the practice of
outdoor education. For example, she asks, “Why do we structure many of our programs
around activities? . . . Why are most of our programs shaped around particular adventure
activities, rather than other activities?” (p. 4).
We know from the ROSA (2014a) research that staff in ROSA schools had over 20
years of teaching experience. The teachers at Outdoor School used this expertise to
embark on a curriculum journey where they flipped from the usual “Christmas dinner”
menu of outdoor activities offered in outdoor education to curriculum offered in
education. Adding to the curriculum discourse in outdoor education, Brookes (2004)
suggests outdoor education has not been justified in educational terms through any
curriculum framework, and this notion more or less continues to exist. Brookes explained,
“Outdoor education theory and research has failed to properly consider the grounds on
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which outdoor education could be justified educationally” (p. 22). When subjects like
outdoor education fail to link the teaching with the stated aims of the educational
experience, there is a potential rhetoric–reality gap. The persistence of this rhetoric–
reality gap is perhaps a major reason for outdoor education not being a subject in its own
right in the Victorian Curriculum F–10. Instead, outdoor education is subsumed in the
Health and Physical Education curriculum (VCAA, 2015). Payne (2002) agreed with this
rhetoric–reality gap in his article that examines the construction, deconstruction, and
reconstruction of critical outdoor education. Payne (2002) claimed that outdoor adventure
activities that are the core of outdoor education have not received due critique in relation
to their appropriateness for environmental and socially critical education, and this lack of
critique has led to the apparent rhetoric–reality gap in outdoor education programs.
Teachers at Outdoor School commenced the journey of outdoor education
curriculum design in late 2011. They attended four curriculum development days over a
12-month period. During these curriculum development days, they watched a keynote
delivered by Sir John Jones (2011) at the Scottish Education Conference. Afterwards,
teachers were asked to consider and answer, “Who are we?”, “Why do we live and work
the way we do?”, and “What might we become?” These questions started a conversation
around a critique of the workplace which included discussions on who agreed with the
direction and educational delivery at Outdoor School. This was followed by questions that
might be asked by a high-performing learning community. While these questions seem
modest, they were difficult to answer, as different staff would answer in different ways,
creating a potential mismatch of ideas. Questions included, “What is it we want all
students to know?”, “How will we know what each student has learned?”, “What will we
do when students don’t get our learning?”, and “What will we do when students get our
learning?”. Performing this process was intentional, as, according to Collins (2009),
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establishing the “…right people in the right seats, and the wrong people off the bus” (p.
41), allows you to then figure out what you need to do to arrive at “…somewhere great”
(p. 41).While it was difficult to have every teacher on the same page and on the Future
maker bus, careful facilitation, gathering, and synthesis of ideas led to common
agreement and direction. It is widely understood (Collins, 2009; Fullan, 2008) that if you
want to establish and embed change in any organisation, you need to get the right people
doing the work.
The purpose of this deliberate approach was for the teachers at Outdoor School to
start with a clean slate. They were encouraged to forget the ways they had constructed
outdoor education programs over the past 20 years but not to forget their understanding of
education. The teachers were also encouraged to forget about the current school
educational programs, as it was obvious to all teachers through the DET (2012a) staff
opinion survey that student outcomes did not match the stated aims, and thus, staff
realised there was a rhetoric–reality gap (Payne, 2002) in the school’s core educational
purpose. While the School Strategic Plan (Outdoor School, 2011) said it was delivering
education for sustainability, what was actually happening in the classroom or the outdoors
was the traditional delivery of an adventure activity-based outdoor education program.
This means programs were designed and facilitated expertly through outdoor adventure
activities. For example, the school took students bushwalking on the Bogong High Plains,
skiing in winter at Falls Creek ski resort, paddling on Lake Guy, the King River, and
activities such as rock climbing, high ropes and flying fox. Students were assessed on
their ability to execute an outdoor adventure activity and their skill development. While
this is a worthy educational endeavour, the notion of do what you say and say what you
do was not being adhered to. For example, the stated aims of the programs published in
the Parent, Student and Staff Handbook (Outdoor School, 2010) included the areas of
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sustainability and immersion in nature. Neither of these aims were assessed or explicitly
taught, and here lay the problem, but also the foundation for critique and change—
flipping the process.
The staff at Outdoor School were asked to build outdoor educational programs from
the ground up with a curriculum framework, not from an outdoor adventure activity base.
This was completely new for all staff; it was the first time in their professional lives that
teachers at Outdoor School had been asked to start with a clean slate and construct an
outdoor education program using the principles of curriculum design rather than through
outdoor adventure activities. It was a cathartic experience.
4.2 Future Maker: Process for Design
The Future Maker program took three years to build. The process was underway in
earnest by 2012, and a good draft of the Future Maker program was ready at the start of
the 2014 school year. In 2013, a pilot was conducted with 21 students from Mount Beauty
Secondary School. This pilot helped shaped the current Future Maker program. A central
aim of the Future Maker was to provide educational experiences for school students that
promoted social outcomes. It is therefore important to explain and detail how the Future
Maker program curriculum was developed and the context in which it was delivered. For
the purpose of transparency, I was the principal of Outdoor School at that time and played
a significant role in the curriculum development process. The following account is
constructed from minutes of teachers’ meetings on curriculum development, the school’s
annual implementation plans, the school’s strategic plan, and teachers’ presentations and
files. Considering this approach, the remainder of this chapter is predominantly
descriptive in nature with some underlying critiques presented.
Teachers at Outdoor School have obtained a teaching degree from a university, and
each had outdoor education as a teaching method. In Victorian government schools,
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including Outdoor School, all teachers must have current teacher registration from the
Victorian Institute of Teaching. Teachers at Outdoor School have had formal training in
curriculum design as a result of their university degrees. They are trained in pedagogical
approaches, curriculum design, assessment, reporting and feedback. As part of flipping
the process, teachers at Outdoor School were subjected to new ways of thinking about
curriculum design in an outdoor education context. While teachers at Outdoor School
had 20 years’ experience in outdoor residential schools, they did not have explicit
experience outside of their teacher training in curriculum design as they had generally
developed outdoor education programs by starting with the traditional outdoor adventure
activities of outdoor education, rather than with a curriculum focus. At the end of the
professional learning in curriculum design, the teachers settled on the model of
curriculum design represented in Figure 6.

Figure 6. Curriculum design (Keeble, 2014, p. 7).
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This curriculum design model has the student—the learner—in the centre and is
widely known as student-centred curriculum. While acknowledging there are other
curriculum designs, including society centred, knowledge centred, or eclectic (L. O.
Wilson, 2005), the approach taken at Outdoor School was a direct result of the research
and publications from DET Victoria. The Framework for Improving Student Outcomes
(DET, 2019) can be found in Appendix D. The explicit narrative around having the
student at the centre was preordained in that all decisions on the curriculum design had to
have student learning as the focus. The curriculum design (Figure 6) was then used to
ensure all components of the new school curriculum were covered. This is important, for
without completely and thoroughly following the curriculum process, there was a chance
that the new programs would fall back into the old rhetoric–reality gap of previous
outdoor education programs.
Figure 6 outlines the curriculum design used to develop the Future Maker program.
For curriculum to be embedded into a school’s educational program, it must include the
five aspects: educative purpose, a recognised curriculum like the Victorian Curriculum F–
10, a dedicated pedagogical approach, assessment, and reporting. These five aspects of
curriculum design needed to be completed prior to delivery of the new outdoor education
programs at Outdoor School, with the underlying belief that these five aspects must be
developed in any curriculum design for the education delivery to be successful. To begin
with, teachers were divided into groups and each fortnight were handed tasks to complete.
Teachers would then spend the fortnight obtaining information in their pairs to research
and consider their allotted tasks. The teachers’ thinking was then conveyed to all staff for
discussion and decisions. To make this an ordered method, there had to be a logical stepby-step approach to ensure all aspects of the design were covered and executed.
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Stage 1 of the curriculum design established the educational purpose of the school’s
curriculum. This discussion was borne of Sir John Jones’ (2011) keynote. During a 2-day
curriculum retreat, teachers agreed to the following educational purpose: Develop futureready young people. This statement set the scene for the remainder of the development,
for if something was introduced, it had to show it could develop future-ready young
people. The educational purpose had student learning at the centre as its core belief,
which matched the philosophical standpoint on student-centred curriculum design.
Once the educational purpose had been established, the next logical step was to
decide what was going to be taught. Staff then spent the good part of 12 months looking
at the Victorian Curriculum F–10 documents and exploring areas that could be taught at
Outdoor School. There was no mention of outdoor adventure activities or geographical
positioning at this stage; staff were focused on what they needed to teach, and this process
was noted by all teachers at the time. They asked, “What do we want to teach from the
Victorian Curriculum F–10 that is generally not taught at Victorian Government
mainstream schools (non-outdoor residential schools) that we teach well at outdoor
residential schools?” At the end of a long year of work, six core curriculum areas and 16
strands were established. Table 11 outlines the Future Maker curriculum.
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Table 11
Curriculum Components of the Future Maker Program
Core Capabilities

Curriculum

Strand

1. Personal

Victorian Curriculum F-10

Self-awareness
Self-management

2. Social

Victorian Curriculum F-10

Social awareness
Social management

3. Critical and creative
thinking

Victorian Curriculum F-10

Questioning and possibilities
Reasoning and meta-cognition

4. Outdoor experience

Locally created curriculum

Skills
Wellbeing
Connection

5. Nature and culture

Victorian Curriculum F-10

Biological and earth sciences
Historical knowledge
Environmental change

6. Future thinking

Victorian Curriculum F-10

Understanding concepts
Decision-making and actions
Environmental change
Healthy and active
communities
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Once the six core curriculum areas and 16 strands were established, a sample
program was developed, debated and then finalised for a pilot program. An example of
the Future Maker program is presented below in Figure 7.
Day
Monday

Morning Lesson
Student Arrival
10am
Intake
Sustainability
Trail (Future
Maker)

Afternoon Lesson
Goal Setting
(Personal)
Orienteering
(Personal)

Pre-dinner
Quiet
Reflection

Night Lesson
Rogaine Preparation
(Critical Thinking)

Tuesday

Rogaine on the
High Plains
(Social)

Rogaine on the
High Plains
(Social)
Give- Back
(Future Maker)

Quiet
Reflection

Sustainable Living
Actions Introduction
(Future Makers)

Wednesday

Comfort Zones
(Personal)
Problem Solving
Challenge
(Personal)

High Ropes
(Social)
Sensory Trail
(Nature
Knowledge,
Social)

Quiet
Reflection

Journey Planning
(Alpine Living)

Thursday

Bogong’s
Backyard (Nature
Knowledge)

Water Watch
(Future Maker)
Pioneering
(Social)

Quiet
Reflection

Journey Planning
(Alpine Living)

Friday

Journey Food
Planning (Alpine
Living)
Journey Gear
Allocation (Alpine
Living)
Student Planned
Journey (Alpine
Living)

Depart Bogong
Student Planned
Journey
commences.

Campout (Alpine
Living)

Student Planned
Journey (Alpine
Living)

Campout (Alpine
Living)

Sunday

Student Planned
Journey (Alpine
Living)

Student Planned
Journey (Alpine
Living)

Campout (Alpine
Living)

Monday

Student Planned
Journey (Alpine
Living)

Student Planned
Journey (Alpine
Living)

Campout (Alpine
Living)

Tuesday

Student Planned
Journey (Alpine
Living)

Student Planned
Journey (Alpine
Living)
Return to Bogong.

Rest, recover and
Reflect (Critical
Thinking)

Saturday
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Wednesday

Equipment Return
and clean up.
(Alpine Living)

Sustainable Living
Actions A (Future
Makers)

Quiet
Reflection

Destiny Dialogue
(Future Maker)

Thursday

RockHop (Nature
Knowledge)

Sustainable Living
Actions B (Future
Maker)

Quiet
Reflection

Futureproofing Toolbox
(Future Maker)

Friday

Volunteerism
(Future Maker)

Reflection and
Transfer (critical
thinking)

Home!

Figure 7. Example of the Future Maker program (outdoor School, 2013).

Figure 7, outlines each educational learning experience including, in brackets, the
core capability that aligns with the experience. This was established to ensure delivery of
all aspects of the curriculum, including personal and social capabilities. Like many good
educational institutions, this pilot program was run, feedback was given and alterations
were made over time. Chapter 6 includes the timetables/programs for each of the seven
Future Maker programs used for data collection.

4.3 Future Maker: Theoretical Underpinning
Table 11, Figure 1 (Chapter 1), and Appendix E provide a clear overview of the
Future Maker curriculum. As these documents do not detail the theoretical basis
surrounding the construction of each of the six curriculum areas, the next section provides
greater depth of the Future Maker curriculum and the theoretical justification for the six
individual curriculum areas.
4.3.1 Personal capability

The personal capability in the Future Maker program focuses on the areas of selfawareness and management. As a result of the curriculum design process, it was decided
by Outdoor School that students need to recognise, understand, and evaluate the
expression of emotions. Second, students need to demonstrate an awareness of their
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personal qualities and the factors that contribute to resilience. In recognising emotions,
students need to evaluate and manage their emotions in a variety of contexts. For
example, how a student reacts to feeling anxious is considered a component of personal
capability. In understanding self-awareness, it was resolved that students need to develop
their understanding of resilience, including notions of how do I cope? During the
curriculum design process for Future Maker, it was decided that students need to develop
self-awareness strategies to plan for the future or address challenges in their lives. Finally,
students need to analyse significant challenging tasks and evaluate protective behaviours
that contribute to the development of confidence, adaptability, and self-reflection (VCAA,
2015). As a side point, it is worth noting that none of these traits are those that Brookes
(2003) associated with character building. The personal capabilities of outdoor education
announced here relate to other areas of personal development not mentioned by Brookes.
In the Future Maker program, students are explicitly taught these aspects of selfawareness and management through direct instruction or facilitated discussions. The
social capital indicators of communication and relationships are intertwined in the
personal capability core component of the Future Maker curriculum.
4.3.2 Social capability

The social capability in the Future Maker program focuses on two areas: social
awareness and social management. In social awareness, students focus on developing
empathy and understanding of others to recognise the importance of supporting diversity
and community cohesion. Second, students learn to understand how relationships are
developed and to use their interpersonal skills to establish and maintain respectful
relationships. This includes building trust and empathy in social settings. Finally, students
learn how to work effectively in teams and develop strategies to manage situations
constructively. This includes learning how to manage conflict and how to work
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effectively in groups (VCAA, 2015). The social aspects of the curriculum are taught
explicitly through classroom activities and direct instruction in the outdoors. Students are
placed in situations in the outdoors where they are required to work through the social
aspects of awareness and management. This may include being placed with two other tent
buddies that they do not normally associate with. This mixing and matching of students
allows greater diversity of ideas and encourages students to work through their ideas and
differences with other students who may have different opinions. The social capital
indicators of group processing, networking, and leadership are intertwined in the social
capability.
4.3.3 Critical and creative thinking capability

The critical and creative capability in the Future Maker program focuses on the
areas of questioning and possibilities, reasoning, and meta-cognition. Students investigate
the characteristics of effective questioning in different contexts to test possibilities. For
example, students spend time questioning the narratives from climate sceptics and the
narratives of climate action to decide on a topic such as climate change. Students
challenge previously held assumptions, such as the debates around climate change, by
investigating ideas that shift their perspective. Students then spend time examining
reasoning and how to identify and analyse suppressed premises and assumptions. They
then learn how to use counterexamples to structure their arguments. For example,
students learn to understand the arguments from climate deniers and in doing so develop
counterarguments that support action on climate change. Finally, students critically
examine their own and others’ thinking processes and look at factors that influence their
thinking. This particular capability was imbedded into the Future Maker curriculum as it
relates strongly to the critical outdoor education theories as presented and discussed by
Martin (1998, 1999) and Brookes (1993, 2002, 2004). In particular, Martin (1999)
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outlined, “Critical outdoor education tries to . . . raise students’ awareness of
understandings about society which have previously gone unacknowledged” (p. 438). The
introduction and explicit teaching of critical and creative thinking really stands out in the
delivery of the Future Maker program at Outdoor School, as many mainstream schools
struggle with delivering the content of this capability as stated in VCAA (2015)
documents.
4.3.4 Outdoor experience capability

The outdoor experience capability of the Future Maker program focuses on personal
outdoor skills, student wellbeing, and developing connections with the outdoors. This
capability is the local capability within the Future Maker curriculum. Local outdoor
education delivery stems from the debate around outdoor education and place (Beames &
Ross, 2010; Stewart, 2004; Wattchow & Brown, 2011). Schools are encouraged to ensure
they consider using the local expertise and the local area when developing exemplarily
curriculum. Brookes (2002) articulated that outdoor education curriculum development
must ultimately be local school based. The outdoor experience in the Future Maker
program educates students about the relevance of local environments to their wellbeing,
outdoor skills required for safe travel, and their connection to place. In the case of
Outdoor School, the Bogong campus ensures students understand how the Alpine region
of Victoria affects their wellbeing, skill development, and connection to place. The 15
Mile Creek campus ensures students understand how the Murray River Basin in North
East Victoria affects their wellbeing, skill development, and connection to place. In
particular, these capabilities teach students to understand how outdoor environments
impact their physical, psychological, and social wellbeing by being placed into a
particular outdoor environment for a period of 12 days. This capability also explicitly
teaches and develops connection to the outdoors through immersion and sensory

111

experiences. Moreover, while this research focused on social capital indicators from the
personal and social capabilities, the outdoor experience capability in the Future Maker
program affected and developed a sense of attachment to outdoor places and localities.
4.3.5 Nature and culture capability

The nature and culture capability of the Future Maker program incorporates the
Victorian Curriculum F–10 areas of biological and earth sciences and relevant, placebased historical knowledge, and considers environmental change and management. This
capability encourages students to learn about ecosystems and their particular components,
including examining matter and energy flow through the ecosystems they experience.
Students also examine global systems, including the carbon cycle and how it interacts
with the atmosphere, biosphere, hydrosphere, and lithosphere. With regard to historical
knowledge, students learn the intended and unintended causes of effects of contact and
extension of colonisation of European powers on Australian Indigenous people. For
example, students are explicitly taught about Native Title issues and look closely at the
different language groups in the area. Students also look at environmental, economic, and
technical factors that influence environmental change and human responses to its
management (VCAA, 2015). For students who attend the Bogong campus, this includes
discussions on the creation and continual use of the Bogong High Plains for production of
electricity and the development and use of the Falls Creek Alpine Resort. For students
who attend the 15 Mile Creek campus, this includes discussions on the Murray Darling
Basin and the continual debate around water allocation for environmental flows, food
production, and drinking water. This particular component of the Future Maker
curriculum can also be matched with the networking social capital indicator, especially
around the areas of community action and engagement.
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4.3.6 Future thinking capability

The future thinking capability of the Future Maker program looks at the areas of
understanding concepts, decision-making and actions, environmental change
management, and contributing to healthy and active communities. Students in this
capability learn and investigate the connections between fairness and equity and between
respect and tolerance. This area looks at ethical considerations and includes learning
about food distribution amongst different socioeconomic communities. Students also
learn to investigate how different factors involved in ethical decision-making can be
managed by people and groups. In particular, students learn about vegetarianism and
veganism and the impact of meat production on the environment and human health.
Wrapped around these discussions and educational delivery includes the explicit teaching
of worldviews and the implications of differing views on environmental management.
Finally, students use this knowledge to plan, implement, and critique strategies to enhance
the health, safety, and wellbeing of their communities (VCAA, 2015).
Once the “What are we going to teach?” aspect of curriculum development was
established at Outdoor School, the next advancement in the curriculum cycle included the
development of a pedagogical approach to teaching.
4.4 Future Maker: Pedagogical Approach
In constructing curriculum from the ground up, and in delivering the curriculum
design represented in Figure 6, Outdoor School spent over 6 months looking at “What is
powerful learning, and what promotes it?” Giroux (1984), a well-respected thinker on
pedagogy in education, stated that teachers “are trained to use forty-seven different
models of teaching . . . Yet they are not taught to be critical of these models” (p. 8). For
teachers at Outdoor School to view different pedagogical models more critically, teachers
were paired and asked to examine and report on several different teaching models through
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their professional learning teams. They were asked to say what they liked about the
pedagogical model, what they did not like, and if they thought the model was relevant to
the Future Maker curriculum. At the conclusion of the 6 months, and instead of relying on
one particular model or the “model of the day”, the teachers settled for a combination of
pedagogical models. Pedagogical models the staff at Outdoor School examined included
the E5 instructional model (DEECD, 2010), the principles of teaching and learning P–12
(DEECD, 2004), positive psychology aspects of student learning (Furlong, Gilman, &
Huebner, 2009), visible learning (Hattie, 2012), Maslow’s (1943) theory of human
motivation, authentic teaching (DET, 2012b), TRIBES (Gibbs, 1994), and De Bono’s
(1985) six thinking hats. More details about the pedagogical approach employed in the
Future Maker program are found in Appendix F. In summary, the teachers settled on a
model of teaching and learning that focused on seven areas:
1.

Building positive relationships

2.

Having a protocol for teaching

3.

Ensuring a high degree of knowledge of content

4.

Understanding how a student learns

5.

Explicit teaching techniques

6.

Having high expectations

7.

Making sure students received feedback that is timely, relevant, explicit and
personalised. (Outdoor School, 2015b, p. 1)

The pedagogical approach that Outdoor School settled on in 2015 was reviewed in
the school’s 2019 (Outdoor School, 2019) school review and no changes were made.
Once the pedagogical model was established in 2015, teachers spent considerable time—
more than 2 years—working through assessment tools, feedback processes, and reporting
templates.
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4.5 Future Maker: Assessment, Feedback, and Reporting
Assessment, feedback, and reporting go hand in hand and are the concluding stage
in the Future Maker curriculum process. According to Hattie’s (2008, 2012) research on
effect size in learning, feedback is in the top 10 influences with regard to improving
student learning outcomes.
Assessment is a form of feedback. It can be feedback for the teacher, student, or
parent, or feedback to the schooling sector as a whole. In the book Breakthrough by
Fullan, Hill, and Crevola (2006), the importance of data in assessment and student
feedback is discussed. Fullan et al. (2006) argued that feedback without data is just an
opinion; therefore, feedback given to students, to be effective as Hattie claimed, needs to
have a dataset behind it. The teachers at Outdoor School researched and examined myriad
assessment tools to assess student achievement in the Future Maker program. The
teachers settled on four assessment tools. The data from these tools were used to provide
formative and summative feedback to students on the student report. The assessment
schedule for the Future Maker program is found in Appendix G.
The Future Maker program can be assessed by four methods: teacher judgement,
concept mapping, the LEQ, and critical friend feedback. First, teachers design and use
information from the Victorian Curriculum F–10 to build appropriate progression points
to guide their teacher judgements. The progression points for the Future Maker program
are found in Appendix H. Second, teachers can decide between the concept-mapping tool
or the LEQ tool. The concept-mapping tool was introduced to Outdoor School in 2014 as
a way to obtain pre- and post-data on the development of concepts. For example, the
Future Maker program may focus on the concept of team building. The focus is
negotiated with the home school, as the school has student datasets that indicate which
stage their student cohort is at. This assessment tool gives the teachers robust data for
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providing feedback to students. Third, a specific LEQ was designed, piloted, and
introduced in 2015 at Outdoor School, developed in conjunction with James Neill17 and
the leadership at Outdoor School. Outdoor School uses this LEQ to supply teachers with
the effect size of student development in the areas of personal and social capabilities—a
closer inspection of the LEQ is presented in Section 5.6.3 “Instruments”. It is worth
noting here that the LEQ data used in this research came from the LEQ designed at
Outdoor School specifically for the Future Maker program. The fourth main area of
assessment and feedback comes from a critical friend approach. This style of feedback is
twofold. It provides feedback to the student from a trusted friend, and it encourages the
trusted friend to engage in the educational experience, as they know they have to provide
feedback to a peer at the end of the Future Maker program. The data from these four
assessment and feedback tools are then represented in a student report, which is the final
piece of the puzzle with regard to curriculum design. An example of the student report is
found at Appendix I.
4.6 Future Maker: Why Was It Used in This Research?
At the bottom of Future Maker figure (refer to Appendix E)—that is, the one-page
summary of Future Maker—are the words “educational learning journey”. This learning
journey has an arrow that goes from left to right under a series of ascending triangles.
Each one of the six triangles represents a capability, and each becomes larger from left to
right. This graphic was purposely designed as a subtle way to represent the underpinning
theory of the sequential Future Maker program’s construction.

17

Outdoor School consulted James Neill in the construction of the LEQ in 2014 and 2015. He gave full
permission to use his 2008 work (Neill, 2008) on the construction of the LEQ. He also was a co-supervisor
on my thesis from 2014 to 2015, helping with methodology and providing the autocalculation spreadsheet
that was used in my research to gain the effect size data.
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Teachers at Outdoor School decided early on in the process that not only would
they build an outdoor education program using the Victorian Curriculum F–10, but that
the program would be sequential and have explicit steps in each of the sections (i.e., in
each of the triangles). The staff were greatly influenced by Cooper’s (1994) work, The
Role of Outdoor Education in the 21st Century, Martin’s (1999) work, Critical Outdoor
Education and Nature As Friend, and Maslow’s (1943) Theory of Human Motivation.
Teachers were not asked to explain why these three researchers influenced their
philosophical direction, and as such, an explanation would help in further understanding
the development of thought and practice in the realm of outdoor education and education
in general. While this is a moot point, it is worth noting for follow-up and potential future
publications aligned with this research. While we do not know Outdoor School teachers’
motives in using the ideas from Cooper, Martin, and Maslow, the following is a brief
explanation as to how these researchers’ philosophical teachings merge with the Future
Maker curriculum.
Cooper (1994) asserted that there are some fundamental needs for students not
being met by the schooling system. He claimed that the need for community is being
ignored and argued that education needs to rethink the delivery of curriculum to include
care for the earth and for each other to have strong, caring, communities. Without naming
the phenomenon, Cooper appears to be discussing how outdoor education experiences
that improve students’ social capital may also improve communities and the environment.
To successfully accomplish these outcomes, Cooper (1994) outlined a nine-point road
map to curriculum, which includes the following:
1

Self-esteem, confidence, and motivation;

2

Co-operation, trust, and empathy;

3

Communication, skills including negotiating and decision-making;
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4

An ability for critical thinking, lateral thinking, and problem-solving;

5

Self-reliance and an ability to take responsibility for one’s own actions;

6

Future thinking;

7

Feeling of belonging to the natural world and understanding our relationship
to all life on Earth;

8

Creativity, imagination, and personal response to the environment;

9

An ability for reflection and evaluation.

This road map shows similar clusters of words and terms associated with social
capital indicators, outdoor education outcomes, and Future Maker capabilities, such as
“communication”, “trust”, “cooperation”, “critical thinking”, “problem-solving”, and
“futures thinking”. Given the earlier discussion in Chapters 2 and 3 about the prevalence
of personal and social learning outcomes in outdoor education, there is considerable
commonality between Cooper’s nine principles and much of the Future Maker program.
Martin’s (1999) philosophical standpoint adds to the Future Maker program, as
stated in Chapter 1, in that he argued for the inclusion of critical outdoor education that
raises students’ awareness of “understanding about our society which [has] previously
gone unacknowledged” (p. 438). Martin (1999) elaborated, arguing that outdoor
education can allow students to “look back with a critical perspective at the contexts left
behind” (p. 438). In other words, the Future Maker program, conducted in remote bush
settings, allows students time to contemplate and reflect on their home, their school, and
their community life and establish ways to challenge and change the status quo to act in
more sustainably and socially responsible ways. The name Future Maker is partly a
consequence of the notion that thinking critically on issues in society may make you a
future maker.
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With regard to Maslow’s (1943) theory of the hierarchy of needs, the different size
triangles in the Future Maker model in Appendix E were established with the following
thinking:
You cannot truly understand social capabilities unless you know your own personal
capabilities. Once you know yourself, you can focus on the social capabilities and
how groups function. Once you know this, you can move towards understanding
how to apply critical and creative thinking to group situations. Once you know
these three areas you can complete outdoor experiences that then allow you to
understand the importance of the outdoors to wellbeing and the human nature
relationship, and then finally, with all this knowledge you can be a future maker
who takes into consideration many aspects of an issue before making decisions and
choices that affect the community you live in. (Keeble, 2015, p. 1)

In essence, this is the hierarchy of needs for the Future Maker program. Hence, it
has the arrow pointing from left to right and with ascending triangles. Crucial to the
success of this program is using student data to inform teachers as to where students are
located on the progression points in the capabilities of personal, social, and critical
thinking. The student data from schools decide the starting point for the Future Maker
program. All students start their outdoor education program in the personal and social
capability sections. Not only is the Future Maker program developed from a rigorous
theoretical background (Cooper, 1994; Martin, 1999; Maslow, 1943), it is clearly linked
to the Victorian Curriculum F–10. The personal and social capabilities are directly lifted
from the Victorian Curriculum F–10 documents. Furthermore, the areas in the Future
Maker’s personal and social capabilities are directly linked to the five outcomes of social
capital in Table 12.
Table 12 shows that the Future Maker program covers the five indicators of social
capital that this thesis earlier identified. Furthermore, it covers the nine outcomes of
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outdoor education this research identified that relate to the five indicators of social
capital. While it is assumed that the Future Maker was an appropriate outdoor education
program to obtain data for the purpose of this research, it was considered that the 200
combined years’ experience of the teachers who developed this outdoor education
program were well documented and sufficient for this research.
Table 12
Social Capital Indicators, Outdoor Education Outcomes, Future Maker Outcomes
Social Capital Indicators

Outdoor Education
Outcomes

Future Maker Capabilities

Communication

Communication

Personal capability
Self-awareness and selfmanagement

Relationships

Trust and Encouragement
Respect for others

Personal capability
Self-awareness and selfmanagement

Group Processing

Conflict Resolution
Cooperative Teamwork

Social capability
Social awareness and social
management

Networking

Community Engagement
Community Action

Social capability
Social awareness and social
management

Future Maker

Followship
Leadership

Social capability
Social awareness and social
management

While the theoretical foundations of the Future Maker seem sound, there are
questions worth asking around its construction and stated outcomes. What if the staff at
Outdoor School used a knowledge-centred curriculum approach rather than a studentcentred approach? Is the student-centred centre approach the best approach in developing
social capital? Only research into this curriculum innovation could answer such questions.
Furthermore, the staff at Outdoor School constructed a pedagogical approach using
several known approaches; there were alternative approaches omitted. Approaches
excluded from the final framework included the communities of practice approach (Hill
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& Haigh, 2012), a framework for effective instruction (Marzano, 2007), and multiple
intelligence theories (Gardner, 1992). What would have happened to the student outcomes
if there were different pedagogical approaches employed in the Future Maker program?
Furthermore, what would have been the outcome of results if the length of the Future
Maker program had been different? The staff at Outdoor School settled on a 12-day
program. This, it could be argued, was due to pragmatics and the length of a school week.
Twelve days allow for 2 weeks of schooling with one weekend and then one weekend to
recover before heading back to school. The staff at Outdoor School researched the impact
of program length before settling on 12 days. However, what would the student outcomes
look like if the program went for an entire school year, a term, 21 days, or 5 days? In
essence and importantly, the Future Maker program is a semester-long program in
schools. Outdoor School meets with a school interested in the Future Maker program and
decides where the Future Maker curriculum, not the outdoor education camp, fits into the
school’s curriculum. Once this is established, the Future Maker program becomes more
than just an excursion away from school; it becomes part of a semester-long subject. This
approach encourages Outdoor School staff to deliver classroom curriculum in conjunction
with the home school teaching staff prior to, and after, the 12-day program. Therefore,
while the length of the Future Maker program is 12 days at Outdoor School, the program
is essentially embedded into the curriculum of a school for a semester-long investment in
educational outcomes. Why this approach? Why have the home school teaching staff,
who may not be trained in the delivery of outdoor education outcomes, deliver continual
curriculum once the students returned to their home school? Martin (1999) talks about the
fact that outdoor education allows students to “…look back with critical perspectives” (p.
438). Prior to the Future Maker program, Outdoor School staff and home school teaching
staff, establish the semester long program with assignments and assessment. This means,
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that home school staff introduce the Future Maker program as a semester long subject, (a
semester is roughly 20 weeks in the Victorian Schooling system). These assignments
allowed for a deeper and critical reflection by the students on the program outcomes and
aspects learnt. The assignments had a direct connection to the 12 day Future Maker
program and the five indicators of social capital. An example of how the home school
further developed the outcomes of the Future Maker program is presented below. The
information comes from a student assignment titled; The Future Maker challenge
(Outdoor School, 2017a).
The Future Maker Challenge
A) Why am I taking the Future Maker Challenge?
This challenge is your opportunity to give something back to the school, local or
broader community. It creates a chance for you to show what you are capable of
and what you can achieve when you set yourself a goal. It gives you the chance to
share with others something that is of interest to you as an individual or as a
member of a team. And finally you are taking this challenge so that you can
experience success and then share your unique journey, talents and abilities in a
celebration with our school community. It is your opportunity to be a Future
Maker.

b) What type of challenge can I do?
The type of challenge you set yourself is really up to you as long as it fits within
the context of Our World – equitable and sustainable. This includes issues of
environment, sustainable living and human rights. Activities may include:
•

Bringing about a physical change in the environment and/or community.

•

Changing individual or community behaviours so that that the present
needs are met without compromising the needs of future generations.

•

Raising awareness for a cause.

•

Volunteering for Community service.

•

Environmental Committee.

•

Leadership within the school.

•

Producing a documentary or film.

•

Developing a small business idea.

•

Organise resources for a welfare agency.
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These are just a few ideas…your choices are endless!

c) Do I need to do any writing for the IBL Future Maker Challenge?
Yes, because this is also a vehicle for developing your literacy skills. You will be
required to fill in different parts of this booklet at various stages of the challenge as
a record. You will then submit this completed booklet when you complete your
project. The booklet is not designed to be too difficult or take up too much of your
time. If you are working in a team, each team member will be expected to submit
their own completed booklet. As well as this booklet you are expected to keep an
electronic record (photos, videos, blogs, podcasts) of your weekly progress towards
your end goal/s. You will also use this data in your presentation in Term 4.

d) Choosing a Challenge
In many ways, this may be the most difficult decision you will make when
commencing the Future Maker challenge. The best way to decide on a project may
be to talk to your friends, your family, your teachers and people you know in the
community. The media is also a useful source of ideas and information regarding
environmental concerns, human rights issues and communities in need. It is
important that you discuss your ideas with your teachers to ensure that your
challenge is realistic and appropriate and SMART! For most students this will be
the first time you have had to undertake a significant, independent, challenging
project like this.
Your challenge project should not be too general. You must decide on a specific
idea with a well-defined goal and outcome. It should be a task or idea that you are
interested in, want to explore, have skills in or are passionate about, and remember,
it needs to fit within the context of Our World – equitable and sustainable.

e) Planning the Challenge
The next part of the process is to plan the steps that you will take to complete the
challenge. This booklet will act as an outline of the project that states your main
ideas, a statement of your goal and the tasks you will need to carry out. The
purpose of this is to help you define the investigation and background research you
will need to complete as well as the steps you need to take to get started. It will
also help you identify appropriate resources and materials. Some questions you
should consider are:
•

Who can I talk to that has information that may help me?
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•

Where can I find the materials and information I need?

•

Do I need to interview people?

•

Do I need to be at certain places at specific times?

•

What will my time commitment need to be?

•

Will I work alone or in a team?

•

How will we divide the work between team members?

•

What tasks will need to be carried out and in what order?

Completing the Future Maker Challenge is not a simple process and may involve
changing your plans and overcoming unforeseen obstacles as you progress. Be
flexible and learn to adapt to change.

f) Collecting resources and materials
When you find a source of information or inspiration you will need to decide how
relevant it is to your challenge task. Only include those resources that you think are
useful. Also, record the details of any person you interview or ask for assistance.

g) Working on the project
There will be class time dedicated to the project and you should always be prepared
for the scheduled day. You will also be expected to dedicate some out of school
time to make progress with your challenge. You should work on it regularly and
keep in touch with others if you are working in a team. Set a timeline for important
steps towards achieving your main objective with the challenge. It is also important
to keep your teachers up to date with your progress. This is your responsibility.
Don’t make it harder than it needs to be by letting things go for too long.
Remember, never put off until tomorrow what you can achieve today!

h) Presenting the results of your challenge task
In Term 4 we will organise an opportunity to show others what we have been
working on and what we have achieved. This will involve parents, relevant
community groups and the 7/8 students as an audience.

The above sample of school work presented to students and carried out by students,
relies on the home school teacher to deliver prior and post the 12 day Future Maker
program. This is worthy of note because as you will read in Chapter 5, quantitative data
collection occurred three times over 6 months. The quantitative data from t1, t2 and t3
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was used to construct the bar graphs presented in Chapter 6. Furthermore, home school
staff were active participants at the qualitative semi-structured interviews. Their voice and
the curriculum delivered by the home school staff, adds greatly to the research outcomes.
The symbiotic relationship between Outdoor School staff and home school staff was seen
as a critical aspect to the success or failure of the Future Maker program by Outdoor
School staff.
4.7 Chapter Summary
The Future Maker program was built through flipping the process and designing
outdoor education curriculum from the ground up through the employment of the
Victorian Curriculum F–10, critical outdoor education theory, and a strong understanding
of the pedagogy, assessment, and reporting tools used to provide feedback to students,
teachers, parents, and the broader community. The Future Maker program’s personal and
social capability outcomes are clearly matched to social capital indicators. Therefore, an
assessment tool, the LEQ, which provides data on students’ learning in these two
capabilities, was considered valid and relevant for this research to assist in determining if
there was a nexus between outdoor education and social capital.
The aim of this chapter was twofold: First, I explored and examined how the Future
Maker program was developed and how its stated curriculum and outcomes could be
matched with the five social capital indicators, and second, I provided a clear reason for
its use in this research. The overall aim of my research was to explore the potential link
between outdoor education practices and the development of social capital, as suggested
by the theoretical nexus introduced in Chapter 1. The Future Maker program was the
outdoor education program that provided the data for this research due to its documented
connection between the outcomes of outdoor education and the five social capital
indicators.
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Generally, a research thesis consists of one literature review chapter. The literature
review for this thesis consists of three separate chapters. Chapter 2 explored the literature
around outdoor education outcomes and social capital indicators and included a
systematic review of the literature. Chapter 3 looked specifically at research into the
educational outcomes of outdoor residential schools in the United Kingdom (Kendall &
Rodger, 2015), Victoria (Lugg & Martin, 2001), South Australia (Polley & Pickett, 2003),
New Zealand (Zink & Boyes, 2006), Singapore (Martin & Ho, 2009), and ROSA schools
(ROSA, 2014a). Chapter 3 indicated that outdoor residential schools in Victoria teach
outdoor education focused on personal and social capabilities. Chapter 4 explored the
theoretical underpinnings and construction of the Future Maker program and provided the
reasons for the data from the Future Maker program being utilised in this research.
Chapter 5 explores the methodology and methods used in this research to determine
if there is a nexus between outdoor education and social capital. It describes the
exploratory sequential mixed methodology employed, including information on the LEQ
and the semistructured interviews conducted. It also considers ethics, including my
personal bias and position of power as an employee of DET Victoria.
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Chapter 5
5.1 Introduction
The fundamental aim of this research was to investigate the potential link between
practices of outdoor education and the development of social capital, as suggested by the
theoretical nexus between outdoor education and social capital outcomes. Chapter 1
outlined the primary research question: Does participating in an outdoor education
program facilitate a change in social capital indicators? Secondary questions were
proposed that could investigate the social capital indicators in greater detail and look at
their longevity and effect size. Chapter 5 discusses the methodology and methods used to
investigate these questions.
5.2 Research Paradigm
It is important that researchers understand and articulate the reason why they choose
one form of research design over another. Creswell (2013) indicates that there is no one
form of research that is superior to another, however it is important for researchers to
justify and explain their reasons for choosing the research paradigm. A paradigm is a
belief system and theoretical assumptions about ontology and epistemology (Reimann &
Alharthi, 2016). A researcher’s ontological and epistemological beliefs affect their choice
about the methodological approach to research, including how the study is communicated.
Ontology refers to “the nature of our beliefs about reality” (Richards, 2003, p. 33).
As a researcher, I have assumptions about reality, how it exists and what I can learn. My
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ontological belief is that there are multiple realities in considering the variables of socially
constructed beliefs. That is to say, that there is no singular, objective reality. As such, I
believe that what one person believes about a reality, is not the same as another person.
Therefore, in my study, a variety of students, teachers and schools were used to examine
the same phenomena.
Epistemology refers to “the branch of philosophy that studies the nature of
knowledge and the process by which knowledge is acquired and validated” (Gall, Gall &
Borg, 2003, p. 13). It is also concerned with how information is communicated (Cohen,
Manion, & Morrison, 2007, p. 7). If my ontological approach sat in the singular, objective
paradigm, then my epistemology would be one of objective detachment (Reimann &
Alharthi, 2016) and value free (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). However, as my ontological
position is that multiple realities are socially constructed, my epistemological beliefs
reject the notion that people should be studied like objects (Reimann & Alharthi, 2016).
Rather, my paradigmatic positioning requires me to be involved with the research subjects
in order to understand phenomena, and their realities, in a given context. However, there
is a balance to be struck here. As an educational professional and researcher, and to have
the ability to critique the research of others, it is important not to be rooted solely in one
ideological research paradigm. If I was to be so singularly focussed, I would not be in a
reasonable position to appraise my own research or others. Other than clarifying and
being explicit about my ontological and epistemological approaches, it is also important
to be upfront with the type of educational research I undertook.
According to Reimann & Alharthi (2016), there are three main approaches to
educational research; positivism, interpretivism and critical theory. The term positivism
refers to a division of philosophy that assumes that reality exists independently of
humans. Researchers with this approach have an ontological worldview that social
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phenomena are comprised of a series of singular variable. In short, people’s behaviour,
beliefs, vales, can be studied by isolating a single variable, modifying it under controlled
research conditions and then studying it through the cause and effect approach. This
approach is assumed to be context free. Different researchers working at different times
and places, but conducting the same controlled experiments, should reach the same
conclusions (Reimann & Alharthi, 2016). Positivists believe that there are laws that
determine social phenomena, and by conducting scientific research, that it is possible to
construct these laws and communicate them as factual statements. Considering my
ontological approach is that no such objective reality exists in social phenomena, my
research was not situated in positivistic approaches.
Interpretivism arose as a “…response to the over-dominance of positivism” (Gix,
2004, p. 82). Interpretivism discards the positivistic notion of a singular variable reality.
Instead, interpretivists argue that in order to understand social phenomena, the researcher
must somehow come to grips with the multiple realities of the research participants
(Reimann & Alharthi, 2016). Unlike positivistic approaches, interpretivistic epistemology
is subjective. Therefore, it follows that interpretivists see their work “…not a passivereceptive process of representation but as an active constructive process of production”
(Flick, 2004, p. 89). Grix (2004) further adds that interpretivists researchers “…are
inextricably part of the social reality being researched, i.e. they are not ‘detached’ from
the subject they are studying” (p. 83). As a researcher in this doctoral project, I can not
detach myself from my position as principal of the school that was responsible for the
construction of the Future Maker program. Nor can I isolate the study from my worldview
as an educator. As indicated in my opening researcher’s story, my prior experience in
education, and even the type of educational questions I was interested in, have all
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influenced choices made about the conduct of this research. I discuss measures taken to
ensure the trustworthiness of this approach later in this chapter.
The third main educational research proposed by Reimann & Alharthi (2016)
includes critical theory. Critical theory assumes that reality exists, but it has been shaped
by cultural, political, ethnicity, gender and religious factors (Reimann & Alharthi, 2016).
Like interpretivism, critical theory is subjective in that “…it is assumed that no object can
be researched without being effected by the researcher” (Reimann & Alharthi, 2016, p.
57). Furthermore, Kincheloe & McLaren (2005), assert that critical educational
researchers try to be self-conscious, and as a result of this, “…no one is confused
concerning the epistemological and political baggage they bring with them to the research
site” (p. 305-306). While there may have been some advantages in adopting a critical
perspective for this research, insofar as it could have further examined issues of power
and influence, and the politics of educational change, I established at the outset that an
interpretivist’s position was best suited to the research aims and questions. In summary,
my ontological approach is that social reality is subjective for every individual, that
outdoor education is a social phenomenon and, therefore, my epistemological approach
sits well in the interpretative approaches to educational research.
Considering this, the methodology that I employed is embedded in the belief that
conducting research on humans, and the human experience, is complex and requires a
variety of methods to make meaning of social phenomena. Given this starting point, and
what Creswell (2013) outlined as three distinct research methodologies—qualitative,
quantitative, and mixed methods—I took a mixed-methods approach. Benz and Newman
(1998) acknowledged that qualitative and quantitative approaches should not be viewed
as polar opposites or dichotomies. Instead, they represent different ends of a continuum.
From early in the conception of this research, a mixed-methods approach appeared the
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best way to investigate the complexities of researching humans and human experiences
(Creswell & Clark, 2017; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). Creswell and Clark
(2017) maintained that quantitative research is the backbone of academic research;
however, Chadderton (2011), and Combes, Hanisch, Carroll, and Hughes (2011) asserted
that quantitative data alone do not capture other aspects of research, including student and
teacher voices. In employing a mixed-methods approach, and as suggested by Creswell
and Clark (2007), making use of methods from both post-positivist and social
constructivist worldviews was a matter of pragmatism that allowed for a variety of
evidence (Creswell & Clark, 2017; Johnson et al., 2007). This research included the
quantitative method of statistical analysis of the LEQ data and the qualitative method of
open-ended questions through semistructured interviews. This mixed-methods approach
provided a range of datasets that led to findings. These findings then provided the
evidence required to answer the research questions. Further clarity and discussion on why
a mixed-methods approach was employed in this research is presented in the following
section, which includes a discussion on trustworthiness, researcher bias, credibility,
reflexivity, and validity.
5.3 Mixed Methods
The concept of using mixed methods originated with Campbell and Fiske (1959),
who used a multimethods matrix to study validity of psychological traits (Creswell,
2013). Campbell and Fiske (1959) argued that more than one method “must be employed
in the validation process” (p. 81). Furthermore, according to Johnston et al. (2007),
mixed-methods research is an approach to research “that attempts to consider multiple
viewpoints, perspectives, positions and standpoints” (p. 113). They add the historical
reasoning for a mixed-methods approach was that researchers and methodologists
“believed quantitative and qualitative viewpoints and methods were useful in that they

131

addressed their research questions” (p. 113). While academics agree that a mixedmethods approach is now part of the paradigm of research (Creswell & Clark, 2017), this
was not always the case, as seen in the paradigm wars (Patton, 1999), where quantitative
and qualitative researchers each sought to discredit the approaches of the other. In arguing
a case for the validity of mixed methods, Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, and Sechrest (1966)
introduced the term and construct of triangulation. To validate mixing methods, Webb et
al. (1966) claimed,
Once a proposition has been confirmed by two or more independent measurement
processes, the uncertainty of its interpretation is greatly reduced. The most
persuasive evidence comes through a triangulation of measurement processes. If a
position can survive the onslaught of a series of imperfect measures, with all their
irrelevant error, confidence should be placed in it. (p. 3)

Adding to Webb et al. (1966), Patton (1999) stated that the logic of triangulation is
based on the premise “that no single method ever adequately solves the problems of rival
explanations” (p. 1192). This is due in part to the fact that each method reveals different
aspects of empirical reality, and that multiple methods of data collection and analysis
provide more rigour. While Webb et al. (1966) introduced triangulation, not until Denzin
(1978) outlined how to triangulate methods was there clarity and validity in the process
(Johnson et al., 2007). Denzin (1978) defined triangulation as “the combination of
methodologies in the study of the same phenomenon” (p. 291), outlining four types of
triangulation: data triangulation, investigator triangulation, theory triangulation, and
methodological triangulation. While Denzin inferred that triangulation within methods is
permissible, he contended that within methods, triangulation has limited value because
essentially, only one paradigm is being used and that paradigm’s data will prevail over the
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other paradigm (Johnson et al., 2007). Acknowledging that triangulation may not be
suitable for all research purposes, Jick (1979) outlined six benefits of triangulation:


It allows researchers to be more confident of their results.



It stimulates the development of creative ways of collecting data.



It can lead to thicker, richer data.



It can lead to the synthesis or interrogation of theories.



It can uncover contradictions.



It may serve as the litmus test for competing theories.

In my research, I used the methodological triangulation approach. This means I
used both qualitative and quantitative methods where the data were triangulated to
enhance confidence in the results and to provide richer and deeper discussion.
Furthermore, triangulation provided a process that was creative and, from the point of a
researcher, exciting to implement and be a part of. The qualitative and quantitative
methodological tools I used and triangulated in this research included the following:


Quantitative tool: Life Effectiveness Questionnaire datasets;



Qualitative tool: Semistructured datasets from manual coding in NVivo 12
software (n.d.).

As already discussed, mixed methods allow a broader and deeper validation of the
data through the process of methodological triangulation that greatly enhances the
narrative in the discussion and conclusion chapters of this thesis (Creswell & Clark, 2017;
Johnson et al., 2007; Patton, 1999). By employing a mixed-methods approach, I had
abundant data to answer the research questions and discuss further research options and
limitations. To maximise the data collection process and produce reliable data, it was
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important to decide on the process of mixed methods that would allow me to triangulate
data.
A mixed-methods approach has three main basic strategies for inquiry (Creswell,
2013). Explanatory sequential mixed methods start with either quantitative or qualitative
methods. Once data have been gathered from one method, the other method is then used
to expand the data already gathered. In convergent parallel mixed methods, the researcher
collects data from both quantitative and qualitative methods at the same time and then
provides a comprehensive analysis of the research. In exploratory sequential mixed
methods, the researcher starts with qualitative data and analysis and then uses these data
to build a quantitative approach before interpreting the data.
For this research, I employed a methodology constructed around the explanatory
sequential mixed-methods approach. The purpose of the explanatory sequential mixed
methods study was to identify the effect size of the Future maker program by obtaining
quantitative results from a questionnaire of 287 students and then following up with
student and teacher semistructured interviews that provided a deeper explanation of the
quantitative results. This allowed for methodological triangulation of data, as presented in
Chapters 7 and 8, whereby data from both methods are used to answer the research
questions. After careful consideration, and with direction from Neill’s (2008) work, I used
explanatory sequential mixed methods as I considered this most likely true to my earlier
comment—that is, conducting research on humans and the human experience is complex.
Neill (2008) clearly advocated for a mixed-methods approach when using the LEQ as a
means of validating the data. Neill (2008) stressed that future research that uses the
datasets from the LEQ tool will need to address the lack “of demonstrated construct
validity . . . via qualitative and mixed methods studies” (p. 297). As already discussed,
one way of overcoming the lack of validity in research is to employ triangulation (Denzin,

134

1978; Webb et al., 1966). Another way the researcher can overcome the lack of validity is
to be very clear around what steps are taken to increase the reliability of the results. The
following section outlines the steps taken in this research to achieve trustworthiness.
5.4 Achieving Trustworthiness
It is well recognised that certain ethical dilemmas, issues of trustworthiness, and
tensions characterise the work of teachers and educational researchers (Boon, 2011;
Colnerud, 1997; Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2011). As mentioned in Chapter 1, I am the
principal of Outdoor School, a Victorian government school. The Future Maker program,
as discussed in Chapter 4, was created and delivered by the Outdoor School staff and me.
Thus, I am dually aware of the situation I find myself in as both educator and researcher.
That is, this research gathered data from a program that I helped design and run with 35
other staff. As principal of a Victorian government school, I am contracted to ensure
teachers construct and use assessment tools to gather student data. The DET Victoria
requires schools, through their School Strategic Plan and Annual Implementation Plan, to
focus on the collection of student data to assist in student reports and staff feedback
regarding program delivery outcomes (DET, 2015a, 2017). DET also requires data from
schools that can be used in educational policy and to potentially influence policy.
I am also the doctoral candidate and author of this thesis, and managing the two
roles was crucial with regard to trustworthiness. According to Onwuegbuzie and Leech
(2007b), there is “no method that is guaranteed to yield valid data or trustworthy
conclusions” (p. 239). Regardless of this, an assessment of the procedures used in my
research is imperative for ruling in, or ruling out, alternate interpretations of the data
(Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2007b) outlined 24 different
strategies in their typology of methods for assessing or increasing legitimation. Rather
than go through each of the 24 methods identified, I focus only on my research and what I
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put in place to ensure trustworthiness. The following description includes approaches and
methods used to ensure the conduct of the research minimised the risk of bias, as I am
both the researcher for this project and the principal of Outdoor School.
5.4.1 Prolonged engagement

The gathering of data for this research occurred over a 12-month period. Prolonged
engagement of this length can improve participation in the research through the
relationships that the students build with the process. They become familiar with being
involved in research and are more likely to be invested in it (Lincoln & Guba, 1985;
Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). Each cohort of students involved in the study was part of
the research for a 6-month period.
5.4.2 Leaving an audit trail

I paid particular attention to building an audit trail, as extensive documentation of
records and data stemmed from this research. I used the ideas of Halpern (1983) to
establish appropriate management of records and performed the following steps to ensure
an increase in trustworthiness.
To begin with, a candidature paper and presentation were established and conducted
in 2015 with the purpose of demonstrating relevance in the suggested research proposal
regarding the potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital. A Federation
University candidature panel reviewed the candidature proposal and formally agreed that
the research could continue. In 2016, I conducted a pilot procedure to obtain an
understanding of the LEQ process and gathered data to help strengthen the research
methodology used in 2017. The pilot also assisted with the development of the FileMaker
Pro 18 Advanced (n.d.) app to gather the LEQ data in 2017. The FileMaker Pro 18
Advanced (n.d.) app is discussed in greater detail later in this chapter.
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In my research, I gathered raw data in the form of digital videos, written notes, and
survey results (LEQ). The raw data were boxed and secured in a safe location as outlined
in the data management procedures set out by Federation University (2020). I used field
notes during the semistructured interviews, including summaries of both quantitative and
qualitative data. I used data reconstruction processes through the development of the
findings and discussion chapters, including the development of a framework in the
concluding chapter.
5.4.3 Member checking/informant feedback

Lincoln and Guba (1985) claimed that member checking is “the most critical
technique for establishing credibility” (p. 314). To ensure I was obtaining feedback
throughout the data gathering process, I used an expert in coding and Excel spreadsheets
to provide their understanding of the LEQ data and the effect size results. I wanted to
ensure that my understanding of what the LEQ data were revealing could be interpreted
by someone else. For the semistructured interviews, I ensured a teacher from each school
was present for the duration of the interviews. During the interviews, I asked the students
and teacher for clarity on their responses, and at the end of the interviews, I spent time
with the teacher asking them about the interview content and structure, before asking
them what they thought I could improve on and any areas of the interview they thought
needed tightening.
Despite the usefulness of member checking in enhancing credibility, Krefting
(1991) suggested that the researcher must also consider the selection of such informants. I
did not take this aspect of selecting members lightly in my research. The personnel I used
to check my work and interpretations of the data included an experienced program
developer who was familiar with FileMaker (Version 18; n.d.) applications and Excel
spreadsheets. This informant was also familiar with the educational outcomes of outdoor
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education and hence had the skills to interpret the data in isolation from me. The teachers
interviewed were all familiar with the Future Maker program; they participated in some or
all of the program so were aware of the student voices and what they were saying. The
teachers were definitely able to ratify what the students were saying in the interviews as
well as provide their own thoughts on what was occurring. The teachers were capable and
experienced in providing me feedback about the structure, appropriateness, and value of
the interviews.
5.4.4 Checking for researcher effects/clarifying researcher bias

Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2007b) acknowledged that researcher bias is an
extremely serious threat to validity in research. Miles and Huberman (1994) identified
two sources of researcher bias: (a) the effects of the researcher on the participant(s) and
(b) the effects of the participant(s) on the researcher. Research bias is something I was
acutely aware of throughout the entire research process. I am a school principal employed
by DET and the principal of Outdoor School; I was involved in the creation of the Future
Maker program. To reduce my own research bias, I made sure I conducted the following
processes:
a.

As a school principal, I am aware of the perceived and real power attached to
this position. Therefore, I never instructed teaching staff at Outdoor School to
collect data. Instead, the LEQ became a tool used in student assessment and,
like most schools, teachers carry out the prescribed assessment schedule to
have data to write student reports. While school principals have the ultimate
say in assessment schedules, at Outdoor School, teachers work in professional
learning teams to establish assessment schedules amongst other operational
issues. The assessment schedule is then signed off by the assistant principals
before a final sign-off by the principal. Furthermore, other educational
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providers routinely use the LEQ to gather and evaluate the efficiency of their
programs. Other providers include the Outdoor Education Group based in
Victoria and Outward Bound Australia.
b.

I ensured that I understood the schools in the research by becoming familiar
with each school’s context through discussions with teachers prior to their
outdoor education program starting and through reading material on the
school’s website, including background and historical information.

c.

The data from the LEQ tool that Outdoor School used were sent to a third
party to extrapolate into the autocalculation Excel spreadsheet that provided
the graphs and quantitative data in the measurement of effect size. The third
party used was an employee of DET, and their role was purely data transfer.
As an employee of DET, they are contractually bound by all DET privacy and
child safety policies and guidelines. As such, the third party was allowed to
handle the student data because of their specific employment contract. Many
schools use a specialist technician to manage student digital data. As I did not
have the administration or password rights to the FileMaker (Version 18; n.d.)
application, I was unable to complete this process. This ensured I was not
involved in data transfer and therefore restricted from any opportunity to alter
data. This important safeguard excluded myself from this process.

d.

With regard to the semistructured interviews, students, parents, and school
staff were sent informed consent forms that required signature before anyone
was considered for the interview process. Only students who participated in
the Future Maker program were considered for the interviews.
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e.

I was conscious of other potential power imbalances as a result of my position
of principal. In particular, I was very conscious of my body language, my oral
language with the students, the context of the interviews, and student voices.
Phelan and Kinsella (2013) suggested that when interviewing children,
interviewers may consider “dressing casually, using fun child friendly
language, and conducting interviews on the playroom floor . . . to decrease
power imbalances” (p. 85). Furthermore, to maintain appropriate power
imbalances that ensured trustworthiness of the data, I kept in mind Phelan and
Kinsella’s (2013) suggestion that “ethical researchers are called to be
reflexive about how to create conditions where children have agency and
share power” (p. 85). The interview process was conducted in a room familiar
to the students at their school. I ensured neutrality in my appearance and
dressed down for the interviews, thus not having a power relationship through
clothing. I wore shorts and a polo displaying the Outdoor School logo.
Students were re-read the informed consent form and were explained prior to
the commencement of the interview that they could leave the interview or
request a break at any time. As I did not work on any of the programs, I was a
new staff member. I used appropriate questioning techniques, examples of are
in Chapter 6. During the interviews, I did not specifically concentrate on any
particular viewpoint and kept mainly to the semistructured interview template
created for the interviews (refer to Appendix N).

f.

As mentioned, data triangulation was employed, and throughout the entire
process, I ensured that I kept the research questions firmly in mind so as to
not wander too far from the purpose of the research.
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It is worth knowing that, other than the six areas mentioned above to address bias
and improve trustworthiness as a researcher, as an employee of DET and a registered
teacher, I have other regulations and contractual obligations to follow and to which I am
accountable. These include following the DET values of integrity, responsiveness,
impartiality, accountability, respect, leadership, and a commitment to human rights (DET,
2015b). Forster (2012) asserted that “teachers have a dual moral responsibility as both
values educators and moral agents representing the integrity of the profession” (p. 0). In
her paper titled “Code of Ethics in Australian Education: Towards a National
Perspective”, Forster (2012) stated that national professional standards, ethics, and values
“are the measure against which contemporary expectations of the role of the teacher are
most broadly understood” (p. 2). In Victoria, all employees of DET are required to
demonstrate these values in accordance with the Code of Conduct for Victorian Public
Service Employees (DET, 2020a) as they are written into their contracts. Furthermore, as
a teacher, I am required to be a member of the professional body representing teachers,
the Victorian Institute of Teaching (VIT). As a VIT member, I am bound to follow and
uphold the Victorian Teaching Profession Code of Conduct (VIT, 2020). Failure to follow
these regulations results in disqualification of membership and the right to teach in any
school. Finally, as a result of the Betrayal of Trust report (Family and Community
Development Committee, 2013), all teachers must comply and administrate the
Ministerial Order No. 870—Child Safe Standards. These standards include the following:


Strategies to embed an organisational culture of child safety;



A child safety policy or a statement of commitment to child safety;



A child safety code of conduct;
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Screening, supervision, training, and other human resource practices that
reduce the risk of child abuse;



Procedures for responding to and reporting suspected child abuse;



Strategies to identify and reduce or remove risks of child abuse;



Strategies to promote child participation and empowerment.

5.4.5 Rich and thick description

An important part of providing trustworthiness of findings is to collect rich and
thick data, which maximise the ability to find meaning. Becker (1971) proclaimed that
researchers should collect verbatim transcripts of interviews as opposed to selected notes.
For this research, seven interviews were video recorded and then fully transcribed through
a transcription agency; this process is described later in this chapter. All seven verbatim
transcripts are used in Chapters 6, 7, and 8 of this thesis.
5.4.6 Summarising trustworthiness

I acknowledge there are many threats to the internal and external validity of my
research from the research design, the collection of data, the data analysis, and data
interpretation. I have outlined the actions to increase trustworthiness in my research,
which I employed as a researcher who is also the principal of the school that delivered the
program under research. The actions discussed above and the following sections in this
chapter—including ethics, research design, and data analysis—all demonstrate the
attentiveness with which I approached this research. I am acutely aware of the potential
power imbalances when working with students and teachers as a result of this process and
have done everything possible to ensure validity of the results.
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5.5 Ethics
The previous section included discussion on the ethical and moral responsibilities I
have as a researcher through the gathering of data from school students, the analysis of
those data, and the representation of the data. The section reveals the actions I took as
both a researcher and professional teacher employed by DET and working in schools to
increase the trustworthiness of this research.
With regard to research involving students and teachers in Victorian government
schools, this research abided by the ethical requirements of research with human
participants as required by the DET Victoria and Federation University, Australia. Prior
to completing the Federation University Human Research Ethics Committee application, I
conducted an ethics risk assessment. The outcome of this ethical risk assessment showed
acceptable and minimal risk; therefore, an Expedited Application for HREC Approval
form was submitted to Federation University for approval prior to data collection in 2017.
The approval for the research and data collection from Federation University is displayed
in the preliminary pages of this thesis.
DET’s research and ethical department stipulated that I do not name students in the
research. I therefore assigned students a number for the purpose of the research. No
student or teacher names are used in the findings and discussion chapters and in all
documentation in the appendices. As the LEQ data are data owned by Outdoor School,
ethics approval was not required to gather LEQ data from students. Approval was
required from DET to access and use the LEQ data. This is clearly outlined in the
application to the DET ethics department. The ethics approval to DET also outlined the
process for the semistructured interviews and data gathering. The original data from the
LEQ and data from the semistructured interviews are stored in two secure environments.
Print material is securely locked in the long-term records vault of Outdoor School, and
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digital material is secure and password protected on my DET laptop. Written and signed
approval for the semistructured interviews was gained prior from the schools’ principals,
parents, and students. A formal application to DET for ethical approval was developed for
this research (refer to Appendix J for the signed application).
As a researcher, I am confident that I have considered the many aspects of ethical
processes as presented in the previous section to ensure the validity and trustworthiness of
this research. The following sections on research design, participant selection process,
methods used to obtain informed consent, research instruments employed in the research,
and methods used for data analysis also add strength to the ethics, my moral and
professional judgements, and increased trustworthiness of this thesis and the final report.
5.6 Research Design
The explanatory sequential mixed methods I used in this research involved a twophase (Creswell, 2013) research project for students and teachers who participated in the
Future Maker program and is represented in Figure 8.
LEQ pre-test (t1):
Day 1 of Future
Maker
program

Participants partake
in 12-day
Future Maker
program

LEQ post-test (t2):
Day 12 of the
Future Maker
program

Transcribe, code, and
analyse
semistructured
interviews in NVivo

Conduct
semistructured
interviews within
4 weeks of Future
Maker program

Analysis of t1 and
t2 data

LEQpPost-test (t3):
6 months after
Future Maker
program

Analysis of t1, t2,
and t3
LEQ data

Final analysis
and conclusions

Figure 8. Chronological sequence of mixed methods used in this research: Future Maker
participants.
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With regard to the two-phase process, quantitative data (LEQ) were gathered in
Phase 1 t1 to t2, analysed, and then results were used to plan and build Phase 2, which
was qualitative—semistructured interviews. The overall aim of this design was “to have
the qualitative data help explain in more detail the initial quantitative results” (Creswell,
2013, p. 224). Typically, the procedure might involve collecting survey data in Phase 1,
analysing the data, and then following up with qualitative interviews. Considering this,
the chronological sequence that I employed for this mixed-methods approach included an
LEQ pre-test (t1) on Day 1 of the Future Maker program. Students then participated in the
12-day Future Maker program. On Day 12 of the Future Maker program, the first LEQ
post-test (t2) was conducted. The t1 and t2 results were analysed and questions added to
the semistructured question template based on the data from the analysis. This approach is
shown in Chapter 6. Then, within 4 weeks of the Future Maker program finishing,
semistructured interviews were conducted. The interviews were transcribed and coded for
analysis in NVivo 12 software (n.d.). I then conducted a second LEQ post-test (t3) that
added to the t1 and t2 results to gain a longitudinal picture and create a final effect size
for the Future Maker program.
Regarding the final structure of a mixed-methods thesis, Creswell (2013) made a
few suggestions. He noted that explanatory sequential mixed-methods dissertations could
be written up using different approaches, arguing that researchers of this style of research
should not converge the quantitative and qualitative databases as this would probably
result in “an inadequate comparison of variable of concepts” (p. 225). Therefore, the
method that I used followed a traditional explanatory sequential mixed-methods approach
that did not converge the datasets. In this research, a dataset relates to each one of the
schools that participated separately. Therefore, individual schools’ datasets were not
compared with each other; they were added together to achieve mean results but not
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compared. I analysed each dataset separately (as individual schools) and used the
qualitative data to provide further insights into the quantitative datasets. Discussion on the
schools involved in the research is presented in Section 5.6.1 (“Participants”).
The quantitative (LEQ) datasets were divided into the seven Future Maker schools.
The qualitative datasets, the semistructured interviews, include the seven Future Maker
schools exclusively. In presenting the mixed-methods findings, I decided to present each
school separately as each school told a different story regarding their Future Maker
experience. I could have presented all the quantitative data and analysis first, followed by
the qualitative data. However, as each of the seven Future Maker schools is unique, I
decided to present each school’s quantitative and qualitative data analysis separately.
Additionally, concentrating on each school demonstrated the research process from the
LEQ analysis to the semistructured interviews. This process also allowed me to clearly
answer the research questions. Figure 9 shows the explanatory sequential mixed-methods
sequence I employed.

Chapter 6 Findings
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Introduction
Beechworth SC
Benalla P–12
Mount Beauty SC
Myrtlford P–12
Numurkah SC
Rutherglen HS
Yarrawonga P–12
Overall results

Chapter 7 Discussion

Chapter 8 Conclusion

• Introduction
• Effect size differences
on social capital
indicators over six
months
• Limitations of study
• What has been
confirmed by the
research
• What did not fit the
research assumptions

• Introduction
• A nexus between
outdoor education and
social capital:
framework
• Conclusions
• Evaluation of reserch
• Recommendations for
future research
• Final thoughts

Figure 9. Explanatory sequential mixed-methods chapter sequence.
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5.6.1 Participants

This research engaged two groups of participants:
1.

Year 9 students from Victorian government schools;

2.

Teaching staff from Victorian government schools.

Students completed three LEQs over a 6-month period. The first LEQ, t1, was
completed on Day 1 of the Future Maker program. The second LEQ, t2, was completed
on Day 12 of the Future Maker program, and LEQ t3 was completed 6 months after the
Future Maker program. The students completed the t1 and t2 LEQ to inform the
semistructured interviews. The t3 results were to show a longitudinal effect size for the
Future Maker program in the five indicators of social capital. The LEQ data supplied the
quantitative data for the research. Teaching staff did not complete the LEQ; therefore, the
LEQ data represent student voices inclusively. Both teachers and students were randomly
selected to be involved in the qualitative semistructured interviews. The semistructured
interviews lasted for around 40 minutes and were scheduled 4 weeks after the students
completed the Future Maker program. While the Future Maker program was not created
solely for Year 9 students, it is recognised that students in Year 9, at around 15 years of
age, are the formative years, and at this age, long-lasting social behaviours are established
and maintained into adulthood (Cole, Mahar, & Vindurampulle, 2006).
Selection of participants for LEQ data: Students

Year 9 students were selected for the LEQ as they were part of a cohort of students
who attended Outdoor School in 2017. For example, all Year 9 students from Mount
Beauty Secondary College attended Outdoor School in 2017 and participated in the
Future Maker program. So by default, their LEQ data were selected. Outdoor School is
like every other Victorian government school in that it collects data from students by way
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of questionnaires and other mediums to enrich student feedback, teacher judgement, and
reports. Outdoor School, as already noted, developed the LEQ in 2015 to help gain
feedback on the personal and social capabilities of the Future Maker program in order to
use the data for student feedback and reporting. Consequently, Outdoor School did not
require permission from students nor parents to gather data; it is well understood that
schools work this way. Collecting student data is commonplace in any school; however,
in maintaining transparency and meeting the requirements for research ethics with human
participants, the consent to use the LEQ data from Outdoor School was obtained from
DET as outlined in Section 5.5 (“Ethics”) and further explained in the DET ethics
application (see Appendix J). Considering this process, it is worth knowing which seven
schools in 2017 participated in the Future Maker program at Outdoor School.
The students in the Future Maker program came from the following seven Victorian
government schools:


Beechworth Secondary College (n = 42);



Benalla P–12 College (n = 65);



Mount Beauty Secondary College (n = 22);



Myrtleford P–12 College (n = 15);



Numurkah Secondary College (n = 36);



Rutherglen High School (n = 37);



Yarrawonga College P–12 (n = 70).

A total of 287 students participated in the Future Maker program.
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All schools gave consent to use data from their students for the purpose of this
doctoral research (the methods used to gain informed consent are outlined in Section
5.6.2).
Selection of participants for semistructured interviews: Students

Only students who participated in the Future Maker program were eligible for
selection in the semistructured interviews (n = 287). Only students whose parents and
school principals returned a signed informed consent were considered for the
semistructured interviews. From the signed returned forms, four students were randomly
selected from each of the seven Future Maker programs. Student names were placed on
individual pieces of paper for each separate school and randomly drawn from a hat. As
there were seven schools, this process was conducted seven times. In total, 28 students
were randomly selected, four from each school, to participate in the semistructured
interviews.
Selection of participants for semistructured interviews: Teachers

Each school that attended the Future Maker programs in 2017 brought along
teaching staff. Each school nominated a Future Maker staff member who liaised with
Outdoor School staff. Their role was to assist in curriculum delivery at the school before
and after they attended the 12-day Future Maker program at Outdoor School. Their other
role was to assist in student wellbeing while attending the Future Maker program. To add
validity and trustworthiness to the semistructured data as described earlier, it was
considered important to have the voice of the nominated staff member in the interviews.
These teachers provided a reasoning voice and provided me with verbal feedback after the
interviews. These seven staff were provided with the relevant research explanatory
statement and informed consent forms to read and sign if they were willing to participate.
All seven teachers signed the consent forms and partook in the semistructured interviews.
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Their interview responses provided further insights into the LEQ data. Overall, seven
staff partook in the semistructured interviews. In total, 35 participants took part in the
semistructured interviews.
5.6.2 Methods used to obtain informed consent
Life Effectiveness Questionnaire

As mentioned in Section 5.5 (“Ethics”), the only informed consent required for
accessing the LEQ data was through the ethics approval form to DET (refer to Appendix
J). As a courtesy, in the letter to the principals of the participating schools, principals
were alerted to the use of these data for this doctoral research project (refer to Appendix
K).
Semistructured interviews

A statement of informed consent was developed for this component of data
gathering in this research. These included a plain language information statement (PLIS)
for DET staff, parents, and students. It also included letters to principals of participating
schools. The PLIS documents are found in Appendix L.
To gain informed consent, the following process was conducted. Letters were sent
to participating principals, which once read and understood, a signed copy was required.
Once I had their consent to conduct the semistructured interviews with staff from their
school, I contacted the school staff member responsible for the Future Maker program.
Once I had established contact, I arranged to meet the staff member at their school at a
time that suited them. At the meeting, we read through the letter and discussed their
principal’s approval and went through the research and data to be collected as a result of
the semistructured interviews—often, the principal voluntarily attended the first meeting;
however, they were not required or asked to attend. At the meeting with the teacher in
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charge, I provided them with copies of the unsigned DET, parent, and student PLIS
documents. We then went through the DET PLIS document. I encouraged the teachers to
re-read the document at a later date before they made a decision to sign. This step was
taken so that teachers did not feel pressured to sign and participate in the semistructured
interviews as a result of my presence and perceived power imbalance that can sometimes
be found between teachers and principals (Moye, Henkin, & Egley, 2005). All seven
teachers signed the informed consent form. Once this was completed, teachers were asked
to send the PLIS statement home with all Year 9 students. The students were asked by
their teacher to read and sign the documents with their parents. If the students were
willing to participate, and their parents agreed and signed their PLIS, students were asked
to return the signed PLIS documents to their home group teacher at their school. These
teachers then passed on the informed consent forms to the teacher in charge of the Future
Maker program. This is a typical process in schools, and students and staff are very
familiar with this procedure.
Hard copies of informed consent were collected and handed to me once schools
arrived at Outdoor School. Once I had all the signed copies of students for the
participating school, the process of selection for the semistructured interviews was
conducted. The process for selection was to write the students’ names on a piece of paper
and place in a hat. Names were drawn, and a confidential list established. The students
did not know if they were selected for the semistructured interviews until 2 weeks after
the program. After the program, I contacted the teacher in charge to establish a meeting
time at the school for the semistructured interviews that suited the students and teacher.
The teacher then spoke to the chosen students and informed them of the interview date
and time. While there were four names drawn out of the hat for each interview, two more
names were drawn as back-up in case some of the students could not make the interviews.
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The students’ teachers were also informed about the time of the interviews so they knew
they were out of class if the semistructured interviews ran during regular class time.
5.6.3 Instruments

As previously described, this research used a mixed-methods approach, employing
both qualitative and quantitative measuring instruments to triangulate data to gather a
clearer picture of the human experience. Furthermore, the results gained allowed for a
deeper conversation around the research questions.
Quantitative instrument: Life Effectiveness Questionnaire

The LEQ is a self-reporting continuum instrument that generates an effect size
between pre and post results and is designed to measure individual effectiveness in a
variety of key generic life skills (Neill, 2008). Hattie (2008) adopted the effect size in his
seminal work on achievement in education and described effect size as a “scale that has
been among the marvellous advances in the analysis of research studies over the past
century” (p. 7). While Hattie et al. (1997) used the LEQ tool in their research, Neill
(2008) redeveloped and refined the LEQ tool as part of his doctoral thesis. Chapters 5, 6,
and 7 of his thesis provide a detailed account of the development of the LEQ as a valid
research instrument. After pilot testing, Neill concluded, “In general, these results indicate
that the LEQ instrument can be used with confidence in making comparative evaluations
of factor means and program outcomes across gender and age subgroups, using a first or
second order model” (p. 293). Neill also recommended using the LEQ in mixed-methods
research to improve validity, especially with the use of semistructured interviews that
“could also explore . . . participants’ understanding of how outdoor experiences helped to
develop each life effectiveness area” (p. 298). Neill (2008) concluded, “The development
of the LEQ offers significant contribution to outdoor education and psychological
intervention program research. The psychometric structure of the instrument is sound, the
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factors reliable, [and] items have good face validity” (p. 298). The LEQ is a flexible
instrument that can be tailored to particular research projects and questions. The personal
and social capability LEQ used in my research is presented in Appendix A.
LEQ and effect size

An effect size offers a common understanding of the many outcome variables,
especially when research is looking at the complexities of educational outcomes (Hattie,
2008). As my research was interested in educational outcomes, taking account of all the
complexities of human behaviour and the natural variability of outdoor education
experiences for students, it seemed appropriate to use data from an LEQ platform that
generates effect size. Effect size is widely understood and used in education circles,
especially in understanding the effect of teaching (Hattie, 2012; DET, 2017). Some
opponents of effect size (Sullivan & Feinn, 2012) argue that an effect size is likely to be
found with statistically significant samples regardless of the intervention. While this
research refers to the data from the LEQ and Hattie’s effect size rankings from his book
Visible Learning, it is important to acknowledge the objective critiques of Hattie’s
work—objective, because there has been, according to Killian (2015), “some
exaggerated, misleading and very personal attacks on Hattie and his work as a result of
his findings challenging deeply entrenched beliefs about how teachers teach and students
learn” (p. 1). Killian (2015) maintained that it would be unusual for Hattie’s research not
to have limitations as all research presents with limitations. Critiques of Hattie’s research
have intensified since Visible Learning was published as a result of the research being
used and revered by many educational institutions and governments around the world
(Bergeron & Rivard, 2017).
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Bergeron and Rivard (2017), Killian (2015), and Snook et al. (2009) outlined
limitations of Hattie’s research that are worth mentioning. Such limitations include the
following:
a.

Killian (2015) noted that Hattie’s work focuses only on what affects a
student’s academic outcome. Killian argued that if you want to read about
students’ academic achievement, then Visible Learning is a must.
Furthermore, if you want to know more about factors that affect aspects of
student development, then looking beyond Visible Learning is recommended.

b.

Visible Learning relies on the meta-analyses of millions of student results that
have been explored through 50,000+ research studies and then summarised
into 800+ meta-analyses categories, which were synthesised by Hattie into the
data in Visible Learning (Snook et al., 2009). Meta-analyses like Hattie’s
work discern only the average impact of a factor, which leads to the obvious
weakness that meta-analysis can miss important nuances (Killian, 2015).
Take, for example, the nuances of homework. While Visible Learning has
homework at a low impact of .29, there are differences in primary and
secondary homework that could be a result of the homework set at different
ages rather than homework set at a student’s stage of development per se
(Killian, 2015). In fact, Marzano and Pickering’s (2007) main criticism of
Hattie’s work is that some of the factors in Visible Learning are too broad and
muddy the waters with regard to aspects of educational student outcomes,
including homework. In summary, Killian pointed out that Hattie could have
provided more detailed and prominent reporting of variance between related
meta-analyses that would have assisted readers to identify areas that required
further exploration as a result of generalised nuances.
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c.

Hattie claimed that socioeconomic status and class size do not matter. Killian
(2015) pointed out that this is a misleading claim and that Hattie actually
found that “reducing class size led to improvements in students’ academic
results, but that the effect was smaller than the effect of other factors, such as
the way teachers go about their work” (p. 3). Furthermore, Hattie claimed that
poor kids with bad home lives can succeed despite the hurdles they face and
that teachers and schools should focus on the things they can control rather
than on the things they cannot (Killian, 2015).

d.

One of the most contested claims is that Hattie’s method of statistical analysis
is not valid and is at best pseudoscience (Bergeron & Rivard, 2017; Snook et
al., 2009). Bergeron and Rivard (2017) are scathing of Hattie’s meta-analysis
methodology, asserting that Hattie’s work in Visible Learning does not
distinguish between inappropriate and nonrigorous research; everything is
included regardless of the research validity. Second, Bergeron and Rivard
(2017) are contemptuous of the fact that Hattie does not use baseline
comparisons when determining effect size. This lack of statistical process,
according to Bergeron and Rivard (2017), means that Hattie’s “averages do
not make any sense” (p. 240) as there is no baseline data from which to create
averages, and this is the fundamental flaw of Hattie’s methodology and data.
While there are questions around Hattie’s methodology, Killian (2015)
recognised that effect size is a valid statistical measurement that adds insight
into educational research.

e.

Hattie and others (Bergeron & Rivard, 2017; Killian, 2015) have noted an
error in the calculation of the common language effects (CLE) that has been
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subsequently fixed in later editions of Visible Learning. While this is the case,
Killian (2015) stated that this was,
…a careless error that should have been picked up in the publishing process.
It means you cannot use any of the CLEs reported in the book. However, all
the effect sizes are correct and these are the ones used to rank the impact of
various factors. (p. 4)

While there are obvious flaws to Hattie’s (2008) research, Visible Learning,
according to Killian (2015), remains “the most significant summary of educational
research ever compiled” (p. 5). Notwithstanding the critics of Hattie’s (2008) research,
the use of effect size in my research was employed because effect size is extensively
used, understood, and accepted in educational circles as a measurement (DET, 2017).
Effect size was used in my research as the measure for student outcomes relating to social
capital as a result of students partaking in an outdoor education program delivered by an
outdoor residential school. As pointed out by Bergeron and Rivard (2017), effect size
scores need to have baseline data for there to be a comparison made in relation to any
change. In my research, participants completed the LEQ three times: t1 was the baseline
data for t2 and t3 data. Effect size is measured on a continuum. Figure 10, adopted from
Hattie (2008) shows an example of an effect size continuum.

Figure 10. Effect size continuum adopted from Hattie (2008, p. 7).

Many researchers (Glass, 1977; Glass, Smith, & McGaw, 1981; Hedges & Olkin,
2014) have detailed how effect size can be calculated from various sources of data. For
my research, effect size was measured in units of 1.0. According to Hattie (2008), an
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effect size of 1.0 “would mean on average, students receiving that treatment would
exceed 85% of students not receiving that treatment” (p. 8). The effect size data I used for
the quantitative data came from Neill’s (2008) open-sourced autocalculation spreadsheet
template for measuring LEQ (Appendix M). Neill’s (2008) autocalculation spreadsheet
uses the following effect size measurements and interpretations (refer to Table 13).
Table 13
Effect Size Measurements With Interpretation
Effect Size
−0.2

Interpretation
Negative effect

0.0

No effect

0.2

Small effect

0.4

Moderate effect

0.6

Strong effect

1.0

Very strong effect

Note. Adapted from Neill, 2008.

Unlike Hattie (2008), and a criticism levelled at Hattie’s research (Bergeron &
Rivard, 2017), my research used the presence of negative effect size scores. In my
research, an effect size of −0.2 is a negative effect. An effect of 0 is no effect and 0.2 is a
small effect. An effect of 0.4 is a moderate effect. An effect of 0.6 is a strong effect and
1.0 is very strong. In Chapters 6, 7 and 8, I have referred to the changes in student
outcomes by using the effect size measurements from Table 13. In summary, I used effect
size as the measurement to determine the changes in social capital indicators as a result of
students participating in the Future Maker program.
Qualitative instrument: Semistructured interviews

Researchers use interviews for a variety of purposes. Harrell and Bradley (2009)
outlined that interviews can be used as “a primary data gathering method . . . they can be
used to gather information on past and present behaviours . . . they can be used to gather
157

background information to tap into expert opinion” (p. 24). Interviews can be placed on a
continuum from highly formal, formal, semistructured, to informal. With formal and
highly formal interviews, the questions are fixed, and they are asked in a specific order
(Harrell & Bradley, 2009). With informal interviews, the researcher has a clear plan but
minimum control over how the respondent answers. However, with semistructured
interviews, the researcher has some discretion about the order in which questions are
asked and, according to Harrell and Bradley (2009), semistructured interviews are used
when the researcher wants to delve deeply into a topic and to understand thoroughly the
answers provided.
Considering this, I chose semistructured interviews as the qualitative method. This
style of interview allowed for consistency across interviews while having the flexibility to
explore topics in greater depth. This process ensured I had the greatest likelihood of
gathering the data that would allow me to answer the research questions with clarity. The
questions for the interviews were developed from the analysis of the quantitative data. For
example, if the LEQ data for a school indicated a significant effect size in the social
capital indicator of relationships, I made sure that questions exploring this effect size
were asked in the semistructured interviews. While I had a template for conducting the
semistructured interviews, the template was flexible enough to allow increased focus on
the most relevant questions as a result of the LEQ analysis (refer to Appendix N for a
copy of the semistructured interview template). The interviews were recorded for
verbatim transcription and then analysed. NVivo 12 software (n.d.) was used to sort and
determine coding nodes. A pilot was not used for the semistructured interviews. This may
be seen as a limitation of this research; however, I considered that my previous research
training, which used narrative inquiry (Keeble, 2002), and my 30 years’ experience in
education as teacher and principal provided me with the skills and familiarity in
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interviewing teachers and students and was sufficient experience not to warrant a pilot run
for the semistructured interviews.
5.7 Method of Data Analysis
This section outlines the data analysis process used for both the LEQ and
semistructured interviews. While Outdoor School already utilised the LEQ as a datagathering tool, for the purpose of my research, an iPad app was designed using FileMaker
Pro 18 Advanced (n.d.) software that allowed for data integrity to ensure data were not
corrupted. The iPad app was also designed as students in Year 9 are considered “digital
natives” (Prensky, 2001) and are capable of completing a questionnaire on a digital
device. With regard to the semistructured interviews, I used NVivo 12 software (n.d.),
which allowed me to upload videos of each interview, to use a transcription service with
90% accuracy, and for the coding of transcriptions for analysis.
5.7.1 LEQ data analysis design and export process
Creation of iPad app

To move from a paper-based student questionnaire to an electronic version, an app
designed to run on iPads was developed utilising the FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced (n.d.)
platform. FileMaker (Version 18; n.d.) is a tool used by developers to create desktop and
mobile applications with the intent to streamline business processes. The platform is
widely used by industry and is renowned for its rapid development capabilities and
flexible build processes. The FileMaker (Version 18; n.d.) platform is made up of several
products that work together in various configurations to deliver custom solutions designed
for the system required. FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced (Version 18; n.d.), used on Windows
or Mac iOS, FileMaker Go software (n.d.), used on iOS—iPads/iPhones, and FileMaker
Server software (n.d.), make up the three core FileMaker (Version 18; n.d.) products.
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Apps can be developed as standalone or as multiuser hosted apps where the file is hosted
on FileMaker Server (n.d.) and accessed using FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced software
(n.d.) or FileMaker Go software (n.d.).
FileMaker’s unique ability to integrate both a relational database and a user
interface within a single file is its key feature when compared to other industry-based
database products. FileMaker software has existed since 1985, and in late 2019 was
renamed Claris (n.d.). More information on FileMaker can be found at
www.filemaker.com.
Architecture of app

The LEQ app was hosted on FileMaker Server software (n.d.) and accessed via
iPads by multiple users simultaneously. The database was made up of two data tables—
students and surveys—and one system table, which was used for interface purposes.
Figure 11 shows some of the schema built for the app and demonstrates the use of table
occurrences within FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced software (n.d.).

Figure 11. Part of the schema built for the FileMaker app to host the LEQ.
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Student, group, and school

Each student was identified within the app by their name, the group they were in for
the Future Maker program, and their school name. Prior to students creating their
accounts within the app, the supervising teacher was required to log on as an
administrator (refer to Figure 12) where they created and selected the correct group name
(refer to Figure 13).

Figure 12. Screenshot showing the teacher/admin login.

Figure 13. Screenshot showing selection of school and school group.
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Student accounts

The app required a student to create an account by inputting their first name and
surname. If the app contained an existing account that shared the same first name and
surname, the app prompted the student to request help from the supervising teacher who
instructed the student to add an initial or number to their first name. Of the 287 student
accounts, there were no students with the same first names and surnames. Once account
creation was completed, the student was asked to select their gender and a school from a
list of school names. Students were able to access their login on three occasions: once at
the start of the program (t1), once on Day 12 of the program (t2), and once 6 months after
the program (t3). Subsequent logons by students were recognised by matching a student’s
first name and surname with that already entered. The app was able to determine the t1,
t2, and t3 surveys by the same individual and to record them appropriately in the app. The
app displayed the number of responses to t1, t2, and t3 so that I knew when all the
surveys had been completed.
Data integrity: User input

Students were provided with instructions before completing each survey. The
instructions were the same for all three surveys. Figure 14 shows the instructions that
students read prior to completing the survey.
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Figure 14. LEQ instruction on app.

Once the survey was started, a student was requested to “swipe” forward to proceed
to each subsequent question as shown in Figure 15.

Figure 15. LEQ app showing students how to swipe to access the next question.

If a student was unable to complete the LEQ for any reason or tapped on the “exit”
button, the results were not saved. When this happened, the student was asked by the
teacher to log back into the app. Students started the LEQ from the beginning. The script
shown below in Figure 16 handled incomplete surveys. It starts by asking the student if
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they wish to exit survey or cancel. Choosing cancel allowed the student to continue the
survey.

Figure 16. Exit and cancel features of the app.

Students were prevented from swiping back to a previous question and from
proceeding to the next without supplying an answer to the current question as shown in
Figure 17.

Figure 17. Swiping controls built into the app.

This feature insured 100% success rate when students completed the LEQ.
Export process: FileMaker script

The FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced software (n.d.) script in Figure 18 was created in
the app to export students and their related survey records to an .xlsx file that could be
opened in Microsoft Excel. This .xlsx file is Neill’s 2008 autocalculation spreadsheet
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discussed in the previous section. The green comments explain what each part of the
script is doing.

Figure 18. FileMaker script used to export data from the app to the .xlsx file.

In plain language, the export process created a list of all group names from all
schools entered into the app. The export process then looped through each school name
and found all students from the current school. The list was refined to include students
who only completed t2 and t3 LEQs. Then the export process sorted students’ names and
LEQ numbers, and concatenated t3 results to t2 results. This process was marked so that it
could be later filtered in the export process. The export process set the path to export the
records to the .xlsx format so that it opened in Neill’s (2008) MS Excel template.
Data integrity: Schema and export process

The LEQ app had features built in for data integrity. These included the following:


Each student and survey record stored in the app was assigned a universally
unique identifier.



FileMaker’s relational database contains a data validation feature that a
developer can establish and set within the database schema. Data validation
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allows a FileMaker developer to be certain that each record is unique within a
single database.
Figure 19 shows part of the data integrity process in the FileMaker Pro 18
Advanced (n.d.) software app.

Figure 19. FileMaker data integrity.

The integrity of key fields, used to relate survey records to student records, was
twofold. The key field autopopulated with the unique student number when a record was
created, and the data within key fields used to relate student and LEQ records could not
be modified and contained a value and a unique student number within the database.
Figure 20 demonstrates the relationship created in the FileMaker app between
student records and survey records, utilising key fields that are either autopopulated via
the Get(UUID) function or a set field script step.
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Figure 20. Autopopulation process in the LEQ app.
Data format

The scripted export process executed in FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced (n.d.) software
provided an .xlsx file output. This file was then opened using MS Excel and contained 56
cells labelled as follows:
1.

Group name;

2.

School name;

3.

Student’s full name;

4.

Student’s gender;

5.

Date completed (date of Survey t1, t2 and t3);

6.

Date completed (date of Survey t1, t2 and t3);

7.

LEQ scores per question for t1, t2, and t3 (cells 7 to 56).

Copying data between Excel documents

The rows of 56 cells per student were copied to the LEQ Excel file. This process
relied on human interaction with the potential of data being pasted into incorrect cells
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within the LEQ Excel file. However, such an occurrence was obvious to the person
copying the data as the cells were colour coded. There were 50 columns where score data
were required for each existing student. Because the data was pasted as a large block
(e.g., five students would mean 280 cells were selected), an empty column would be
glaringly obvious. Figure 21 shows an example of the colour coding in the LEQ Excel
spreadsheet.

Figure 21. Example of colour coding in LEQ Excel spreadsheet to ensure integrity.

Once the data for each school were entered, the file was identified with an
appropriate Excel name. As an example, all the files were named using the following
convention:


LEQ-PSC-25-T12-V1 – Benalla – BenallaP12_09 2&3

PSC refers to personal and social capabilities; 25 refers to the number of questions
in the LEQ.
Other files were created from the database, and these included all Future Maker
schools, all control schools, male and female groupings, t1 to t2 results, t1 to t3 results,
and t2 to t3 results. The creation of these files from the database allowed me to use the
data to sufficiently answer the research questions. In summary, the creation and use of the
LEQ app in FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced (n.d.) software allowed for seamless gathering
and exporting of data to ensure the data were not corrupt and were therefore valid and
reliable data for my research.
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5.7.2 NVivo 12 Plus

There are various qualitative data analysis techniques (Leech & Onwuegbuzie,
2011) available to researchers. I chose the computer-assisted qualitative software NVivo
12 software (n.d.) to code and analyse the semistructured interviews. According to
Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2007a), computer-assisted software greatly increases the rigour
of a qualitative study. Considering the wide use of NVivo software in mixed-methods
research (Bowen, Rose, & Pilkington, 2017), I was confident that using NVivo 12
software (n.d.) would provide me reliable and valid data.
While I have considerable experience in interviewing students, I had limited
experience in using the NVivo 12 software (n.d.) to transcribe, organise, code, and
interpret data. To increase my understanding of the NVivo 12 software (n.d.), I enrolled
in a training course offered by Federation University. I completed the set work over a 6month period prior to using the software. This training was invaluable as it allowed me to
explore and develop competency with NVivo. When I started the training, I was using
NVivo 10; by the time I entered the semistructured interviews into NVivo, I was using
NVivo 12 software (n.d.)—such is the speed of software development.
Process employed for data input and data extraction
Design framework

To clearly define the scope of the data to be used and generated in NVivo 12
software (n.d.), it was important to create a design framework—a road map—prior to
using the NVivo 12 software (n.d.). The template for the design framework was accessed
during the NVivo training I undertook. Figure 22 outlines the design framework I
employed.

169

Data Type(s)

Unit(s)

Variables Longitudinal
study
(Y or N)

Themes

Broad topic coding and
nodes
Communication
Semistructured

1. Individual students

1. Gender

interviews

2. Individual schools

2. School

No

Group processing
Networking
Relationships
Leadership

Emergent fine coding and
nodes
Memorable quotations

Figure 22. NVivo design framework.

Diagram 16 shows that I used six nodes to code the transcriptions. Five of these
nodes—communication, group processing, relationships, networking, and leadership—are
the five indicators of social capital measured in the quantitative LEQ tool.
Data entry

Seven schools partook in the Future Maker program. Therefore, seven individual
NVivo files were created in NVivo 12 software (n.d.). Video with audio was used to
record each semistructured interview. A small camcorder was used to capture and record
video and audio. A separate audio-only device was used to capture audio as a back-up.
The back-up audios were not required. The semistructured interview videos, in mp4
format, were then uploaded to each school’s individual file in NVivo 12 software (n.d.).
Each video was transcribed using the transcription facility inbuilt in NVivo 12 software
(n.d.). NVivo claim that their transcription has a 90% accuracy rate (n.d.); therefore, this
service was used. Data were individually entered into NVivo 12 software (n.d.) for the
seven schools partaking in the Future Maker program. The files were identified with the
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school name—for example, Mount Beauty.nvp-NVivo 12 Plus. Once the transcripts were
available for each school, the seven themes (nodes) as outlined in Figure 23 were created
as files in the node section of NVivo.

Figure 23. Screenshot of nodes.

I placed the social capital indicators into the autosearch feature in NVivo 12
software (n.d.) for each transcript. I manually searched the node memorable quotes then
placed the social capital terms into the autosearch feature as a method of ensuring validity
of the results; that is, all social capital indicators were searched using the same method—
autosearch. This meant that whenever the social capital indicators were mentioned in the
interviews, they were coded and added to one of the individual social capital nodes. For
example, if a student mentioned the social capital indicator communication, it was
identified, coded, and added to the communication node. Once this process had occurred,
the nodes were manually read. During the manual reading phase, I placed memorable
quotations from the five individual nodes into the memorable quote node. A memorable
quotation was identified when the interviewee made a statement that appeared to reveal
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interesting explanations and insights into the question being posed. These quotations were
then used for analysis and are selectively presented in the findings chapter.
In presenting the semistructured interview data in Chapter 6, I applied a style of
reporting that delineated between female and male participants. I also delineated between
myself, the researcher, and the teacher. I applied the following: R always refers to the
researcher; P always refers to the participant (P1, P2, P3, and P4 are used); F or M is
placed before the participant (P) to denote F as female or M as male (hence FP1 or MP1
and so on); and T always refers to the teacher.
While NVivo 12 software (n.d.) has the ability to input quantitative data from the
LEQ, this function was not used. The LEQ data and the semistructured interview data in
NVivo 12 software (n.d.) were kept separate due to the sequential nature of the mixed
methods employed. The LEQ data were already analysed prior to the semistructured
interviews. It was conducted this way so that the semistructured interview process asked
appropriate questions based on the LEQ data. In Chapter 6, the results are presented in the
order that the data were analysed. Each dataset told a story, and these stories are bought
together in Chapters 7 and 8.
5.8 Chapter Summary
I employed a mixed-methods approach in this research. The research was
exploratory and sequential in nature and allowed me to interpret and gain understanding
into human experience and in particular to acquire reliable, valid, and trustworthy data. I
used data from the personal and social LEQ obtained from Outdoor School. To ensure the
LEQ data were reliable, a FileMaker app (Version Pro 18 Advanced: n.d.) was developed
for data entry and data integrity. The LEQ data were divided into the nine outcomes of
outdoor education that this research used, which were then channelled into the five social
capital indicators. Students who participated in the Future Maker program also completed
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the LEQ at t1, t2, and t3. Four students from each of the seven schools, who participated
in the Future Maker program, were then randomly selected to participate in
semistructured interviews. A teacher from each school that participated in the Future
Maker program also joined the semistructured interviews. Video with audio was placed
into NVivo 12 software (n.d.), transcribed, and coded with the five social capital
indicators. Chapter 6 details the findings from the LEQ data and semistructured interview
data, while Chapters 7 and 8 discuss the findings and conclusions.
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Chapter 6
6.1 Findings
The primary aim of my research was to explore and investigate the potential link
between practices of outdoor education and the development of social capital as
suggested by the theoretical nexus between outdoor education and social capital. To
address this aim, I posed three research questions (see Chapter 1). To answer these
questions in Chapter 7, this chapter presents the evidence gathered through the various
data collection methods described in Chapter 5 and presents some initial analysis.
As my research takes the methodological structure of explanatory sequential mixed
methods, this chapter follows the recommendation of data analysis as suggested by
Creswell (2013). It also follows the sequence presented in Chapter 5. This chapter begins
with information that is relevant to each of the seven schools that participated in the
research. All seven schools included the personal and social capabilities in their learning
outcomes. This material is therefore presented once in order to minimise repetition. The
information relates to; the strands, the substrands, the content descriptors, the progression
points, assessment rubrics and outdoor activities employed to match the personal and
social capabilities of the Future Maker program. The chapter then presents the results of
the quantitative data analysis in its entirety, followed by the results of the qualitative
analysis in their entirety. These are presented separately for each school that participated
in the Future Maker program. Following this, I include a section on the longitudinal 6
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month quantitative data, while the final section of this chapter focuses on the overall
quantitative results from the Future Maker program.
With regard to each individual school, I have presented a brief description of the
school, the core learning intentions18 of the Future Maker program and a copy of the time
table with educational activities. This information is presented before each schools’ data
to assist with the interpretation of the results: it provides insight into the data that will be
explored in Chapter 7. Furthermore, the information aided in interpreting the quantitative
data and the results from t1 to t2 and t1 to t3. Finally, the results from the LEQ, presented
in this chapter, are represented in two bar graphs:
1.

The first series of bar graphs represents individual groups of students from the
same school. Typically, a group consists of no more than 12 students and two
teachers. As a reminder, only students completed the LEQ. The total amount
of groups depends on the amount of Year 9 students from an individual
school. For example, if a school had 48 Year 9 students, they would have four
groups of 12 students. The cap on numbers at 12 per group is a direct function
of DET’s ratios for outdoor adventure activities as part of the Safety
Guidelines in Education Outdoors (DET, 2020b). The data are represented
this way as each group of students from the same school had the same
teachers for the 12-day Future Maker program. Having the data presented this
way acknowledges Hattie’s (2012) finding that teachers have the greatest
effect on a student’s educational outcomes. Isolating the data into the
individual groups allowed for more detailed and tailored questions for the

18

The core learning intentions are displayed in full in Appendix O. The learning intentions are what the
teachers were explicitly teaching and provided the documentation for student assessment. The eight
learning intentions involved in the 2017 Future Maker programs included; Working collaboratively/conflict
resolution: Developing resilience: Biological sciences: Reflective analysis: Wellbeing: Critical thinking:
Nature knowledge: Sustainable learning action.
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semistructured interviews that could include insights into the effects of
individual teachers, weather, the idiosyncratic influence of individual
students, and the impact of particular events during the program.
2.

The second series of bar graphs represents the whole school, t1 to t2 results
alongside the t1 to t3 results. The results were collected on Day 1 (t1),Day 12
(t2), and at six months (t3).

As a reminder, the LEQ quantitative results presented in this chapter are created
from Neill’s (2008) autocalculation spreadsheet, with the units measuring effect size of
the five indicators of social capital: communication, relationships, group processing,
networking, and leadership. In recapping, an effect size of −0.2 is a negative effect, 0.0
refers to no effect size, 0.2 is a small effect, 0.4 is a medium effect, 0.6 is a strong effect,
and 1.0 is a very strong effect.
The qualitative data presented in this chapter were generated from semistructured
interviews. The seven schools that completed the Future Maker program had four
randomly selected students and one teacher from each school as participants in the
interviews. The interviews occurred within the first 4 weeks after the Future Maker
program. The participants could withdraw from the interview at any time; however, none
of the participants did so during any of the seven interviews. The semistructured
interviews did not run past 50 minutes and were conducted at a time that best suited the
teacher and students at each school. The video recordings were then downloaded into
NVivo 12 software (n.d.) to be transcribed and coded for analysis.
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6.1.2 Personal and social capability documentation – All Future Maker schools

The following information is provided as it pertains to each school that participated
in the Future Maker program. Every school used learning intentions from the personal
and social capabilities (VCAA, 2015). The information in Figures 24, 25, 26 and 27 are
from documents constructed by Outdoor School staff (Outdoor School, 2017b). The
information in the following figures showed the extent of the curriculum development,
the connections between the program structure, the content taught, the assessment and
outdoor activities.
PROGRAM NAME: Future Maker
PROGRAM CAPABILITY: Personal and Social
Capability/
Learning
Area
Personal/
Social

Strands

Sub Strands

Content Descriptors

Personal/Social
Awareness and
Management

Appreciation of
Diversity and
Understanding
of Relationships

Analyse how divergent values and beliefs
contribute to different perspectives on social
issues.
Acknowledge the importance of empathy and
the acceptance of diversity for a cohesive
community and reflect on the effectiveness of
strategies for being respectful of diversity and
human rights.
Investigate personal, social and cultural factors
that influence the ability to experience positive
and respectful relationships and explore the
rights and responsibilities of individuals in
relationships.

Personal/Social
Awareness and
Management

Collaboration

Evaluate own and others contribution to group
tasks, critiquing roles including leadership and
provide useful feedback to peers, evaluate task
achievement and make recommendations for
improvements in relation to team goals.
Develop specific skills and a variety of
strategies to prevent or resolve conflict, and
explore the nature of conflict resolution in a
range of contexts.

Figure 24. Future Maker personal and social capability.
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Sub Strand

Level
10

9
Appreciation of Diversity
and Understanding of
Relationships - Diversity

8

7

6
10
Appreciation of Diversity
and Understanding of
Relationships Relationships

9
8
7
6

10

9
Collaboration – Working
In Teams

8

7

6
10
9
Collaboration – Conflict
Resolution

8
7
6

Progression Points
Students analyse the effects of actions that repress human
rights and limit the expression of diverse views.
Students demonstrate their value of diversity and promote
human rights in the community. They demonstrate an
understanding of the values and beliefs of different groups in
society.
Students explain the impact of valuing diversity and
promoting human rights in the community. They explore the
values and beliefs of different groups in society.
Students explore the value of diversity and promoting human
rights. They explore the values and beliefs of different groups
in society.
Students recognise and appreciate the uniqueness of all
people. They are able to explain how individual, social and
cultural differences may increase vulnerability to stereotypes.
Students analyse factors that influence different types of
relationships.
Students explain indicators of respectful relationships in a
range of social and work-related situations.
Students identify indicators of respectful relationships in a
range of social and work-related situations.
Students explain characteristics of respectful relationships.
Students identify characteristics of respectful relationships.
Students critique their ability to devise and enact strategies for
working in diverse teams, drawing on the skills and
contributions of team members to complete complex tasks.
They develop and apply criteria to evaluate the outcomes of
group tasks and make recommendations for improvements.
Students demonstrate then explain the extent to which
individual roles and responsibilities enhance group cohesion
and the achievement of personal and group objectives.
Students explain the extent to which individual roles and
responsibilities enhance group cohesion and the achievement
of personal and group objectives.
Students actively contribute to groups and teams, regularly
suggesting improvements for methods used in group projects
and investigations.
Students contribute to groups and teams suggesting
improvements for methods used in group projects and
investigations.
Students generate, apply and evaluate strategies to prevent and
resolve conflicts in a range of contexts.
Students generate and apply strategies to prevent and resolve
conflicts in a range of contexts.
Students assess the appropriateness of various strategies to
avoid or resolve conflict in a range of situations.
Students explain the appropriateness of various strategies to
avoid or resolve conflict in a range of situations.
Students identify causes and effects of conflict and explain
different strategies to diffuse or resolve conflict situations.

Figure 25. Future Maker progression points for personal and social capabilities
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Appreciation of Diversity and
Understanding of Relationships Diversity

9
Students
demonstrate their
value of diversity
and promote
human rights in
the
community. They
demonstrate an
understanding of
the values and
beliefs of
different groups
in society.

8
Students explain
the impact of
valuing
diversity and
promoting
human rights in
the community.
They explore
the values and
beliefs of
different groups
in society.

7
Students explore
the value of
diversity and
promoting
human
rights. They
explore the
values and
beliefs of
different groups
in society.

6
Students
recognise and
appreciate the
uniqueness of
all people. They
are able to
explain how
individual,
social and
cultural
differences may
increase
vulnerability to
stereotypes.

10
Students analyse
factors that
influence
different types
of relationships.

9
Students explain
indicators of
respectful
relationships in
a range of social
and workrelated
situations.

8
Students
identify
indicators of
respectful
relationships in
a range of social
and workrelated
situations.

7
Students explain
characteristics
of respectful
relationships.

6
Students
identify
characteristics
of respectful
relationships.

10
Students
demonstrate
then explain the
extent to which
individual roles
and
responsibilities
enhance group
cohesion and the
achievement of
personal and
group
objectives.

9
Students
demonstrate
then explain the
extent to which
individual roles
and
responsibilities
enhance group
cohesion and the
achievement of
personal and
group
objectives.

8
Students explain
the extent to
which individual
roles and
responsibilities
enhance group
cohesion and the
achievement of
personal and
group
objectives.

7
Students
actively
contribute to
groups and
teams, regularly
suggesting
improvements
for methods
used in group
projects and
investigations.

6
Students
contribute to
groups and
teams
suggesting
improvements
for methods
used in group
projects and
investigations.

10
Students
generate, apply
and evaluate
strategies to
prevent and
resolve conflicts
in a range of
contexts.

9
Students
generate and
apply strategies
to prevent and
resolve conflicts
in a range of
contexts.

8
Students assess
the
appropriateness
of various
strategies to
avoid or resolve
conflict in a
range of
situations.

7
Students explain
the
appropriateness
of various
strategies to
avoid or resolve
conflict in a
range of
situations.

6
Students
identify causes
and effects of
conflict and
explain different
strategies to
diffuse or
resolve conflict
situations.

Collaboration –
Conflict Resolution

Collaboration – Working in
Teams

Appreciation of
Diversity and
Understanding of
Relationships Relationships

10
Students analyse
the effects of
actions that
repress human
rights and limit
the expression
of diverse
views.

Figure 26. Future Maker rubrics for personal and social capabilities.
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Outdoor activities
 Intake/Challenge

 Climb

 Orienteering

 Rogaining

 Future Maker
Night
 Sustainable Living
Actions

 Rogain Prep

 Pioneering

 Reflection Night

 Hospitality & Duty Teams
Residential only
 Canoeing
Journey only
 Campout – Alpine living
(bushwalk); River living
(canoeing)

 Rock-climbing

 Bike Riding

 Campout Prep

 Working Together
Night

Figure 27. Future Maker outdoor activities

6.2 Impact on Beechworth Secondary College
6.2.1 School context

Beechworth Secondary College is a single campus school of 250 students located in
North East Victoria, with extensive grounds and a combined school and community-use
gymnasium. Students are drawn from the surrounding areas of Beechworth,
Yackandandah, and the wider Indigo Valley. The school motto is “Connecting
Communities, Widening Worlds” in conjunction with the school values of respect,
community, and responsibility. The school offers senior students the VCE, the Vocational
Education and Training (VET) programs, and the Victorian Certificate of Applied
Learning (VCAL) programs. Student extension options are offered at all year levels
including units through Emerging Sciences. Students in Years 7, 8, and 9 study a core
curriculum, with Years 8 and 9 selecting courses from a vertical elective program to
widen choices. Year 7 students attend Outdoor School for their orientation camp. This
leads effectively into Outdoor School’s Year 9 Future Maker program. Years 7, 8, and 9
students may choose to enrol in the Montessori Adolescent Program offered onsite, who
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access the Montessori Curriculum and which runs with the support of Montessori
Australia. Beechworth Secondary College curriculum programs are supplemented by
camps, snow sports programs, outdoor education, interschool sports, student leadership
opportunities, community service, art exhibitions and events, musical production, and a
bi-annual trip to Indonesia for language studies.
In 2017, there were major changes to the school program delivery, focusing on a
modular format to offer wider choices to students across all year levels, after a planning
process during 2016. A focus during 2017 was on reviewing school facility requirements,
leading into the final planning stages for the completion of the building program and
reflecting on the impact of structural changes. The transition program for the Years 6 to 7
transition was also a priority area for improvement, with successful changes implemented,
leading to improved enrolments.
In Term 4, 2016, a new substantive principal was appointed for 2017. The Student
Family Occupation (SFO) figure was low, 0.38, which was below the state mean
(Beechworth Secondary College, 2017).
The core learning intentions for the 2017 Beechworth Future Maker program
included:


Working collaboratively/conflict resolution



Nature knowledge



Critical thinking



Sustainable learning action

181

6.2.2 Beechworth Future Maker timetable
Morning
Travel to Outdoor School

Afternoon
Student Intake
Student Goals

Evening
Alpine living skills
rotation.
1. LEQ survey
2. Paper logs
3. Dehydrate fruit
4. Minimal impact

Tuesday

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Adventure based
learning

Wednesday

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Alpine journey
preparation

Thursday

Indigenous Culture

Alpine journey
preparation

Critical thinking
session – Dancing with
the Devil fire; Paul and
Ruby’s excellent
adventure

Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Pick up and reflection

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Reflect, share,
celebrate.

Wednesday

High Ropes
Destiny dialogue
Concept mapping
Peer reviews

High Ropes
Destiny dialogue
Concept mapping
Peer reviews

Guest speaker:
Tim Cope

Thursday

All day elective with give
back sessions – student
lead

All day elective with give
back sessions – student
lead

Future Maker
LEQ survey
Sustainable Living
Action Plans.

Friday

Gear return
Last reflections

Travel home

Monday

Figure 28. Beechworth Future Maker timetable.

In 2017, 42 students from Year 9 participated in the Future Maker program. The
following pages present the bar graphs for Beechworth Secondary College.
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6.2.3 Beechworth LEQ data for individual groups

Group 1 (n = 10)

Group 2 (n = 12)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators

Group 3 (n = 8)

Group 4 ( n = 12)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators

Figure 29. Individual group differences from Beechworth.
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6.2.4 Beechworth LEQ data for whole school

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2 and t1 to t3
t1 to t2

t1 to t3

2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators
Figure 30. Beechworth LEQ data for whole school t1to t2 and t1 to t3 (n = 42).
6.2.5 Analysis

Four groups of Year 9 students (n = 42) completed the 12-day Future Maker
program. Figure 24 shows that each group’s LEQ results were different. This is because
human behaviour is complex and variable, and the very nature of outdoor education
means that different groups will have different experiences. The students had different
teachers, and the bushwalks the students partook in occurred in different areas and had
different degrees of difficulty; this is the beauty and complexity of researching outdoor
education.
Figure 24 shows that the social capital indicator of communication did not have an
effect size higher than 0.32. While I had expected a higher effect size, extra questions
were added to the semistructured interviews to clarify the role the Future Maker program
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had in developing communication skills. In Chapter 7, I theorise around the results for
communication more broadly.
The social capital indicator of relationships is divided into the two outdoor
education outcomes of trust and encouragement and respect for others. Trust and
encouragement showed all four groups had an effect size over 0.40. The range for trust
and encouragement was from 0.44 in Group 4 to 0.90 in Group 3. Overall, at 0.66, trust
and encouragement had the highest effect size for the Beechworth Secondary College
Year 9 students, a strong effect in the t1 to t2 results. Considering this, extra questions for
students were developed for the semistructured interviews. Respect for others had a range
of effect sizes from 0.06 to 0.68. Group 2 had an effect size of just 0.06 for respect for
others. As the results for respect for others were very different to the other three groups, I
focused on this in the semistructured interviews to determine the cause. Overall, however,
respect for others in the t1 to t2 results had an effect size of 0.42, a moderate effect.
Interestingly, the overall results from t1 to t3 showed respect for others increased in effect
size from 0.42 to 0.85, a strong effect.
The social capital indicator group process was divided into conflict resolution and
cooperative teamwork. In conflict resolution, Group 1 had the least increase in effect size
at 0.14, whereas Group 4 had an effect size of 0.69. Considering the difference, extra
interview questions were developed to understand what may have occurred. Overall,
conflict resolution in the t1 to t2 results had an effect size of 0.44. The effect size for
conflict resolution after 6 months in the t1 to t3 results increased to a very strong effect at
1.35. While the t3 results of all schools were taken after the semistructured interviews,
they are worth looking at to see if there were any longer term effects of the Future Maker
program with regard to effect size, as one of the research questions enquires about the
long-term effect of the Future Maker program. Cooperative teamwork had an overall
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lower effect size in each group compared to conflict resolution. Group 4 had a small
effect size of 0.17, while Group 1 had a moderate effect size of 0.54. These two groups
were polar opposites regarding the effect size in the conflict resolution results. I
considered this result important, and I developed questions to address this. Overall, group
processing had a small effect size of 0.30 from t1 to t2. However, the t1 to t3 results
where the effect size was very strong, 1.07, mimics the increase with conflict resolution.
The social capital indicator of networking was divided into the outdoor education
outcomes of community engagement and community action. In community engagement,
Group 4 had the lowest effect size of 0.07, while Group 3 had the highest effect size of
0.54. Overall, there was a small effect size of 0.24 for Beechworth Secondary College in
community engagement. Questions asking about the relevance of community engagement
in the Future Maker program were developed for the semistructured interviews. The
effect size for community action was lower than the effect size for community
engagement. Group 4, who had the lowest effect size for community engagement, also
had the lowest effect size in community action. This indicates there may have been no or
little teaching in community action or community engagement in Group 4; thus, I
developed questions addressing this. Overall, the t1 to t2 effect size score was a low effect
of 0.09. In stark contrast, the t1 to t3 effect size results showed an effect size of 1.12.
While there is no semistructured interview data after the t3 LEQ results, it indicates that
something was happening in the classrooms back at the students’ home school at
Beechworth Secondary College. While this is speculative, I discuss these anomalies in
Chapter 7.
The social capital indicator of leadership was divided into the outdoor education
outcomes of followship ability and leadership ability. In followship ability, the data
showed a spread of effect size, with Group 1 having a negative effect size of −0.04, and
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Group 4 having a moderate effect size of 0.53. Groups 1, 2, and 3 had low or negative
effect size growth in followship ability. I added this point to the semistructured interviews
for discussion. The overall effect size for followship ability was 0.21, a small effect size.
The t1 to t3 results, however, showed an increase in effect size from 0.21 to a strong
effect size of 0.78. With regard to leadership ability, the results are very similar to
followship ability. Two groups had a negative effect size, while two groups had a positive
effect size. The lowest effect size was Group 2 at 0.07, and the highest effect size was
Group 3 at a very strong effect size of 1.06. This effect is in stark contrast to the rest of
the groups. Hence, I raised this point in the semistructured interviews. Overall, the effect
size for t1 to t2 results was low at 0.29. Again, this was in stark contrast to the t1 to t3
results where the effect size was a strong 0.87.
6.2.6 Beechworth Secondary College semistructured interview data

The Beechworth Secondary College semistructured interview was held at
Beechworth Secondary College on 13 June 2017. Four randomly selected students, the
teacher in charge of the program, and me attended the interview. The duration of the
interview was 43 minutes and 10 seconds.
NVivo 12 Plus data

The autocode by theme function in NVivo 12 software (n.d.) produced 38 coded
themes, 10 of which related to the themes of the five social capital indicators. These 10
themes included 70 separate quotations. I manually added the five social capital indicators
to the nodes with an extra node for memorable quotations. When these were run through
the transcript, there were 25 directly related discussions on the social capital indicators
and six memorable quotations.
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Analysis: Communication

The LEQ data for Beechworth Secondary College indicated that communication
had only a small effect size as a result of the Future Maker program. In the semistructured
interview, students indicated that communication was something they already possessed
as a result of participating in extracurricular activities like team sports:
R:

What about communication prior to the program? Do you think you were
well understood?

MP2: Yeah. I feel like I had good communication because playing team sports
and stuff like that. It is really useful.

The LEQ data and conversations like this seem to suggest that students had a good
grasp of communication as a result of participation in activities in other areas of their
lives. As well, the Victorian English curriculum in schools included teaching listening
and speaking from Foundation to Year 10 (VCAA, 2015). Students also mentioned that
the Future Maker program allowed them to improve their communication with students
whom they would not necessarily talk to at school.
R:

In what way do you think going on the Future Maker program helped with
your communication skills?

MP3: You had to work with other people.
R:

Other people you knew or didn’t know?

MP3: Didn’t know too well.
FP4:

Yeah, well it gives you a chance to practise those skills like, yeah,
communication that you might not practise with people you don’t really
know as well.
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When I asked students which part of the Future Maker program developed
communication the most, they answered,
FP4:

Dinner

R:

Dinner, can you tell me about dinner?

FP4:

Well it is a lot of people at once.

R:

On the journey or the residential part of the program?

FP4:

On the journey.

R:

Can you tell me why dinner on the journey taught you the most about
communication?

FP4:

Well, we had a lot of people in a small space and you had to communicate
to make sure we didn’t muck things up.

This suggests that activities like cooking, where there is an important tangible
outcome, required students to communicate with each other to make sure they had a full
stomach at the end of a day’s bushwalking. The notion of domestic duties, like cooking, is
a theme that was mentioned throughout the semistructured interviews from all schools,
and is further explored in section 7.4; other nuanced findings in this research. When I
asked the teacher to confirm the role of communication before and after the Future Maker
program, they responded in a way that suggested the groups were established with the
purpose of having students communicate with different students:
R:

[To teacher] And what do you think? After the program, the students’
communication skills, did they change from before to after and when they
come back to school?

T:

It certainly does. We intentionally change the groups every time. So the
guys had a different group for each big experience. So for Lake Sambell
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they had a different group to the Stanley night, and then I organised a
different group for the actual Bogong challenge. And I did that
purposefully so that they would be experiencing and mixing with a wide
range of their year level, rather than being stuck with one group. And for
some that was confronting, but for others they were quite willing just to go
with the flow and realise that they certainly had their tent partner, but they
were going to be mixed up. And I believe that they got more excited with
each challenge. And each challenge, I think, became more and more real,
especially that the Stanley camp, they could see that these are the skills and
the experiences that we'll really need for the Bogong challenge. And we
were also moving further and further from school. And so every Thursday,
we met and that, we had activities. For the first lot we were down at the
lake, and then the next lot we were at Stanley and then Bogong. So yeah.
We were moving further away from school and the kids started to rely on
each other more and more as a result. So yeah, definitely.

Finally, I asked students about their improvement in communication with their
teachers at school as a result of the Future Maker program:
R:

And what about your communication with your teachers when you've got
back to school after the program, say in the last few weeks? Has it changed
at all in the way you might work with your teachers? It might not have.
And it's okay if it hasn't. It's just a question.

MP2: I reckon it changed a little bit with the teachers that we went up with.
R:

So you feel more open to asking questions in class?

MP2: Yeah.
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Analysis: Relationships

The LEQ data for Beechworth Secondary College indicated that trust and
encouragement had a strong effect size and respect for others had a moderate effect size
as a result of the Future Maker program. After 6 months, these two indicators ended up
having a very strong effect size for trust and encouragement and a strong effect size for
respect for others. In the semistructured interviews, students indicated that they did not
trust their peers prior to the Future Maker program:
FP4:

I think I had an issue with trust.

R:

Before or after the Future Maker program?

FP4:

Before.

Trust and respect seemed to go hand in hand with this group, as this example
indicates:
FP4:

I reckon my trust before wasn't too good, and then during the camp it still
wasn't that good. But it definitely got better, because I thought what are
other people going to think of me? I don't really know these people, and
that got better.

MP3: I got better too.
R:

The different people that you were with on the Future Maker program that
maybe weren't your best friends, are you still involved with them now at
school?

MP3: Kind of.
R:

Has the respect for them changed a little bit?

FP4:

Yeah.
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MP2: Well, I found after it, you sort of feel more like a family. Just spending 5
days in each other’s company. You are not afraid to do anything in front of
them, so to speak.
R:

Okay. So you feel more like a family now?

MP2: Yeah. Like a few of my friends were in another group, and then they were
just so close together when I went to go hang out with that group, and
yeah. But, you feel close.

This narrative seems to suggest that the Future Maker program continued to have an
effect on the students after they returned, and perhaps this is why at 6 months the LEQ
data showed an increase in trust and encouragement and respect for others. Without a
follow-up semistructured interview at the 6-month stage, this is speculative. The low
starting point for trust and encouragement and respect for others definitely added to the
increase in effect size for the social capital indicator, relationships (the concept of starting
from a low base is discussed further in this chapter and in Chapter 7).
Analysis: Group processing

The LEQ for group processing represented the data for relationships. That is, the
students started from a low base, and after the t2 LEQ, there were only moderate effect
sizes for both conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork. Then at the 6-month LEQ, a
large increase to a very strong effect size showed a lasting effect of the Future Maker
program on this particular cohort of students. The students at Beechworth Secondary
College seemed to bring to the Future Maker program some conflict as indicated in the
following passage:
FP4:

Well, in our group we had lots of, I don't know, like tension between some
of the kids when we were just starting. And as the program went on. And
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then our group leader talked to us about it. And then we managed to, I don't
know, get past that.
R:

So what were some of the things that your teacher, group leader spoke
about? Do you remember?

FP4:

I don't know, just it's going to be, it was about putting an effort into your
tent group, like cooking and stuff. And if you don't do it, it's just going to
get worse.

The LEQ data seemed to suggest that two of the groups had low effect sizes in
conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork so I asked specific questions about this:
R:

Did anything happen in the residential part of the program?

MP2: I was not with that group, but some of the boys. There was a conflict
between two boys. I'm one of the people that helped resolve it. Like one
kid tried to flip a pool table on the other, and I pulled down the pool table
and I ushered the kid away. And then settled it down a bit.

The teacher for this group was also present for this conflict and explained what had
happened from her point of view with regard to conflict resolution:
T:

I hate to say it but that was something that I had in the back of my mind.
That there would be something to work through there. And it was great that
the peers stepped in. Because I was there, and [student] stepped in front of
me and separated them. And that was really good because I was just doing
a lot of telling, yelling and, “Stop. Stop. Stop. Stop. Stop.” and that wasn't
working. But yeah, [student] stepped in with other students. And they came
over and helped out; it was very public. It's like yes, good, right. Done.
And so we were all working together. And as I said, the girls were great.
As a group, they were really getting on. And to the extent where we've got
MAP kids, Montessori Adolescent Program, we had coming from there.
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And then we had other girls that are isolated, and everybody was sitting
together and they all felt really comfortable within that space.

This comment was followed by a student voice:
MP2: Yeah. I think the good thing about the few days before you go on the hike,
any tension between you gets broken down, the barrier gets broken, and
then you build it up stronger with the activities you do, which is helpful.

This breaking down of tensions between some of the groups certainly led to an
initially low effect size in conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork. Once the
students had worked through their differences and students could see they could calmly
resolve conflicts, their effect size scores improved greatly, including the 6-month LEQ
data that suggested the Future Maker program had a long-term effect on this group of
students.
Analysis: Networking

The LEQ data for networking indicated that there was little focus or learning from
community engagement or community action during the Future Maker program.
However, the t3 LEQ showed a different story. The t3 LEQ scores showed a very strong
effect size for community action and community engagement. This difference can be
explained partially through the following narrative:
R:

So networking skills. So these are about community engagement and
community action. Do you have an assignment that you do on community
action or community engagement with this program?

MP3: Yeah, but we don't have much time though. And on our calendar, we've
got, not this week, but next week, as an assembly where we need to present
something. So everybody's got an intention to do a community project.
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That's the idea. But each group's also going to do a photo story to present,
and then each group is going to have a display.
R:

And what's your community project? Do you know what your community
project is for school?

FP4:

I don't think our group has decided on one yet.

This shows that the students completed their community action and community
engagement components of the Future Maker program after the program and back at their
school. Students indicated that there was a timing issue around the delivery of their
community projects. Often schools organise this prior to the program; however, schools
are busy places, and it seems like the community action and community engagement
work happened back at Beechworth Secondary College. In saying this, it is obvious from
the following student voice that the Future Maker program did have some effect on
community action and community engagement:
R:

So, in regard to community, do you think you influence your community
more after the program than you did before? Do you think you've learned
enough skills on the Future Maker program to maybe, if you wanted to
influence your community you could?

MP2: Yep.
R:

What might that look like?

MP2: I'm not really sure. But I just feel like more inspired, if I could do
something.
R:

Would there be confidence there or is it more inspired?

MP2: Confidence I think. Just put myself out there to do something.
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R:

Do you think you will have the skills to influence your community since
the Future Maker program?

FP4:

Yeah I have the confidence to do it.

MP3: I could have done it [community action and community engagement]
before, but, I don’t know, I just didn’t think about it.

With thinking like this, it seems that with this cohort of students, the LEQ t3 results
appear to indicate that they continued their learning from the Future Maker program in
the weeks and months after the program, and that they greatly increased their effect size
in networking.
Analysis: Leadership

The LEQ data suggest that two groups had a moderate effect size in leadership
ability and followship ability, while two other groups had a negative effect size in
leadership ability and followship ability. Leadership experience is often situational
(Brymer & Gray, 2006), and these data’s seems to suggest this was the case for the
Beechworth Secondary College Future Maker program. The t3 6-month LEQ results
indicate a strong effect size for both leadership ability and followship ability. This is in
keeping with the other social capital indicators for this program so this is not surprising.
The question was asked of the students, “Can you be a good leader? Are you a better
leader now?” The response included,
MP2: Well I am a better follower now, because I am usually the leader for most
things.
R:

This is your natural state?

MP2: It just falls upon me. I found the first couple of times trying to follow
someone harder for me just because I am used to taking charge.
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R:

What kind of things did you learn on the Future Maker program to be a
better follower?

MP2: Well, I learned that I just can't lead all the time. Like I need to, you have to
have trust in other people's ability, not just your own. Which that helped a
lot, because I mean I wanted to keep giving advice, which way to go on the
map and stuff, and how to read it. But I just had to [pause] it just taught me
to step back and let someone else be in charge for a bit.
R:

And how do you feel about that now? Are you still able to do that now?

MP2: Yeah. I do it pretty easily. It's helped.

The above responses indicate that there is structure and time in the Future Maker
program for students to be followers and leaders. What also became obvious was that the
development of leadership ability was tied into both the social capital indicators of
communication and relationships, and especially trust, for others:
FP4:

Yeah. I think I was the leader on the first day of the hike so didn't learn
much. But then towards the end and seeing what other people had done I
learnt more.

R:

Okay, what did you learn specifically?

FP4:

Communication with everyone.

R:

Okay, was that powerful?

FP4:

Yep.

MP3: I think I became a better leader, in the communication. Because before, I
wouldn’t really talk to anyone, I wasn’t really friends with anyone; now, it
is easier to talk to people.
R:

Okay, and do you like that change in yourself?
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MP3: Yup.

Overall, the following discussion sums up the experience of the Beechworth
Secondary College students:
R:

What other changes have you noticed then, as a result of being on the
Future Maker program? So since you've come back to school, what are
some changes you've noticed at school or at home?

FP4:

Closer as a group. People get along better.

MP2: Like, we are all now one big group looking out for each other.

This final conversation suggests that the t3 LEQ data were accurate in that the
students felt closer as a group after the Future Maker program, and this increase in social
capital indicators seems to suggest this development continued into the t3 results, 6
months after the program.
6.3 Impact on Benalla P–12 College
6.3.1 School Context

Benalla P–12 College operates four campuses to maximise the three key stages of
learning. There are two Foundation to Year 4 campuses, a Years 5 to 9 campus, and a
Years 10 to 12 campus. Benalla P–12 College’s motto is “Committed to excellence” and
is brought to life every day in classrooms. Benalla P–12 College aims to develop their
students’ love of learning and instil the core values of respect, responsibility, integrity,
and high expectations. Its goals include providing an excellent education for every child
in every classroom. In 2017, the school continued to build the capacity of its teachers in
the areas of literacy and numeracy. It also developed a whole-school curriculum plan and
course outline process. Benalla P–12 College believes that students learn best when there
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is an open and trusting relationship between all members of the school community to
ensure every child gets the support required in a timely manner.
During 2017, Benalla P–12 College invested strongly in wellbeing support across
the four school campuses. At the F–4 campuses, they continued to support the students by
employing a student wellbeing officer and a school chaplain to assist staff, parents, and
students with wellbeing issues. The school also supported the Years 5 to 9 campus and
the Years 10 to 12 campus with a wellbeing officer on each campus. Benalla P–12
College also employed a school nurse shared amongst all campuses. The student
perceptions survey factor of sense of connectedness and management of bullying in Years
4 to 12 is similar when compared against schools of the same comparison. Benalla P–12
College commits to providing an inclusive and safe environment by actively teaching and
promoting respectful and safe relationships through their Safe Schools Policy (Benalla P–
12 College, 2017).
The core learning intentions for the 2017 Benalla Future Maker program included:


Working collaboratively/conflict resolution



Ecosystems



Critical and creative thinking skills



Sustainable learning action
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6.3.2 Benalla Future Maker timetable

Monday

Morning
Travel to Outdoor School

Afternoon
Student Intake
Student Goals

Evening
Group Initiatives and
Instinct for survival.
LEQ surveys.

Tuesday

Canoe session
Pioneering session

Pioneering sessions
Canoe session

Love food hate waste.
Paddle making/flying
fox

Thursday

Ecosystems focus –
Ride to ranger talk, meet
local farmers, look at
effects of land use on
rivers and land.
River Journey preparation

Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday

River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey

River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
Pick up and reflection

Wednesday

Trip clean up.
Journey reflections.
Concept mapping
Group activity – King
River.

Elective activity:
Bike ride, Climbing,
Archery, Art and craft.
Group activity – King
River.

Gear return
Last reflections

Travel home

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Ecosystems quiz –
David Attenborough

Night orienteering.
Rabbit proof fence.
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
Reflect, share,
celebrate.
Guest speaker:
Tim Cope
Future Maker
LEQ survey
Sustainable Living
Action Plans.

Figure 31. Benalla Future Maker timetable.

In 2017 at Benalla P–12 College, 65 students from Year 9 participated in the Future
Maker program.
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6.3.3 Benalla P–12 College LEQ data for individual group
Group 1 (n = 12)

Group 2 (n = 12)

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2
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Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2
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0

0.5
0
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-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Group 3 (n = 12)

Social Capital Indicators

Group 4 (n = 10)

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5
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-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators

201

Group 5 (n = 10)

Group 6 (n = 9)

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators

Figure 32. Individual group differences from Benalla.
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6.3.4 Benalla P–12 College LEQ data for whole school

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2 and t1 to t3
t1 to t2

t1 to t3

2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators
Figure 33. Benalla LEQ data for whole school t1to t2 and t1 to t3 (n = 65).
6.3.5 Analysis

Six groups of Year 9 students (n = 65) from Benalla P–12 College completed the
12-day Future Maker program. Figure 27 shows that each group’s LEQ t1 to t2 data are
different; this point is discussed later in Section 7.4 where I explore other nuanced
findings from my research.
For Benalla P–12 College, the social capital indicator of communication did not
have an effect size higher than 0.50, a moderate effect size. Only one group had an effect
size over the 0.4 moderate threshold. The other five groups had a small effect size in
communication. The overall effect size after the t2 LEQ results was small, 0.32. This
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result comparable to Beechworth Secondary College data. However, Benalla’s t3 LEQ
results were much higher, and communication had a very strong effect size at 1.00.
The social capital indicator of relationships had mixed results across the groups. For
example, for some groups, trust and encouragement had an effect size above the strong
threshold, while other groups had a negative threshold at −0.09. This result was
surprising; therefore, questions for the semistructured interviews were developed to work
through this. Interestingly, the whole-school t2 data showed the effect size for trust and
encouragement to be 0.57, a moderate effect size. However, like communication, the
effect size after 6 months indicated a large increase in effect size to 1.81. It seems that
some of the students had started from a low base. Respect for others, on the other hand,
had an overall effect size at t2 of 0.66, a strong effect size. Group 5 who had a negative
−0.09 for trust and encouragement had an effect size of 0.71 for respect for others.
Considering this, extra questions for the semistructured interviews were developed around
these data. The t3 effect size for the whole school came in at 1.01, a very strong effect
size. This result is consistent with the growth in the trust and encouragement results.
The social capital indicator of group cooperation showed some significant gains and
effect sizes. All groups, bar Group 6, had a strong effect size at t2 results. The overall
whole-school result at t2 was a 0.93 effect size. This strong effect size increase to 1.59 at
the t3 results. Clearly, there was something going on, and extra questions on conflict
resolution were added to the semistructured interviews. The cooperative teamwork results
showed some differences. For example, Group 5 had an effect size of 0.00, while Group 2
had an effect size of 0.86. Due to the differences in the groups, the effect size at t2 was
small, 0.32. At the t3 results, the effect size was strong at 0.77. So clearly, there was some
continual growth, similar to the other indicators after the program. I added extra questions
to the semistructured interviews around cooperative teamwork to see why the effect size
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was low compared to the results for conflict resolution. Conflict resolution had a very
high effect size, but cooperative teamwork did not. I also marked this to be discussed in
the semistructured interviews.
The social capital indicator of networking had consistent effect sizes. All groups but
Group 3 had an effect size of moderate to high for community engagement at t2, with the
highest effect size being Group 4 at 0.84. The effect size for community engagement at t2
results was 0.56, a moderate effect size. I asked questions in the semistructured interviews
pertaining to this moderate effect size. With regard to community action, the t1 to t2
results indicate that, like the community engagement results, they were reasonably
similar, with all groups having either moderate or high effect sizes. Group 6 had the
lowest effect size at 0.35, while Group 4 had the highest effect size at 0.78. Both
community engagement and community action had similar effect sizes at the t2 results.
Community engagement was 0.56, and community action was 0.59, both in the moderate
effect size range. However, at the t3 results, community action had an effect size of 1.04,
and community action had an effect size of 1.22, both in the very strong range.
The social capital indicator of leadership also had a mixed set of results. For
followship ability, Group 4 had an effect size of 0.99, a very high effect size. Were the
students in this group all leaders and already knew how to be followers? I asked extra
questions in the semistructured interviews to establish the students’ leadership credentials.
The lowest effect size for followship ability was 0.04 for Group 1. The t2 results for
followship ability seem to suggest that the effect size was varied, and extra questions
regarding followship ability were developed for the semistructured interview. The t2
results showed an effect size of 0.41, a moderate effect. The t3 results showed a jump to
an effect size of 0.77, a strong effect. With regard to leadership ability, the lowest effect
size was 0.25 in Group 4 and the highest in Group 6 at 0.81. With mixed effect size for
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leadership, I developed extra questions for the semistructured interview. Overall,
leadership ability had a t2 effect size of 0.59, and at t3, an effect size of 1.05. Clearly,
there was ongoing development in the social capital indicator of leadership for the
students from Benalla P–12 College.
6.3.6 Benalla P–12 College semistructured interview data

Benalla P–12 College is a multicampus school located within the township of
Benalla, and in 2017 had 65 students from Year 9 who participated in the Future Maker
program. The Benalla P–12 College semistructured interview was held at Benalla P–12
College on 13 June 2017. The semistructured interview duration was 47 minutes and 40
seconds.
NVivo 12 Plus data

The autocode by theme function in NVivo 12 software (n.d.) produced 23 coded
themes, seven of which related to the themes of the five social capital indicators. These
seven themes included 59 separate quotations. I manually added the five social capital
indicators to the nodes with an extra node for memorable quotations. When these were
run through the transcript, there were 25 directly related discussions on social capital
indicators and 13 memorable quotations.
Analysis: Communication

Figure 28 indicated that communication had only a small effect size as a result of
the Future Maker program. In the semistructured interview, students indicated to me that
they felt their communications skills stayed the same as a result of the Future Maker
program:
R:

Do you think your communication skills increased? Got better from the
program?

206

FP2:

They just stayed the same.

R:

You think they stayed the same?

FP2:

Yeah, I didn’t pay too much attention to them [communication skills].

The teaching staff member confirmed this:
R:

Did you notice any changes to the students’ communication skills prior to
and after the program?

T:

Probably not communication skills. They were all pretty good at chatting
before they went. They're all pretty good at chatting when they came back.
So I didn't think communication skills probably had a huge change.

It seems clear that the students came to the Future Maker program with wellestablished communication skills. What is interesting, however, is that the t3 results
indicated a large increase in communication with a 1.00 effect size, which is strong. As
already noted in the LEQ results, there was a large increase in all of the LEQ results after
6 months.
Analysis: Relationships

At the end of the program (t2), the overall effect size for trust and encouragement
was 0.57, and the overall effect size for respect for others was 0.66: moderate and strong
effects. The following student voice suggests a lack of trust in this cohort, and that they
only trusted their close-knit group of friends:
R:

In relationship skills, in trusting, encouragement and in respect for others.
So before you went on the program, were you someone that encouraged
your peers a lot? Did you trust your peers before the program?

FP4:

I’m just going to put it out there. I don’t trust anyone.

R:

Anyone at all?
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FP4:

Not really anyone. Just really close friends.

FP2:

I agree, just my friend group.

Trusting and respecting each other were definitely interwoven in both the interview
and the narratives from the students and teacher. This was to be expected, as both were
required to improve the social capital indicator for relationships. For example,
R:

And what about respect for other people that maybe aren’t your peer group.
Like the other Year 9 students you didn’t talk to prior to the Future Maker
program.

FP4:

I talked to more people than I normally would talk to.

R:

So after the Future Maker program, did you return back to school with an
increased level of trust, respect for others? Has this changed at all?

MP1: Yeah, a little bit.
R:

Can you give me an example?

FP4:

I wouldn't trust many people and they wouldn't trust me. But after the
camp, people really started to trust, you sort of have to give in a little bit,
and you started trusting.

R:

Okay. [To teacher] What have you noticed in regards to trust and respect
for others since returning to school?

T:

I've seen that friendship groups have grown a little bit, people were very
insular in their little silos, with their friendship groups, and at the camp,
you saw more interaction between different groups. There was a bit more
trust and a bit more conversation with someone who you might not have
spoken to for a long time or someone you might have been friends with in
primary school, you may have fallen away with but sort of reconnected a
bit. And that's probably not exactly what these guys are all saying but what
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other students have said as well, since we've come back is that, “Oh, it was
really good to chat with such and such because I haven't chatted to them for
ages," or “We're not really friends anymore but we had a good chat." There
were definitely dynamic shifts in groups.

It was apparent from the semistructured interview that students from Benalla P–12
College spent the majority of their time prior to the Future Maker program in insular
groups of friends who never really interacted. Then after the Future Maker program, the
students opened up and spent more time talking to and being with other students. This
realisation in the interview was reasonably powerful for the students and the teacher
present. The t3 results also showed this whereby the effect size for both trust and
encouragement and respect for others increased into the very strong bracket. The Future
Maker program certainly had a long-lasting effect on this group of 65 students in the
social capital indicator of relationships.
Analysis: Group processing

The social capital indicator of group processing was an area that had a very strong
effect size in conflict resolution. However, the t2 results for cooperative teamwork
indicated there was only a small effect size. Students suggested to me that prior to the
Future Maker program they would not help out other people if they were in trouble as
they avoided conflict:
R:

The next question is about what we call group processing skills, but we're
calling it conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork. Can you tell me
what it was like before the program? So were you someone that resolved
your conflicts before the program or were you someone that avoided
conflicts, that is, you saw a conflict and you'd walk the other way?

FP4:

I didn’t really get involved.
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R:

So you didn’t bother with conflict?

FP4:

Some I would and some I wouldn’t.

R:

How did you decide which ones you would or wouldn’t get involved with?

FP4:

Well, if it was my close friends I would get involved, but if it was people
out of my group I just wouldn’t get involved.

It seems that the cohort already had a high level of cooperative teamwork. This
seems odd considering the group demonstrated a high level of conflict and confirmed that
as a cohort they spent their time in silos of friendship groups:
R:

What about cooperative teamwork within the school environment? Were
you someone who partook in teamwork or did you actively go about
destroying teamwork before the program?

FP4:

Participated.

MP3: Most of these guys are participants; they're not destroyers.

So while there was conflict, there was also teamwork, and this suggests that Benalla
P–12 College had developed a culture of working together even if students did not get
along. This is reflected in the results in Figures 28 and 29. The really interesting thing
about this finding is that the semistructured interview dialogue with this group was very
insightful regarding the groups’ conflict resolution skills. In the next two passages, you
will read about one of the many conflicts that happened during the Future Maker program
and how the students dealt with it, and then you will read about a realisation that
happened during the interview, a strong learning moment for everyone in the interview.
First, an example of conflict resolution:
R:

Any other conflict?
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MP1: Well, we were playing basketball. And then one of them didn't call a foul
out and he got angry and he was sleeping in the other cabin. And then that
thing happened with [student] and all the guys decided to come sleep in the
one cabin. And some people didn't like the other people from the other
cabin and because they were all sleeping together they all just got over it.
R:

Okay, what part did you play in the conflict?

MP1: I was trying to calm everyone down because they were looking for a fight.
R:

So you are saying [student], after that issue with [student], they all came
together in the same dorm to support each other? Or were they excluding
other students?

MP1: No. Because everyone was a bit down, we banded together. All us blokes
just grabbed our mattresses and just put them on the floor.

Later, during the semistructured interview, the following realisation occurred:
R:

What other things have you noticed since the program that's been good?
Either amongst yourselves personally, or your friends, or the cohort.

FP2:

When we went, there used to be fights, all the times with the girls. Come
back. Term 2. Has been none.

R:

That is a pretty massive change I would have thought?

FP4:

Yeah, there has been no issues.

R:

[To teacher] Did you realise there had been none?

T:

[To student] Yeah, that's a good point actually, because there used to be a
lot of fights and a lot of conversations, that started with stuff this and that,
and since this term there's been not much, has it? There's been a few little
arguments, but not much.
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FP2:

And we always sort it ourselves. None of us girls have actually come into
school whining.

R:

[To teacher] So you have noticed this also?

FP4:

Yeah, definitely.

R:

What about the boys?

MP1: There hasn't been many punch-ons though or anything.
MP3: Last year the boys had lots of punch-ons. Also in Term 1 this year.
MP1: Yeah. And there hasn't been many punch-ons, there's been a little bit of
stuff. Niggles. But it hasn't been any massive, massive issues.
R:

So there’s been a change?

FP4:

Yeah. We all just get along now.

This above conversation certainly indicates that the Future Maker program has had
an effect on the conflict resolution indicators for this cohort. The t3 LEQ data indicated
that at 1.59 effect size, the Future Maker program had a very strong effect on the conflict
resolution skills of this cohort of students.
Analysis: Networking

The social capital indicator of networking had a moderate effect size for both
community engagement and community action. Interestingly, the community action
project was scheduled to start one term after the program:
T:

These Year 9 students start all the community programs next term.

R:

Okay.

T:

So yeah, they’ve got a community program with our help volunteering
within organisations within Benalla.
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Considering this, community engagement and community action still had a
moderate effect size. Unfortunately, during the interview, we did not discuss networking
in any depth as we spent a substantive time on conflict resolution, cooperative teamwork,
trust and encouragement, and respect for others due to some of the conflicts that had
occurred during the program.
Analysis: Leadership

The social capital indicator of leadership had a moderate effect size at the t2 LEQ results.
This cohort of students had a strong effect size in cooperative teamwork, and considering
this, I expected that the students would be good followers or at least have experience in
taking direction and performing a group action for the benefit of the group:
FP4:

When we had leaders in the group, I just tried to help out as much as I
could.

What was interesting with this group was the discussion between being a leader and
being bossy:
R:

So what kind of leadership skills do you think you have learned from the
program?

FP4:

To not be bossy.

R:

Not be bossy?

T:

Does this mean you are listening to other people more?

FP4:

Yeah.

Figure 29 indicated that both followship ability and leadership ability continued to
increase their effect size over 6 months. When asked about the leadership skills they had
learned, the students answered,
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FP4:

Well, on camp, I was, when I was leader, I wanted to get things done. I
wanted people to get things done and I’d set a time and have everything
planned out. And I think I’m bringing that back and I’ve been a little more
organised.

R:

Who else is more organised since the Future Maker program?

MP3: Yeah, getting my own washing done, my own cleaning, making my own
bed.

The semistructured interview for Benalla P–12 College certainly helped to explain
the LEQ t2 results. This cohort of students had some significant development in conflict
resolution, and the interview actually created a learning moment for the students and
teacher present. Both the conversations with the students and the LEQ t2 results indicate
that the increase in effect size for the t3 data was as a result of the Future Maker program,
and that this displays a long-lasting result for this cohort of 65 students.
6.4 Impact on Mount Beauty Secondary College
6.4.1 School context

Mount Beauty Secondary College is a small, remote, and rural college in North East
Victoria with a student population in 2017 of 170. It services the Upper Kiewa Valley
towns of Falls Creek, Bogong Village, Mount Beauty, Tawonga South, Tawonga,
Dederang, and Kiewa. Mount Beauty Secondary College caters for a wide range of
student abilities and interests, which leads to a diverse range of pathways. The school
achieves this by providing a comprehensive and individualised curriculum that reflects
best teaching practice as well as community needs and values. With a core program for
Year 7 students, the new students to the college get a taste of a range of subjects. Years 8,
9, and 10 have mixed core and vertical modular groupings, and students are encouraged
to accelerate from Year 9 onwards into higher level classes or VCE units to be challenged
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academically. The school offers a large range of VCE subjects, VET programs through
the school and external agencies, and VCAL. The school provides extracurricular
programs for our students, including a strong instrumental music and band program, the
Country Fire Authority Advance Youth Crew, the Student Executive, the snow sports
program (which includes downhill, cross-country skiing, and snowboarding for leisure or
competition), the interschool and regional level sports program, and volunteering in the
local community.
Student leadership opportunities are heavily promoted to all students. The Year 9
students participate in the Future Maker program at Outdoor School. Years 9 and 10
students participate in the CFA Advance Youth Crew program, in partnership with
Tallangatta and Corryong secondary colleges. In Term 3 of 2017, the school had a small
team of students attend the school for Student Leadership. Mount Beauty Secondary
College aims to produce responsible community members who are equipped to respond to
the challenges of a dynamic world at both a local and global level (Mount Beauty
Secondary College, 2017).
The core learning intentions for the 2017 Mount Beauty Future Maker program
included:


Working collaboratively/conflict resolution



Wellness



Sustainable learning action
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6.4.2 Mount Beauty Future Maker timetable
Morning
Travel to Outdoor School

Afternoon
Student Intake
Student Goals

Evening
Alpine living skills
rotation.
1. LEQ survey
2. Paper logs
3. Dehydrate fruit
4. Minimal impact

Tuesday

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Adventure based
learning

Wednesday

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Alpine journey
preparation

Thursday

Indigenous Culture

Alpine journey
preparation

Critical thinking
session – Dancing with
the Devil fire; Paul and
Ruby’s excellent
adventure

Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Pick up and reflection

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Reflect, share,
celebrate.

Wednesday

High Ropes
Destiny dialogue
Concept mapping
Peer reviews

High Ropes
Destiny dialogue
Concept mapping
Peer reviews

Guest speaker:
Tim Cope

Thursday

All day elective with give
back sessions – student
lead

All day elective with give
back sessions – student
lead

Future Maker
LEQ survey
Sustainable Living
Action Plans.

Friday

Gear return
Last reflections

Travel home

Monday

Figure 34. Mount Beauty Future Maker timetable.

In 2017, 22 students from Year 9 participated in the Future Maker program. Mount
Beauty Secondary College was also a pilot school for the Future Maker program in 2014.
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6.4.3 Mount Beauty Secondary College LEQ data for individual groups

Group 1 (n = 12)

Group 2 (n = 10)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators

Figure 35. Individual group differences for Mount Beauty.
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6.4.4 Mount Beauty Secondary College LEQ data for whole school

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2 and t1 to t3
t1 to t2

t1 to t3

2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators

Figure 36. Mount Beauty LEQ data for whole school t1 to t2 and t1 to t3 (n = 22).
6.4.5 Analysis

Two groups of Year 9 students (n = 22) from Mount Beauty Secondary College
completed the 12-day Future Maker program. Figure 30 shows that data from each of the
two individual groups are different. The bar graphs also look different to the groups from
Beechworth Secondary College and Benalla P–12 College. It immediately looks like there
was little to no effect size for five of the outdoor education outcomes. Is this because the
students from Mount Beauty Secondary College were already at a high level? The
possibility of students already being at a high level refers to the students’ average
progression points in the personal and social capabilities (refer to Appendix H).
Conceivably, the school may have already taught students this curriculum, or elements of
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it, and perhaps the students were already working at a high level. While it would have
added to the results, students’ prior progression point levels in personal and social
capabilities were not considered in my research; this limitation to the research is
discussed in section 7.5, limitations of the research. Or, was it possible that the program
did not work? While this is worth contemplating, the t3 results seem to suggest something
else occurred. I developed questions discussing the low effect size scores for the
semistructured interview.
At Mount Beauty Secondary College, we can see that the social capital indicator of
communication was consistent for both groups, with an overall effect size of 0.17. At the
t3 timeframe, the LEQ effect size was 0.59. So while there was improvement from the t2
to t3 LEQs, the t2 LEQ indicated a low effect size. I develop extra questions regarding
this point for the semistructured interview.
At Mount Beauty Secondary College, the social capital indicator relationships, had
almost no effect size at t2 as can be seen in Figure 31. The overall effect size for both
groups was 0.06 for trust and encouragement and −0.07 for respect for others. These
effect sizes are very low, and questions were developed for the semistructured interview.
Mount Beauty Secondary College had a small cohort of 22 students. Was it a case that the
students already knew each other well, so they had nothing else to learn about each other?
Or was there something else going on? Even the t3 LEQ effect size for respect for others
was a small effect size at 0.36, while trust and encouragement was slightly higher with an
effect size of 0.65 after 6 months.
At Mount Beauty Secondary College, the social capital indicator of group
processing was the highest effect size at the t2 data entry point. Conflict resolution had an
effect size of 0.45. However, this score was skewed as Group 1 had an effect size of 0.72
and Group 2 had an effect size of 0.04. Clearly, only one group increased their conflict
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resolution skills at the t2 timeframe. Questions were developed to inquire about this. The
data for cooperative teamwork were consistent and had a moderate effect size of 0.40 for
the t2 score. The t3 score for cooperative teamwork was 0.69, showing an increase from
the t2 data.
At Mount Beauty Secondary College, the social capital indicator of networking was
also consistent between the two groups. The t2 score was an effect size of 0.34 for
community engagement and 0.32 for community action. However, the t3 score at the 6month stage had an effect size for community action at 1.09, a very strong effect. This
made community action the highest effect for any of the indicators.
At Mount Beauty Secondary College, the social capital indicator of leadership
showed that Group 1 had moderate effect size in followship ability and leadership ability,
while Group 2 had effect size of followship ability at 0.40 and leadership ability at 0.25,
both low. Questions were developed to understand these results. However, at the t3 time
point, the LEQ effect size for followship ability was 0.70 and for leadership ability 0.87.
Clearly, there was some development in students’ leadership ability after the program.
It can be seen from the Mount Beauty Secondary College results that while both
groups had some similar outcomes, five of the nine outcomes showed some significant
differences that suggest a partially different experience in both groups. To explore this
point, I developed extra questions for the semistructured interview.
6.4.6 Mount Beauty Secondary College semistructured interview data

Mount Beauty Secondary College is located within the township of Mount Beauty
and in 2017 had 22 students from Year 9 who participated in the Future Maker program.
Mount Beauty Secondary College was a pilot school for the Future Maker program in
2014. Its small cohorts of students allowed us to refine and further develop the Future
Maker curriculum. The Mount Beauty Secondary College semistructured interview was
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held at Mount Beauty Secondary College on 27 October 2017. Its duration was 47
minutes and 40 seconds.
NVivo 12 Plus data

The autocode by theme function in NVivo 12 software (n.d.) produced 21 coded
themes, six of which related to the themes of the five indicators of social capital. These
six themes included 47 separate quotations. I then manually added the five social capital
indicators to the nodes with an extra node for memorable quotations. When these were
run through the transcript, there were 22 directly related discussions on the social capital
indicators and 10 memorable quotations.
Analysis: Communication

The t2 LEQ data for Mount Beauty Secondary College indicated only a small effect
size for communication. This seemed like a low score for a group that had a small cohort,
although when the students were asked if they found speaking up easy or hard, they
responded as follows:
R:

So you were having to speak up a bit?

MP3: Yep.
R:

Did you find that easy or hard?

MP3: Hard.

It seemed from the conversation that as this was a small cohort, students felt they
had their set roles in class and expected certain students to communicate while others
remained quiet. The next passage shows this:
M4:

And I didn’t think people like, people who usually are a bit quieter or just
don’t usually play a leader role, they had lots of good ideas that I didn’t
know they had. Like probably, I reckon [student] is a good example and he

221

was giving all these ideas. I was like, “Oh, I didn’t really know you knew
all this stuff”.
R:

So you learnt some things from other peers in your group?

M4:

Yep, just from them speaking.

Adding to this, students could see that when different students were given different
roles, they had the ability to communicate and that they saw this as a result of how the
teaching was structured by the teachers:
R:

Okay. And why do you think had more opportunity for communication
during the Future Maker program than at school or was it just a situation?

MP4: Well, we got different roles with the bridge building. So some might be
feeling like the leader or the building constructor or something like that, so
you get a different role. So I think that helped everyone to pitch in their
ideas.

While communication had only a small effect size as a result of the Future Maker
program, aspects of communication had clearly developed. The t3 effect size of 0.59
suggests that the Mount Beauty Secondary College students continued to develop their
communication skills after the program and may have realised how to include more
student voices in class. This is only speculative as no semistructured interview was
completed at the t3 timeframe of 6 months.
Analysis: Relationships

The effect size for relationships was low at 0.06 for trust and encouragement and
even lower for respect for others at −0.07. Again, these results were surprising
considering the small cohort. Could it be that the students of Mount Beauty Secondary
College, who had primarily attended school in the same class since they were in
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Kindergarten, contributed to the negative effect size? Was it possible that as these
students knew each other well, there was nothing else to learn with regard to trusting and
respecting each other? Or was there something else going on? During the Future Maker
program, the students experienced a weather event on their first night out on the journey
component. Is it possible that this had had an impact?
MP4: I feel like some people didn’t contribute.
R:

They needed to pick up the slack?

MP4: Yep. It was frustrating for the rest of the team. I think everyone picked up
on it.
R:

And it was frustrating to look on.

MP4: Yeah, it was like, “Can you just help? We are all wet, we are all tired, we
are all in this together.”
R:

It was a tricky situation?

T:

So how do you think you could have encouraged those students who
slacked off to kind of pull their weight?

MP4: Well I know I approached it, and said “Oh lots of tasks to do”. And then
I’d say, “Oh maybe you want to put the poles in or do the pegs or get the
mats out or something”. Giving them something to do, rather than telling
them to do something.
R:

So you felt like there were some people in the group who were travellers?
They weren’t really helping out much?

MP4: Definitely.

The weather event had certainly impacted this group as they had to focus on the
tasks in front of them, such as shelter and warmth, that kept them safe. It is, perhaps, a
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classic example of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory (1943). With regard to respect for
others, the t2 effect size suggests a negative experience at −0.07. It became obvious
during the semistructured interview that students started seeing each other through a
different lens on the Future Maker program, depending on how much a student had
helped out when times were difficult and trying.
MP4: For some students, my respect grew for them. Even though they're not the
most adventurous people, they gave it a go.
R:

It seems like your respect for your peers changed during the program and
that you gained respect for students who you had not had respect for in the
past?

FP3:

But definitely, some respect wasn’t, and maybe even lost.

R:

Was it an eye opener? Were there students you lost respect for?

FP3:

Yep, it was an eye opener.

R:

So was this a new experience?

MP4: It was.
FP3:

Yeah. And I really applaud the people who I knew that they wouldn't be
comfortable in the rain and wind. I knew that they wouldn't really like the
situation. They put everything in, and they still tried to give as much. So
yeah, I really respected these people.

The t3 LEQ data in Figure 32, showed an increase in the effect size for trust and
encouragement and respect for others over a 6-month period. Trust for others was still in
the low effect size range, which indicates the Future Maker program in this small cohort
had an effect on student relationships, and while it was a negative effect, it was probably
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where the students were with regard to regrouping and building trust and respect for each
other after such an event.
Analysis: Group processing

The discussion on relationships, trust and encouragement, and respect for others in
the previous section indicated that a weather event on the 5-day journey caused some
upheaval in group dynamics and social capital with regard to respect. Considering this,
you might expect a similar low effect size in conflict resolution and cooperative
teamwork. The t2 results indicated this to be a correct assumption. While the effect size
was not as low as trust and encouragement and respect for others, it was not high
considering the small cohort of students. The interview with students indicated friction on
the program; however, it also indicated they knew how to deal with conflict:
R:

Do you think you were good at resolving conflicts with other people before
the program? Broadly, everyone. Did you solve conflicts well, or did you
walk away? Or were you volatile? Were you angry?

MP4: I don't think we were great, but we weren't swinging fists or anything
[laughter].
R:

How do you think you dealt with conflict prior to the program?

MP4: I almost became a bit passive and just walked away and let them do what
they wanted to do almost, without voicing what I wanted to say.
R:

What sort of conflict resolution skills do you think you gained from the
program? Have you changed the way you go about dealing with conflict?

MP4: I definitely gained a lot of patience, I reckon.

Students were then asked why they thought conflict resolution skills had a high
effect size for their cohort:
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R:

Interestingly, in the results for the conflict resolution, it's the one that
everyone is saying they learnt the most out of the program. Can you tell me
why that might be the case? Why do you think conflict resolution was one
of the higher skills that you've learnt the most?

MP4: Because on the journey, everyone was just tired and just impatient, and
maybe there were like, different people went into different roles then
figured things out. I don't know.
FP2:

I think it was more because you never really had to deal with conflict back
at school, but in such a difficult environment where everyone's scared and
tired and everything, there was more chance for conflict and more ways for
you to react that you never had to deal with prior.

R:

Because, let's face it, it's a pretty good school here. It's a pretty good
community. There isn't a lot of conflict in the school, and if it is, it's lowlevel sort of relationship conflict.

FP2:

Yep, that is correct.

The t3 LEQ results indicated that both conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork
had a strong effect size of 0.94 and 0.69, respectively, after 6 months. It is clear from the
students’ lived experiences that they gained further insight into conflict resolution, even if
this meant they lost respect for some of their peers.
Analysis: Networking

The t2 LEQ results for this cohort of students indicated only a small effect size.
However, the t3 results showed a strong effect size for community engagement and a very
strong effect size for community action. The discussion with the students indicated that
the networking component of the Future Maker program was disjointed and as a result of
the weather event. Understandably, little time was devoted to community engagement or
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community action during the 12 days. However, the community action and community
engagement organised prior to the 12-day Future Maker program was well received by
students:
R:

Tell me about your role in the community prior to the program and now
after the program. Has it changed? Is it the same? Would you like it to be
different?

MP4: I definitely liked helping out at the Hoppet. I didn't just go up there to help
out the community. It was fun doing the Hoppet thing. And I liked the idea
of going to the Hoppet the next day and being like, "Oh, I did that".
R:

“I did this; I did that”?

MP4: Yep. I put this here; I put this there.
R:

So did you go to the Hoppet on Saturday?

MP4: Yeah.
R:

And how did it make you feel to know you had set up the start and finish
areas for the Hoppet? And so you found yourself saying that, and how did
it make you feel to be part of helping to run a community event?

MP4: It was good.
FP3:

It was really good.

While the community action was well received, it was also obvious from student
comments that they became more aware of the importance of community action and
community engagement in their community as a result of the Future Maker program.
While this realisation came late, it adds weight to the increase of the community
engagement and community action results at t3:
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R:

Have you changed any of your behaviour towards the community as a
result of the Future Maker program?

FP2:

I looked at only having vegies on Monday.

MP1: I think we are more aware of it now, and we are just controlling it better,
like switching power off.
Analysis: Leadership

The t2 results for effect size indicate a low effect size for Group 2 and a moderate
effect size for Group 1. The t3 effect size for leadership ended up being in the strong
effect size category. The semistructured interview data indicated that the students had a
respectable grasp of leadership, so the continued increase was no surprise. Perhaps the
upheaval in trust and respect as a result of the weather event meant a lower effect size at
the t2 timeframe:
R:

Did you learn or grow or change your leadership style or followship style
from before and after the program?

MP4: Definitely. I've been put in lots of circumstances that I'm the leader. But I
think on this journey especially, I just liked just kind of sitting back a little
and watching other people do it, because I enjoyed that. Yeah. I was a good
follower.
T:

You weren’t actively going out of your way to be a bad follower?

MP4: I don’t think so.
FP3:

I learnt that actively supporting your leaders is important because, before I
thought, “Oh well, someone else will do it”, but on the journey, when we
had to help the teachers and support other people, it was important, and I
think it helped, I hope it did.
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Other than students discussing the effect the weather had on their experiences, the
Future Maker program provided them with a positive, long-lasting experience, even if it
was a raw discussion at times. Perhaps one of the most insightful comments came after
asking the students what long-lasting effects the Future Maker program had on them:
MP4: Kind of gave me a direction, because before, I didn't know what I wanted
to do. Well, I had a rough idea. But after doing it, I have a bit more
direction of where I want to go, what I need to do get there.
R:

So is that because it gave you thinking time?

MP4: It gave me the exposure of what is out there, and yeah, thinking time as
well.

6.5 Impact on Myrtleford P–12 College
6.5.1 School context

Myrtleford P–12 College is located in the rural town of Myrtleford in North East
Victoria, some 290 kilometres from Melbourne. The school experienced an increase in
student numbers from 2014 to 2017, by which time there were 340 students. The school
has an SFO of 0.56. Myrtleford P–12 College has an orderly learning environment and
promotes high expectations, ensuring that all students learn and reach their full potential.
As it is a rural school, teachers are both passionate and determined to provide students
with the necessary skills, discipline, and qualities needed to become successful 21st
century learners and responsible members of their community. Myrtleford P–12 College
has chosen the by-line “inspirational” and is underpinned by the college values to be safe,
responsible, respectful, and a responsible community member. As students’ progress
through the college, the school strives to offer a diversity of pathways to meet students’
needs and interests. The school is a place where students participate in activities outside
the classroom. Examples of activities available to students include intra and interschool
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sport competitions, the snow ski program for interested students every winter,
instrumental music lessons, excursions, camps, and leadership opportunities. Myrtleford
P–12 College recognises that a productive and trusting school includes a home
partnership that assists their students to be happy and successful learners.
The core learning intentions for the 2017 Myrtleford Future Maker program
included:


Working collaboratively/conflict resolution



Biological sciences



Sustainable learning action
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6.5.2 Myrtleford Future Maker timetable

Monday

Morning
Travel to Outdoor School

Afternoon
Student Intake
Student Goals

Evening
Group Initiatives and
Instinct for survival.
LEQ surveys.

Tuesday

Canoe session
Pioneering session

Pioneering sessions
Canoe session

Love food hate waste.
Paddle making/flying
fox

Thursday

Ecosystems focus –
Ride to ranger talk, meet
local farmers, look at
effects of land use on
rivers and land.
River Journey preparation

Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday

River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey

River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
Pick up and reflection

Wednesday

Trip clean up.
Journey reflections.
Concept mapping
Group activity – King
River.

Elective activity:
Bike ride, Climbing,
Archery, Art and craft.
Group activity – King
River.

Gear return
Last reflections

Travel home

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Ecosystems quiz –
David Attenborough

Night orienteering.
Rabbit proof fence.
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
Reflect, share,
celebrate.
Guest speaker:
Tim Cope
Future Maker
LEQ survey
Sustainable Living
Action Plans.

Figure 37. Myrtleford Future Maker timetable.

In 2017, 15 students from Year 9 participated in the Future Maker program. The
students from Myrtleford were kept in one group, which meant due to ratios for safety in
the outdoors (DET, 2020b) there were three staff in the group. Therefore, unlike the
previous schools, the data below are for the whole cohort; there are no individual group
data as they are the same as the whole-school data.
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6.5.3 Myrtleford P–12 College LEQ data for t1 to t2

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2 and t1 to t3
t1 to t2

t1 to t3

2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators

Figure 38. Myrtleford LEQ data for the whole school t1 to t2 and t1 to t3 (n = 15).
6.5.4 Analysis

One group of Year 9 students (n = 15) from Myrtleford P–12 College completed the
12-day Future Maker program. Looking at both bar graphs, there appears to be continued
growth between the t2 and t3 timeframes.
At Myrtleford P–12 College, the social capital indicator of communication at the t2
LEQ showed a strong effect size of 0.75. This is unusually high compared to the other six
schools who completed the Future Maker program. I added questions around this fact to
the semistructured interview. Why was the growth so large in this cohort? What happened
on the 12-day Future Maker program? The t3 LEQ effect size was 1.17, a very strong
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effect size and the highest score for communication of the seven schools that completed
the Future Maker program.
At Myrtleford P–12 College, the effect size for trust and encouragement and respect
for others were also in the strong effect size range. The LEQ t2 data showed an effect size
of 0.80 for trust and encouragement and 0.93 for respect for others. Again, these are very
strong results. What was happening in this group? I added extra questions around trust
and respect to the semistructured interview template. Was the group coming from a very
low base to begin with? Did something happen during the journey component of the
Future Maker program? Was it a result of good teaching? Did the fact they were one
group of 15 have anything to do with the results?
At Myrtleford P–12 College, the social capital indicator of group processing had an
effect size of 0.44 for conflict resolution and −0.32 for cooperative teamwork. This result
is in stark contrast to the previous schools. Why would the social capital indicator of
relationships be so high but the social capital of group processing show only a moderate
effect size for conflict resolution and a negative effect size for cooperative teamwork?
Questions to clarify this were added to the semistructured interview template. The t3 LEQ
results showed growth in both areas. Conflict resolution moved to a very strong effect
size of 1.53 and cooperative teamwork moved from a negative effect size to a small effect
size of 0.20.
At Myrtleford P–12 College, the social capital indicator of networking was in the
strong to very strong effect size range at the t2 timeframe. What was happening in this
group from Myrtleford? The results indicated very high communication, relationships,
and networking effect sizes but low to negative group processing effect sizes. I
questioned this during the semistructured interview. The effect size at 6 months at the t3
stage showed a 1.45 effect size for community action and 1.25 effect size for community
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engagement. There were some obvious improvements in networking. Either the group
was starting from a very low base or something momentous had occurred during the
program.
At Myrtleford P–12 College, the social capital indicator for leadership at t2
mimicked the effect size for the social capital indicator networking. Followship ability
had an effect size at t2 of 0.89 and an effect size of 1.13 for leadership ability. These high
effect sizes further indicate that the group was either starting from a low base, something
significant had occurred, or the teaching had a major effect. Either way, questions
regarding this and the other high effect sizes were organised and added to the
semistructured interview template.
6.5.5 Myrtleford P–12 College semistructured interview data

The Myrtleford P–12 College semistructured interview was held at Myrtleford P–12
College on 30 November 2017. Four randomly selected students, the teacher in charge of
the program, and I attended the interview. It had a duration of 54 minutes and 27 seconds.
NVivo 12 Plus data

The autocode by theme function in NVivo 12 software (n.d.) produced 23 coded
themes, six of which related to the themes of the five indicators of social capital. These
six themes included 39 separate quotations. I annually added the five social capital
indicators to the nodes with an extra node for memorable quotations. When these were
run through the transcript, there were 16 directly related discussions on the social capital
indicators and 10 memorable quotations.
Analysis: Communication

Figure 33 indicated a strong to very strong effect on communication skills. This
result was very different to other schools. It became evident in the semistructured
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interview that the students in Year 9 at Myrtleford P–12 College communicated with only
a few members from their Year 9 cohort.
R:

The first question I have is, think about prior to the program and your
communication skills. So what are your communication skills like? Can
people understand what you say? Are you a good listener? "I communicate
well," "I understand what other people are saying." What kind of
communicator do you think you were before the Future Maker program?

FP4:

Nobody was talking to each other prior to camp, but it was just like a
group, like different sections of groups in our school, and nobody would
talk to each other but their own small group. But then when we went on
camp, everybody was talking, and we gained more people in just into one
group. And now we are talking as one group.

The staff member from Myrtleford P–12 College agreed with this, and went on to
say,
T:

That's fantastic. Yeah. Look, I would have said exactly what you said.
Before they went on camp, there were distinct friendship groups who,
between those friendship groups, it was really good. But on camp, people
talking to people, not that they wouldn't talk to, but it was different people
they would talk to. Is that fair enough, [student], you reckon? Yeah?

FP4:

I think, because some of our friends didn't actually come on the camp, so it
was different, and we were spending a lot of time with each other,
especially on the camping journey.

Not only was the t2 effect size for communication strong, the t3 LEQ data indicated
continual growth in effect size for this group. At the semistructured interview, one of the
students shed a light on their own personal growth in communication:
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R:

In regards to your own personal ways of understanding communication,
what did you change in yourself from the start of the program to now? Are
you a better listener? Do you feel confident in speaking up in groups when
you're doing teamwork in the school? Have you noticed a change in
yourself, and do you know what that might be?

FP3:

Yeah, I know I changed myself.

R:

In what way?

FP3:

Because I used to be really bossy and rude to people, and they've stepped
up to me and told me all this. And then, so we come back to school and
things just have calmed down and.

R:

So what have you changed?

FP3:

I'm not rude anymore. I'm just like, chill.

SR:

And is that good?

FP3:

Yeah!

Finally, as further evidence that this group’s growth in communication skills was
genuine, the following narrative occurred during the semistructured interview:
R:

Okay. Anything in particular on the program that helped you to make that
jump?

FP4:

I'd say I'm more confident just going up to someone in my class and talking
to them, because before the program I was a bit like, "Oh, maybe I
shouldn't go talk to that person". But now I just go up to them, be like,
"Hey, how is your day going?"

MP2: Yeah. Similarly, with what [student] said, I feel like before the program,
not just maybe that class in general, it was very hard to speak to people
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who weren't in your concrete friend group. You didn't speak to them. And
now we're a bit more of like a general group.

Clearly, there was some significant growth in the social capital indicator of
communication from this group, and it seems this growth continued for at least the first 6
months after the Future Maker program as indicated by the t3 LEQ results in
communication.
Analysis: Relationships

The t2 LEQ data for Myrtleford P–12 College indicated a strong effect size at the t2
test and a very strong effect size at the t3 timeframe. The respect for others effect size at
t2 was 0.93, a strong effect size. In the semistructured interview, the teacher mentioned
that the increase of communication skills increased the respect within the group. This
awareness shows some significant changes in the way the group communicated and
respected each other:
T:

I would say, generally, they were a fairly respectful group in terms of their
interactions with staff. What I think has changed is their listening to each
other and their willingness to, I guess, negotiate in terms of, rather than
just, "No, I'm not doing that", or whatever, there's more of a discussion,
that willingness to be a little bit flexible.

FP4:

And we're respecting each other a lot more. If someone has something to
say, we'll actually listen instead of, "Oh no, I don't like that person so I
won't listen."

To further quantify the respect for others’ conversations, a question on social media
was asked to see if students had been more respectful on social media platforms after the
Future Maker program:
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R:

Has it been more respectful on your social media platforms since you have
returned back from the Future Maker program?

MP2: I’ve been in group chats and people haven’t been targeted as much.

The teacher then went onto to make the following comment:
T:

I reckon there's an increased level of trust in terms of that, being prepared
to contribute to a discussion or put forward a point of view, and knowing
that you're not going to get slammed for it, in terms of everyone else is not
going, "Oh, that's crap. Oh, no." You shouldn't say that sort of thing.

To which a student answered,
FP4:

Being on the canoe trip, I wanted to be with more of the people
surrounding me because you're in a canoe of two people, and then you're
getting along, and then you're able to gain trust with them. And then that's
when you know that you can speak up to them.

Like other groups, dinner time and group cooking was an area that really helped
with building trust and respect for peers:
R:

Anything else on the program that built your trust and respect?

MP1: Well, with the journey, not even just the canoe trip, like, eating dinner with
people, being around the fire.

The t3 LEQ effect size results indicated that trust and encouragement and respect
for others continued for at least the first 6 months after the Future Maker program. While
there was not any one significant experience that improved the effect size in
communication and relationships, it is plausible to think that the make-up of the group,
and the fact the group spent time together in an isolated area doing tasks with each other,
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was enough to break down the current social arrangements and improve the social capital
indicators of communication and relationships.
Analysis: Group processing

While communication and relationships had strong increases in effect size for the
students from Myrtleford P–12 College, the opposite could be said for group processing
at the t2 timeframe. The LEQ data at t2 for conflict resolution was moderate and 0.44,
while cooperative teamwork was at −0.32. As already mentioned, these results seem out
of character. While the students could recount some significant team-building
experiences, they also mentioned that the meaning of cooperative teamwork and conflict
resolution changed for them during the program. Students indicated that they thought
cooperative teamwork was previously something else, which was a curious direction in
thought; however, the Future Maker program seemed to teach the students a different and
more challenging definition of teamwork, which was an eye opener to the students:
R:

The next one's group processing skills, and we worked on conflict
resolution and cooperative teamwork. Now, interestingly—I'll go straight
to cooperative teamwork—on the data we've got from the surveys you
filled out, cooperative teamwork was the only one that was a negative gain.
That is, before you came, you thought you worked really well, and then
after the program, you decided that, "Maybe I didn't work as well." And
that could be what you thought where you worked, worked really well,
although what I'm hearing is that you don’t think it did. So what happened?

FP4:

I think it's not that we've gone down; it's just that the meanings of team and
communication changed to us. So instead of it just being your friend group
of five people, it's everyone.
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R:

That's great, because when I'm looking at the data, it could be a base or an
understanding of where you've come from, so you may have thought
whatever cooperation may have meant to you, it now means something
different, and that makes sense to me. Is that correct?

FP4:

Yeah.

While there were increases in effect size during the program for conflict resolution,
the increase at the t3 timeframe was a very strong effect size at 1.53 but only a moderate
effect size for cooperative teamwork at 0.20. Perhaps the students on the Future Maker
program from Myrtleford P–12 College had to recalibrate their understanding of
communication, relationships, and group processing to the point where the program was
not long enough to see all the indicators improve their effect size. In fact, what seems to
have happened is that once the students had sorted through developing a new way of
communication and being in relationships, they could then focus on conflict resolution
and cooperative teamwork skills, and that these skills continued to increase in effect size
after the program due to time. Furthermore, it seems, unlike the other schools, there was
minimal conflict amongst the cohort either before the program or during the program.
Therefore, it is possible that the students left each other alone and only spent time with
their small friendship groups. When this happens, social capital indicators are low, for to
build social capital indicators, you need human interaction (P. A. Wilson, 1997):
R:

So did this group have much conflict before or during the Future Maker
program? I am trying to work it out because unlike other schools your
effect size is small. This could be because you are coming from a high
base.

FP4:

There wasn’t much conflict beforehand as we just leave each other alone.
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MP2: There is certainly not too many physical or verbal altercations here at our
school.
Analysis: Networking

When talking to the students about community engagement and community action,
the students indicated that they understood the questions on community engagement and
action related to their group. That is, the word community was referring to their group of
15 students:
R:

Yeah. I'd be really interested in, like I said before, about their definition of
community because something that as a school we're interested in looking
at—and I guess a bit conscious about—is that we hear lots of stuff that
indicates that people don't particularly value the wider community. You
hear lots of stuff about students putting down the community opportunities
and all those sorts of things, or even a pride in this place in terms of the
school.

FP4:

I know when I did the survey, I thought of community as just our group.

It is possible that the results for community engagement and community action
were tainted by the definition of community as indicated by the students. While the t3
LEQ results indicated a continual increase in effect size from t2 results, it seems possible
that this group of students were working through what it meant to be active and engaged
in their community.
Analysis: Leadership

The effect size for leadership amongst the Myrtleford P–12 College students was a
very strong effect size at the t2 LEQ. This indicates that there was either a significant
event or, like communication, relationships, and group processing, the students had a
better understanding of the concept of leadership:
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R:

Before the program, after the program, any change in your understanding
of leadership? You obviously have said you came out and you changed a
lot in regards to the way you were. I’ll use the word rude.

MP1: Before the program, I guess everyone was just really bossy as in, if there
was a leader they'll be like, "Oh, you're going there and you're also going
there". But then on the camp, it was more calm. And, yeah we changed our
thoughts on leadership and what it means.
R:

So is that just looking at a different way of being a leader? So I think some
people think being a leader means that you have to boss everyone around,
like there's someone who has a different perspective in terms of, no, it's not
actually about bossing people around. It's about encouraging people to do
what you want them to do.

It seems like the students from Myrtleford P–12 College improved their
understanding of social capital indicators and perhaps their experiences are best summed
up by this comment:
FP4:

I feel like this is going a bit offhanded, when we came back from the
journey, not in a bad way, but it felt like we just kind of were not as big as
we think we are, all of our lives. There is more out there for us.

It is clear that the Future Maker program for the students from Myrtleford P–12
College opened their eyes to different ways of being in a community, and as a result, their
effect size in the social capital indicators continued to increase 6 months after the
program, as shown by the t3 results. The realisation that “there is more out there for us”
was very strong.
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6.6 Impact on Numurkah Secondary College
6.6.1 School context

Numurkah Secondary College prides itself on developing successful, responsible,
and adaptable 21st century citizens. The school had 260 students enrolled in 2017. The
school is committed to maximising the educational opportunities of every student, placing
a high emphasis on all students achieving personal excellence. The school has embedded
the School Wide Positive Behaviour Framework, and core values of respect, excellence,
aspiration, and pride ensures that all members of their college community are productive,
valued, respectful, and accountable.
The school offers a comprehensive curriculum. Students in Years 7 and 8 study a
broad range of subjects within each key learning area as well as the school’s signature
Learning to Learn program, which ensures all students are taught the metacognitive skills
required to be inquiring and critical learners across all areas of study. Year 9 students
engage in traditional curriculum during the first and second terms, while in terms three
and four, they participate in the project-based learning program known as Numurkah 9.
The core learning intentions for the 2017 Numurkah Future Maker program
included:


Working collaboratively/conflict resolution



Biological sciences



Sustainable learning action
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6.6.2 Numurkah Future Maker timetable

Monday

Morning
Travel to Outdoor School

Afternoon
Student Intake
Student Goals

Evening
Group Initiatives and
Instinct for survival.
LEQ surveys.

Tuesday

Canoe session
Pioneering session

Pioneering sessions
Canoe session

Love food hate waste.
Paddle making/flying
fox

Thursday

Ecosystems focus –
Ride to ranger talk, meet
local farmers, look at
effects of land use on
rivers and land.
River Journey preparation

Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday

River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey

River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
Pick up and reflection

Wednesday

Trip clean up.
Journey reflections.
Concept mapping
Group activity – King
River.

Elective activity:
Bike ride, Climbing,
Archery, Art and craft.
Group activity – King
River.

Gear return
Last reflections

Travel home

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Ecosystems quiz –
David Attenborough

Night orienteering.
Rabbit proof fence.
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
River Journey
Reflect, share,
celebrate.
Guest speaker:
Tim Cope
Future Maker
LEQ survey
Sustainable Living
Action Plans.

Figure 39. Numurkah Future Maker timetable.

Numurkah Secondary College is located within the township of Numurkah, and in
2017, 36 students from Year 9 participated in the Future Maker program.
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6.6.3 Numurkah Secondary College LEQ data for individual groups

Group 1 (n = 12)

Group 2 (n = 12)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators

Group 3 (n = 12)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2
2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators

Figure 40. Individual group differences from Numurkah.
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6.6.4 Numurkah Secondary College LEQ data for whole school

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2 and t1 to t3
t1 to t2

t1 to t3

2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators
Figure 41. Numurkah LEQ data for whole school t1 to t2 and t1 to t3 (n = 36).
6.6.5 Analysis

Three groups of Year 9 students (n = 36) from Numurkah Secondary College
completed the 12-day Future Maker program. Each of the three groups, like the other
schools, showed different effect sizes for the five indicators of social capital. While
Groups 1 and 2 were somewhat similar, Group 3 had a very different experience, and I
added questions regarding this to the semistructured interview.
At Numurkah Secondary College, the social capital indicator of communication had
an effect size of 0.33 at the t2 timeframe for the whole cohort. The effect size was
moderate at 0.48 for Group 2 and a small effect size at 0.15 for Group 3. As the results for
communication were reasonably consistent, no extra questions were added to the
semistructured interview template. In saying this, if comments on communication during
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the semistructured interview indicated significant events, questions were asked as this is
the mechanism of semistructured interviews and an example of why this technique was
used.
At Numurkah Secondary College, the social capital indicator of relationships had
two groups in the moderate effect size range at 0.13 and 0.33, while Group 2 had a strong
effect size at 0.99. Considering this large difference, questions were added to the
semistructured interview to see what occurred. The overall t2 results indicated a moderate
effect size for trust and encouragement and a strong effect size of 0.93 after 6 months.
While the increase was not as steep for respect for others, there was an increase of effect
size between t2 and t3. With such a large increase in trust, I added further questions to the
semistructured interview.
The social capital indicator of group processing at Numurkah Secondary College
saw Groups 1 and 2 with positive effects and Group 3 with negative effects in both
conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork. This is strange considering the other
results; thus, questions were included to better understand what happened in Group 3. As
a result of Group 3’s negative effect size, the t2 results for the whole cohort was moderate
at 0.55 for conflict resolution and low at 0.14 for cooperative teamwork. The 6-month t3
data indicated that conflict resolution had a very strong effect size of 1.08 and cooperative
teamwork had a strong effect size of 0.71.
With regard to networking, the students from Numurkah Secondary College had a
mixture of effects as a result of the Future Maker program. Group 2 had an effect size of
0.90, and Group 3 had an effect size of 0.27 for community engagement, while for
community action, Group 1 had an effect size of 0.36, and Group 2 had an effect size of
0.74. It was clear that something was going on in Group 2; thus, I added extra questions
to the semistructured interview. The t2 results showed overall that community
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engagement had an effect size of 0.54 and community action had an effect size of 0.55.
While a moderate effect size is not a poor outcome, the t3 data showed an overall effect
size of 0.97 for community engagement and an overall effect size of 1.09 for community
action. It was clear from these results that learning was still occurring over the 6 months
after the Future Maker program.
The results for leadership mirrored those of group processing, whereby Group 3 had
a negative growth for followship ability at −0.04 and a small effect size of 0.08 for
leadership ability, whereas Groups 1 and 2 had positive effect size results. Group 1 had an
effect size of 0.61 for followship ability and 1.30 for leadership ability, which was a very
strong effect size. Group 2 had an effect size of 0.57 for followship ability and 0.28 for
leadership ability. I added extra questions to the semistructured interview to look at the
differences between the groups. The t2 results indicate that leadership was overall a
positive experience, with an effect size of 0.38 for followship ability and 0.60 for
leadership ability. The 6-month LEQ data showed a continual growth in leadership, with
followship ability having an effect size of 0.70 and leadership ability 1.16, a very high
effect.
6.6.6 Numurkah Secondary College semistructured interview data

Numurkah Secondary College is located within the township of Numurkah and in
2017 had 36 students from Year 9 who participated in the Future Maker program. The
Numurkah Secondary College semistructured interview was held at Numurkah Secondary
College on 29 November 2017. Four students and a teacher were participants in the
interview. The interview duration was 36 minutes and 51 seconds.
NVivo 12 Plus data

The autocode by theme function in NVivo 12 software (n.d.) produced nine coded
themes, four of which related to the themes of the five social capital indicators. These
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four themes included 10 separate quotations. I manually added the five social capital
indicators to the nodes with an extra node for memorable quotations. When these were
run through the transcript, there were 13 directly related discussions on the social capital
indicators and seven memorable quotations.
Analysis: Communication

The t2 LEQ data for communication indicated a small effect size of 0.33 for the
whole cohort. While this may have been the case, students indicated in the semistructured
interview that they understood what good communication was and could articulate this:
R:

Tell me what type of communicator you are. Are you a good listener?

FP4:

Yeah, I listen to other people.

MP2: Yeah, I am a good listener and I listen to what they have to say and then
put some input into the discussion.
MP3: Yeah. Sometimes I say my say and yeah I am a good listener.

Students also confirmed that they had the skills to communicate with other students
in their cohort that they did not necessarily associate with.
R:

Did you get a chance on the Future Maker program to be with people in
your cohort that you're not normally with?

FP4:

Yeah.

R:

And how did you go communicating with people you aren’t normally with
at schools?

FP4:

All right. I was happy to talk to them all.

R:

And do you still speak to them now that you've returned? I know it's only
been recent, but do you still speak with them now that you've returned or
are you sort of working with the same group of kids?
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FP4:

I talk to them occasionally.

R:

And you might not have beforehand?

FP4:

Yeah.

During the semistructured interview, I asked the teacher if they had noticed any
changes in confidence from the students with regard to communicating with other
students. It seems that again, group cooking was a learning opportunity for students to
communicate with other students who were not in their friendship group, and that this
communication was authentic:
R:

So can you articulate that there's been some difference in how the students
communicate? Was the difference about knowing some extra students in
your group and that confidence to speak up? Did you notice any
difference?

T:

And that was very deliberate. The three groups weren’t necessarily
normally associated with each other. We did this just to see how it went. It
definitely, from my observations, students were much more communicative
with those people because they have to be because of the tasks they get in
the team-building activities. They have to communicate with a lot of
people that normally wouldn't be in their friendship circle.

R:

On the river? On the journey? In tents, tarps or cooking?

T:

A bit of both. We slept in tents but we used tarps for cooking and this
forced us to talk with others.

It seems while communication was already well developed in this Year 9 cohort,
they still improved their communication skills by interacting with other Year 9 students
after the program, and this had probably led to the t3 effect size of 0.74, a strong effect.
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R:

And do you still speak to them now that you've returned? I know it's only
been recent, but do you still speak with them now that you've returned or
are you sort of working with the same group of kids?

FP4:

I talk with them occasionally now.

Analysis: Relationships

The LEQ results for trust and encouragement and respect for others at t2 showed
mixed results for each of the three groups. The t2 overall effect size for trust and
encouragement was a moderate effect size of 0.46, and the overall effect size for respect
for others was a moderate effect size of 0.55. However, in Group 3, the effect size was
low. From the semistructured interview, it seems that this particular group had students
who were not helping on the journey, but by the end they were. This increase in
participation is probably what had continued after the program and led to the increase to
effect size, in particular at the t3 LEQ with a strong effect size of 0.93 for trust and
encouragement and a strong effect size of 0.64 for respect for others:
FP1:

I think the other girls in our group were a bit different. We now see them
differently after the program.

R:

Tell me what that means about seeing them differently.

FP4:

They are probably helping out a bit more. Yeah, first they didn’t really do
anything. They just sat back and did nothing.

R:

And did the group give them some feedback about their respect for the
group?

FP4:

Yeah. Some of us just talked to them. We talked about them pitching in
more.

R:

And they did?

251

FP1:

Yeah.

What seems clear from the discussion with the students is that the structure of the
groups meant that students had to communicate with other students they did not
necessarily interact with, and that notions of trust and respect took longer to develop.
However, once the trust and respect was developed, we can see the changes in the LEQ
results from t2 to t3 for trust and encouragement and respect for others:
R:

So we're talking about trust and encouragement and respect or others. So
things like I encourage my peers, I trust my peers, I respect other people
and other people respect me. Can you take me through how that may
occur? Did you notice any change in that from before the program and
after you returned? After the program? Any changes in trust? Do you trust
people more in your group or do they trust you, do you think?

FP4:

Yeah. A bit.

MP2: Yeah. There is a little more trust; it is like the people we never really talk
to.
R:

Can you tell me how this trust and respect was built during the program?

MP2: Maybe it was more the journey with us. It was really a matter that we're all
together. There was no getting away. So yeah. We'd always be
communicating and talking about who would do the jobs and stuff.
Analysis: Group processing

The t2 LEQ data showed that Group 3 from Numurkah Secondary College had a
much lower effect size for the social capital indicators of communication, relationships,
group processing, and leadership than did Groups 1 and 2. As indicated in relationships,
one group of students took some convincing to get involved in the day-to-day mechanics
of the program. After the group had a facilitated conversation with feedback, these
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particular students started to help. So while the effect size for Group 3 was low, they were
coming from a low base, and the t2 to t3 scores indicated an overall improvement in
social capital indicators. This does not mean they learned any less; the group’s social
capital indicators were low to start with. In saying this, the teacher from this group made
the following observations:
T:

It might be nice to mix them up to see how those relationships could have
changed with other people outside the group that they've been with. But it
was instantly noticeable actually; [student], I think it was you and other
girls who beforehand had to be talked into it a little bit. "Yeah. I'm going."
You know, couldn't wait to go but whenever they come back from the 5day journey, they left off the bus, they gathered the gear and they set to
work and they know exactly what they had to do. And just the change in
their confidence, change in their knowledge and their skills and what they
had to do, unload the buses and all of the gear, I just stood back and went,
"Oh, wow. This is a different bunch of kids."

R:

Yeah. Working together?

T:

Yeah. Just a totally different bunch of kids from the start to end of
program.

While the teacher could see the improvement in the students while attending the
program, it is possible that the students, especially from Group 3, could not see their
growth:
R:

Sometimes you don't notice you're doing a certain thing in the moment. It's
only been 4 weeks since the program. And it might be another 10 weeks
later then you go, "Wow. Okay. That's actually what has happened and I
did it together with my peers." Okay. That's a really good observation that
when we're in the moment we don't actually notice it. But certainly people
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that are out looking in will go, "Wow, that group is really working well
together."
T:

And you can probably identify people in your group as well that started off
the journey or even started off the camp will be quiet and nervous and not
very confident. And they say, "Well, actually they really improved in my
group and they've improved in the journey in different ways." For example,
the girls in your group that you saw really good progress and development
in.

T:

I think the girls in our group did change.

The t3 LEQ data indicated that conflict resolution had a very strong effect size of
1.08, confirming that there indeed was improvement in conflict resolution skills over a 6month period, and that there was continual growth once the students returned to school.
The following narrative sums this up.
R:

Has there been any restorative justice sessions in the school amongst the
Year 9s since you've been back?

MP2: I think so.
MP3: A few.
R:

And before the Future Maker program? Was there more or less restorative
justice sessions?

MP2: I’d say there were more before the Future Maker program.
MP3: Yeah, it’s been a bit quiet.
R:

Okay. Because the data on the survey shows me that conflict resolution
was one of the ones that this group got most out of the program. However,
one of the interesting things was that some of this group saying that you
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had learnt a lot about conflict resolution, but one of the groups said it
didn’t. Can anyone tell what happened there?
FP4:

I don't believe that group got along together well. They were of the same
friendship group and were segregated but when they all came together at
the camp, I really felt that they all bonded much more.

Analysis: Networking

The social capital indicator of networking had a moderate effect size at t2 on the
Year 9 students from Numurkah Secondary College. The t3 scores indicated that
community engagement and community action continued to increase in effect size due to
the projects that were developed and run during the Future Maker program. Many of the
community projects concentrated around the Murray River, so as the groups were on the
river for 5 days, they had plenty of time to talk about their community project and plenty
of time to obtain data for their projects once back at school. The following conversation
validates this assumption.
R:

What community engagement and action did you partake in?

FP4:

Mine was on weed control. So trying to remove the weed from the lakes
and the river.

R:

Is that looking at a new virus?

FP4:

Yeah. And also checking the water to see how healthy it is.

Group 3 had a relatively high effect size for community engagement and
community action compared to all their other indicators. It seems that the networking
component of the program was well structured prior to and during the Future Maker
program:
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T:

The community projects they did were working on various volunteer or
community activities more so before we got in the program than during or
after the program.

Analysis: Leadership

The students from Numurkah Secondary College had some significant growth in
effect size for leadership ability and followship ability. Students were able to articulate
that they learned leadership skills during the program. It seems that many of the
leadership opportunities came from the 5-day journey on the Murray River:
R:

Has the program helped you to understand a bit more about both
followship and leading and do you think that you will be better at being
both of those after the program?

FP4:

Yeah, I think the program has helped me be more of a leader.

R:

More of a leader? Can you give me an example of where you might have
learnt some leadership skills on the program?

FP4:

I remember when it came to group things, I'd, so when we had to swap our
things, me and my canoe partner, when we were in the canoe, we would
lead and we had to do the mapping and stuff.

While it was clear that Group 3 had some difficulties, it was also obvious that there
were some significant increases in effect size for the Year 9 students from Numurkah
Secondary College. This is best summed up in the following:
R:

What's been the long-lasting effect for you and for the group? Just kind of
like looking at a crystal ball. What do you think you would say to me in
August next year?

MP2: Getting to know all the people. Just knowing your group better.
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6.7 Impact on Rutherglen High School
6.7.1 School context

Rutherglen High School had 270 students enrolled in 2017. Rutherglen High School
is situated in North East Victoria servicing the rural townships of Chiltern, Rutherglen,
Springhurst, Wahgunyah, and the surrounding farming communities. The school provides
a challenging and comprehensive curriculum with the flexibility to meet the needs of each
student. All students are able to participate in an environment that values and respects
their achievements. Students are expected to display a commitment to the improvement of
skills and knowledge, develop self-discipline and initiative, and respect themselves, each
other, and the environment. Year 7 has an integrated curriculum approach to address
transition issues. The Year 9 program successfully extends and challenges students to
build strong links within the local and broader community, including the Year 9 cohort
completing the Future Maker program at Outdoor School. In 2015, a Master Class
program was introduced across Years 7 to 10 to extend and challenge highly capable
students. Year 10 students can participate in the Vocational Program and/or accelerated
VCE or VET units. Years 11 and 12 students can select within a broad range of VCE,
VCAL, and VET and also select a course of study that combines elements of all three
programs (Rutherglen High School, 2017).
The core learning intentions for the 2017 Rutherglen Future Maker program
included:


Working collaboratively/conflict resolution



Developing resilience



Sustainable learning action
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6.7.2 Rutherglen Future Maker timetable
Morning
Travel to Outdoor School

Afternoon
Student Intake
Student Goals

Evening
Alpine living skills
rotation.
1. LEQ survey
2. Paper logs
3. Dehydrate fruit
4. Minimal impact

Tuesday

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Adventure based
learning

Wednesday

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Alpine journey
preparation

Thursday

Indigenous Culture

Alpine journey
preparation

Critical thinking
session – Dancing with
the Devil fire; Paul and
Ruby’s excellent
adventure

Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Pick up and reflection

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Reflect, share,
celebrate.

Wednesday

High Ropes
Destiny dialogue
Concept mapping
Peer reviews

High Ropes
Destiny dialogue
Concept mapping
Peer reviews

Guest speaker:
Tim Cope

Thursday

All day elective with give
back sessions – student
lead

All day elective with give
back sessions – student
lead

Future Maker
LEQ survey
Sustainable Living
Action Plans.

Friday

Gear return
Last reflections

Travel home

Monday

Figure 42. Rutherglen Future Maker timetable.

Rutherglen High School is located within the township of Rutherglen, and in 2017,
36 students from Year 9 participated in the Future Maker program.

258

6.7.3 Rutherglen High School LEQ data for individual groups

Group 1 (n = 12)

Group B (n = 12)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators

Group 3 (n = 12)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2
2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators

Figure 43. Individual group differences from Rutherglen.
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6.7.4 Rutherglen High School LEQ data for whole school

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2 and t1 to t3
t1 to t2

t1 to t3

2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators
Figure 44. Rutherglen LEQ data for whole school t1 to t2 and t1 to t3 (n = 36).
6.7.5 Analysis

Three groups of Year 9 students (n = 36) from Rutherglen High School completed
the 12-day Future Maker program. The t2 results in Figure 36 showed that, on the whole,
the Future Maker program had primarily a moderate effect size. The groups were uniform
with their responses.
At Rutherglen High School, the social capital indicator of communication had an
effect size of 0.48 at the t2 timeframe. The effect size at the t3 timeframe was strong at
0.74. Group 3 had an effect size of 0.60, while Groups 1 and 2 had an effect size in the
small and moderate range. As the results were similar, I did not need to add extra
questions to the semistructured interview for communication.
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The students at Rutherglen High School had very similar effect sizes for the social
capital indicator of relationships. In saying this, Group 3 had a strong effect size at 0.89.
The overall effect size for trust and encouragement was 0.49 and for respect for others
was 0.44. Both were in the moderate effect size range. I added questions regarding Group
3’s strong effect size to the semistructured interview template. The effect size at t3 for
trust and encouragement was 0.93, a strong effect. For respect for others, the effect size at
t3 was 0.64. These scores indicate that the skills learned in the social capital indicator of
relationships continued for the 6 months after the Future Maker program.
At Rutherglen High School, the social capital indicator of group processing had a
mixture of responses from the three groups. Group 1 had an effect size of 0.11 for conflict
resolution and 0.07 for cooperative teamwork. As these results were low, I added extra
questions to the semistructured interview template. Furthermore, Group 3 had a very
strong effect size of 1.06 for conflict resolution. As a result of this, I added further
questions about conflict to the semistructured interview template. Overall, the t2 effect
size scores showed conflict resolution at 0.54 and cooperative teamwork at 0.32. The t3
effect size scores showed continual positive increases in effect size pertaining to conflict
resolution and cooperative teamwork. This continual improvement indicates that the
Future Maker program had an effect 6 months after the program.
The social capital indicator of networking included some of the highest effect sizes
for the Rutherglen High School students. The overall effect size for community action at
t2 was a strong effect size of 0.66. I added extra questions regarding community action
and community engagement to the semistructured interview template to find out what
happened during the Future Maker program to make these effect sizes so high. While
community action had an effect size of only 0.36 at t2, the effect size after 6 months was
strong at 0.97.
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The effect size for the social capital indicator of leadership was also consistent
across the three groups. I added questions regarding the make-up of the group to the
semistructured interview template to find out if the groups were friendship groups or
mixed. The t2 effect size for followship ability was 0.51, and the effect size for leadership
ability was similar at 0.56. The t3 effect size increased after 6 months, which
demonstrated continual growth after the Future Maker program.
6.7.6 Rutherglen High School semistructured interview data

Rutherglen High School is located within the township of Rutherglen, and in 2017,
36 students from Year 9 participated in the Future Maker program. The Rutherglen High
School semistructured interview was held at Rutherglen High School on 5 June 2017 and
included four students and a teacher from the school. The duration of the semistructured
interview was 47 minutes and 41 seconds.
NVivo 12 Plus data

The autocode by theme function in NVivo 12 software (n.d.) produced 36 coded
themes, eight of which related to the themes of the five social capital indicators. These
eight themes included 50 separate quotations. I manually added the five social capital
indicators to the nodes with an extra node for memorable quotations. When these were
run through the transcript, there were 16 directly related discussions on the social capital
indicators and 11 memorable quotations.
Analysis: Communication

The effect size scores for communication for the Year 9 students at Rutherglen
High School suggest some moderate effects as a result of the Future Maker program.
Considering this, it seems possible that the students were starting from a high base of
communication. However, when asked, they responded in the following way:
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R:

Going back before the program, what kind of communication skills do you
think you had before you went on the program?

MP2: I didn’t think I had a lot.
R:

What about a little prompt? Like, did people understand you when you
were talking to them?

MP2: No, not really.

Even though the students described not having good communications skills prior to
the program, they could articulate what was required for good communication. This is not
surprising considering that communication skills were taught at schools in all subjects but
specifically English (VCAA, 2015):
R:

What about communication, what do you think makes good
communication when you are with other people?

MP2: Be clear.
FP3:

Eye contact.

MP2: Getting them to understand you.
MP4: Explaining things differently.

Overall, though, there was a good increase from the t2 to t3 LEQ results, and this
suggests that the students gained further communication skills as a result of the Future
Maker program. Communication ended up having a 6 -month effect size of 0.74.
Analysis: Relationships

The effect size for relationships for the Rutherglen High School students was also in
the moderate effect zone at the t2 LEQ for both trust and encouragement and respect for
others. It seems from speaking with the students that they probably were starting from a
low base for trusting and respecting their peers:
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R:

I'll just read out a few prompts and you can let me know what it was like
for you prior to the program. You know, you encourage your peers, each
other, you trust your peers. I'm trusted by my peers. Or things like I
encourage my peers and respect other people. What were you like prior to
the program?

MP4: Yeah, well, I don’t know. I kind of feel like I didn’t really trust my mates,
like you really don’t know what they could do. But now after the program I
do sort of trust them.
MP2: I trusted my friends before but then, now you understand them a lot better.

This last comment by P2 indicated some further understanding amongst peers with
regard to trust and respect. Sometimes, when students attend an outdoor education
program they see their peers in a different light (Quay, Dickinson, & Nettleton, 2002).
R:

With trust it's really important when you say, "I didn't have a lot of trust or
I didn't trust my friends," Are you saying it's a trust and respect thing, or
you have experiences where you didn't trust your peers? Like, have they
done things that you didn't like?

MP2: Yeah. They can do silly things at times.
Analysis: Group processing

The effect size for the social capital indicator of group processing at the t2
timeframe was moderate for conflict resolution and small for cooperative teamwork. The
students indicated occasions during the 5-day bushwalk where they had to deal with
conflict resolution by democratically sharing the load:
R:

What about conflict resolution? So what are some of the things, I resolve
conflicts with other people, and often when you're on the journey there
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might have been times where someone might not have wanted to carry the
food, or?
FP3:

I had to carry the whole tent, and they didn't want to take anything really,
so I had most of the stuff. And then I got other people from my group to
take the tent.

MP4: We just shared it around.

Adding to this, students indicated conflict on the program that perhaps kept this
effect size low:
R:

So what about during the program; was there conflict?

MP2: Conflict? There wasn’t a lot before the program, but then at camp there
was heaps of conflict amongst certain friendship groups.

Even though there was conflict, the t3 LEQ data showed that conflict resolution
after 6 months had an effect size of 1.08. This very strong effect size indicates that the
conflict during the program was a learning experience, and that well after the program,
students felt they had good conflict resolution skills and cooperative teamwork skills.
Analysis: Networking

Students at Rutherglen High School complete a community service unit in Year 9.
So their networking data were in the strong to very strong effect size 6 months after the
Future Maker program. This was to be expected with such an explicit learning focus. For
many of the Future Maker schools, community service projects are new, and the Future
Maker program establishes these projects during or prior to the program. In the case of
Rutherglen High School, they already had a program in place. As shown, many of the
students helped around school and the local kindergarten:
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R:

How did the program affect your networking skills? Are you doing
anything differently in your community as a result of the Future Maker
program?

MP2: I guess so.
MP4: Well, you have to do community service.
FP3:

Yeah. We have all done community service.

R:

Can you tell me what you have done for community service?

MP2: I went to Rutherglen Primary School.
R:

And what was that like?

MP2: So I had to go down and help out with their sports lessons. So for some
parts you're given instructions and other parts you're just helping out.
R:

And was that a good thing to go and do, once you—after you finished the
experience, you go, "That was actually okay"?

MP2: Yep.

And then,
FP3:

I did kinder.

R:

What did you do at the kinder?

FP3:

Just help out with them, like get to know the kids. I help the kids if they're
struggling. Or if they're crying from their parents leaving I go over there to
help.

The students were very positive about their networking and explained that they
would continue to be part of the community. The teacher at the interview confirmed the
students’ willingness to be part of networking:
R:

So the things the students are doing are part of the Year 9 program already?
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T:

Yeah. I guess since the Year 9 program changed a number of years ago,
community service is a big part of that. So we get asked to help out with a
lot of stuff. And we just get the numbers; we never have any issues with
not getting anyone involved. And then they do their structured community
service. They'll give me an option of what they want to do, and then I'll
speak to our community people and get them involved.

MP4: Yeah. It is a great way to get to know our community and to be active.
Analysis: Leadership

The students at Rutherglen High School certainly showed an increase in effect size
for the social capital indicator of leadership. Each group had either a moderate or strong
effect size in followship ability and leadership ability. The t3 results indicated that
leadership continued to develop even 6 months after the program. Unfortunately, we ran
out of time in the semistructured interview to discuss leadership and followship ability;
the students had to be at another class that they could not miss. Perhaps the quotation that
best sums up the Rutherglen High School experience came from the teacher:
R:

Any other changes you’ve noticed other than what we have spoken about?

T:

I mean, just there's really simple things like organisation and, but it may
not even be that. It might just be if there is an issue, it's all just, "Go and get
your books," or, "Go on." And you don't have the constant arguments or
they get their “back up” sort of thing. I think the friendliness and the like,
I'll sit down in their Year 9 area. They're still in their little groups, but it's
definitely a lot more fluid between the groups.

R:

Okay. So there's a change in that?
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T:

There's a change just in the social dynamics as a whole. Absolutely. I
would 100% agree with getting on board to try things and do extra things
and get involved.

In this last quotation, we can see the teacher referring to social capital as a whole
when she refers to the changes as social dynamics.
6.8 Impact on Yarrawonga College P–12
6.8.1 School context

Yarrawonga is a North East Victorian township situated on the Murray River with a
population of approximately 8,000 people. In 2017, 814 students were enrolled. Student
attendance at the college remains within the acceptable range; however, it is lower than
the state average. The consistent reasons for absence across the school are illness, family
holidays, and unapproved parent choice. The college continues to work on strategies to
improve student attendance, including educating parents through newsletters and social
media, a whole-college approach to following up student absence, letters sent home for
students with chronic absenteeism, and follow-up contact with parents for students absent
every day unexplained.
There are wide and varied student leadership opportunities, and in 2017, the school
had large numbers of Years 9 to 12 students take part in international travel, including
walking the Kokoda Trail and attending the Victorian Young Leaders to China program,
as well as students in Year 9 participating in the Future Maker program and in Year 10
travelling to the Kimberley, trekking in Nepal, and participating in the Summit to Sea
program with Outdoor School (Yarrawonga College P–12, 2017).
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The core learning intentions for the 2017 Yarrawonga Future Maker program
included:


Working collaboratively/conflict resolution



Developing resilience



Sustainable learning action
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6.8.2 Yarrawonga Future Maker timetable
Morning
Travel to Outdoor School

Afternoon
Student Intake
Student Goals

Evening
Alpine living skills
rotation.
1. LEQ survey
2. Paper logs
3. Dehydrate fruit
4. Minimal impact

Tuesday

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Adventure based
learning

Wednesday

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Bogongs backyard
Team challenge
Navigation

Alpine journey
preparation

Thursday

Indigenous Culture

Alpine journey
preparation

Critical thinking
session – Dancing with
the Devil fire; Paul and
Ruby’s excellent
adventure

Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Pick up and reflection

Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Alpine Journey
Reflect, share,
celebrate.

Wednesday

High Ropes
Destiny dialogue
Concept mapping
Peer reviews

High Ropes
Destiny dialogue
Concept mapping
Peer reviews

Guest speaker:
Tim Cope

Thursday

All day elective with give
back sessions – student
lead

All day elective with give
back sessions – student
lead

Future Maker
LEQ survey
Sustainable Living
Action Plans.

Friday

Gear return
Last reflections

Travel home

Monday

Figure 45. Yarrawonga Future Maker timetable.

Yarrawonga College P–12 is located within the township of Yarrawonga, and in
2017, 71 students from Year 9 participated in the Future Maker program.
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6.8.3 Yarrawonga College P–12 LEQ data for individual groups

Group 1 (n = 10)

Group 2 (n = 12)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Group 3 (n = 9)

Social Capital Indicators

Group 4 (n = 9)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators
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Group 5 (n = 10)

Group 6 (n = 11)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

2

2

1.5

1.5

1

1

Effect Size

Effect Size

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2

0.5
0

0.5
0

-0.5

-0.5

-1

-1

Social Capital Indicators

Social Capital Indicators

Group 7 (n = 10)
Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2
2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators

Figure 46. Individual group differences from Yarrawonga.
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6.8.4 Yarrawonga College P–12 LEQ data for whole school

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2 and t1 to t3
t1 to t2

t1 to t3

2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators
Figure 47. Yarrawonga LEQ data for whole school t1 to t2 and t1 to t3 (n = 71).
6.8.5 Analysis

Seven groups of Year 9 students (n = 71) from Yarrawonga College P–12
completed the 12-day Future Maker program. Figure 41 showed mixed results for all
seven groups. Group 6 had minimal to negative growth in effect size in many of the social
capital indicators at the 12-day timeframe, t2 results, whereas Group 5 had strong to very
strong effect size growth in the social capital indicators. Clearly, there was something
going on, and I added questions to address this in the semistructured interview. Overall, t2
results for the whole cohort showed that all social capital indicators were in the positive
growth effect size and continued that growth to the t3 results 6 months after the program.
At Yarrawonga College P–12, the social capital indicator of communication had an
effect size of 0.23 at the t2 timeframe. The effect size at the t3 timeframe was moderate at
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0.55. On a whole, the effect size results for communication were reasonably similar, with
notable differences from Group 3 at −0.03, a negative effect size, and Group 5 with a high
effect size of 0.63. In keeping with other schools, the effect size results indicate that
communication was already a well-developed skill at Yarrawonga College P–12. I added
questions probing the cohorts’ communication skills prior to attending the Future Maker
program to the semistructured interview template.
The social capital indicator of relationships also had a mixture of results. However,
most of the groups were in the moderate effect size range for both trust and
encouragement and respect for others. Group 2 had an effect size of .02 for trust and
encouragement, while Group 7 had a strong effect size of 0.70 for trust and
encouragement. There was something going on in Group 2, as their effect size for respect
for others was −0.28. These results indicate a possible issue with trust and respect, and I
added questions to the semistructured interview to address this. In fact, the effect size for
respect for others at t2 (0.02) for the whole cohort was the lowest of any of the Future
Maker schools in 2017. Questions addressing this low effect size score for respect for
others was added to the semistructured interview template. The LEQ data at t2 indicate a
small growth in effect size for a majority of the social capital indicators. Only conflict
resolution and leadership ability was in the moderate effect size band, while all others
were either low effect size or small effect size. However, at the t3 timeframe, the effect
size for the whole cohort had improved in every social capital indicator for trust and
encouragement and respect for others. Clearly, there had been growth, with most of the
improvement in the 6 months after the program.
The social capital indicator of group processing at t2 for the whole cohort for
conflict resolution had a moderate effect size of 0.52, whereas the effect size for
cooperative teamwork was small at 0.19. There was some significant difference in the
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seven groups. While Group 5 had a very strong effect size of 1.13 for conflict resolution,
Group 6 had a low effect size for conflict resolution at 0.06. What happened in these
groups? I added extra questions to the semistructured interview to find out. Cooperative
teamwork was similar in that the lowest effect size was for Group 1 at −0.03, and the
highest effect size was for Group 5 at a moderate 0.43. Considering this, and in a similar
vein to Mount Beauty, were the groups starting from a high base with regard to conflict
and teamwork? Or did the program not work for this group? Or, which is probably more
likely, were there significant events during the program that created these fluctuations in
effect sizes? The t2 effect size results indicate a small to moderate growth in the areas of
conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork. However, the t3 results at 6 months
indicate conflict resolution had a very strong effect size of 1.30, and cooperative
teamwork had a strong effect size of 0.71. Clearly, something had been learned, and
students continued to improve their social capital indicators 6 months after the Future
Maker program.
The social capital indicator of networking was reasonably well considered by
students. Five groups had a moderate effect size for community engagement and
community action. Only Groups 6 and 7 had low to negative effect size growth. What was
happening in these groups around networking? I added these questions to the
semistructured interview. The t2 results showed a small effect size of 0.11 for community
engagement and a small effect size for community action. The t2 results may have
lowered as a result of the low effect size scores from Groups 5 and 6. However, the t3
results showed strong growth for community engagement at 0.67 and a strong effect size
growth of 0.96 for community action. Considering this, students’ networking skills
continued to develop 6 months after the Future Maker program.
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The social capital indicator of leadership had a very low effect size score of 0.08 for
followship ability from the overall t2 results. Leadership ability was higher with a
moderate effect size of 0.55. Once again, there were varied results for the group. In
followship ability, the lowest effect sizes were in Groups 2 and 6, both with −0.04, while
Group 7 had a strong effect size of 0.67. Considering the difference in results, extra
questions were added to understand the effect of leadership on the students. The results
for leadership ability were even more widely polarised, with Group 1 having a small
effect size of 0.17 and Group 4 having a very strong effect size of 1.29. These results
indicate something was happening with regard to leadership development, and I added
questions to the semistructured interview to probe what may have happened. Overall, the
effect size for followship ability and leadership ability increased from t2 to t3. This
improvement once again demonstrated the continual growth in effect size in the Year 9
cohort 6 months after the Future Maker program.
6.8.6 Yarrawonga College P–12 semistructured interview data

Yarrawonga College P–12 is located within the township of Yarrawonga, and in
2017, 71 students from Year 9 participated in the Future Maker program. The
Yarrawonga College P–12 semistructured interview was held at Yarrawonga College P–
12 on 23 May 2017. The duration of the semistructured interview was 44 minutes and 55
seconds.
NVivo 12 Plus data

The autocode by theme function in NVivo 12 software (n.d.) produced 28 coded
themes, eight of which related to the themes of the five indicators of social capital. These
eight themes included 68 separate quotations. I manually added the five social capital
indicators to the nodes with an extra node for memorable quotations. When these were
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run through the transcript, there were 21 directly related discussions on the social capital
indicators and 14 memorable quotations.
Analysis: Communication

The effect size scores for communication for the Year 9 students at Yarrawonga
College P–12 suggest some overall small effects as a result of the Future Maker program.
Considering this, it seems possible that the students were starting from a high level of
communication skills already. However, the following student voice seems to suggest that
communication was tied in with teamwork, and that poor communication led to poor
teamwork. This assumption is validated by the effect size score of 0.19, which is low for
cooperative teamwork, so perhaps communication was an issue with this group:
FP2:

We all built the tripods and then we had to work together to get them out to
the middle of the river. And you had to get everyone across the bridge. And
if there was people that were jumping up and down on them, trying to
break them, it didn't work as well.

R:

Can you remember back to that particular activity and do you think there
were things that you learned there about group cooperation that you didn't
know before coming on the program?

FP4:

Everybody has a part to play.

MP3: Well, we had to communicate. None of us were communicating.
MP1: We had different people doing different things.

While the above student voice includes reference to group cooperation, it shows
that communication was the issue that caused the low effect size scores for this cohort of
students. Students also articulated that they learned communication skills on the Future
Maker program, including the skill of listening:
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FP4:

I learned to listen to people.

R:

You learned to listen to people?

FP4:

I learned to be able to listen to constructive criticism.

Learning to listen and take on constructive criticism is a high-end skill (Cole, 2008),
so it was no surprise to see that communication continued to increase in effect size 6
months after the program.
Analysis: Relationships

The effect size scores for trust and encouragement were in the small effect range
and in the low effect range for respect for others. There seemed to be a lack of trust in this
group as a whole, and this lack of trust was, according to the students, prevalent prior and
during the program. Interestingly, trust and encouragement improved to a strong effect
size in the t3 LEQ data, whereas the respect for each other maintained a low effect size at
6 months following. Clearly, something had been going on:
R:

What about with relationship skills? So, mainly about trust and
encouragement, before you came on the program. Where do you think you
sit with trust and encouragement? So trusting your other peers, so other
people in your classroom, or other people in your school. Did they have a
high level of trust?

FP4:

It wasn't as much before.

R:

Yeah. And can you give me any examples of that?

FP4:

Like how we did the trust exercises and stuff on camp?

R:

Yeah. And that helped you to develop some further trust of your peers?

FP2:

Yeah.
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R:

What if I said these sort of words? "I'm trusted by my peers." Were you
trusted by your peers prior to the program?

FP4:

It got better when we were there, because on the hike you had to be, you
had to have faith in everyone.

R:

You had to rely on each other.

FP4:

And no one really let you down.

R:

Is that all sounding true to all of you? What was it about the hike do you
think that traded that trust, that further increased your trust with your
peers?

FP4:

You were kind of forced to. If you didn't trust anyone it wouldn't really
work.

FP2:

The closeness between everybody. We weren't in a widespread area. We
were all pretty close.

FP4:

We were all sharing the load of food.

R:

So do you mean things like when you were cooking, or having to sleep in a
tent with someone you didn't know? Is that part of that, or is it other
things?

FP4:

Yeah, that's not in the comfort zone.

R:

Okay. What were you going to say about trust?

MP3: Yeah, I was outside the comfort zone. Where you didn't trust many people
and that.
R:

So people that you might not have necessarily trusted here at school?

T:

Might not have known as well.
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R:

Might not have known as well. Someone said about force. You were forced
to do that because you were put into different groups that maybe you didn't
want to be in. Is that what you mean by being forced?

FP4:

Yeah. If you didn't trust anyone it just wouldn't work because you were all
together and you couldn't change that when you were on the hike.

FP4:

And you had to be trusted as well. You couldn't let everyone down by not
really helping out.

MP3: Doing your part.

This lengthy quotation gets to the bottom of the trust issues for the students. Their
sense of entitlement meant that they rebelled and resented being placed with students they
did not know. They felt forced, and as a result, the effect sizes for trust and
encouragement and respect for others were low. In fact, the effect size for respect for
others was the lowest of all the seven Future Maker schools. While this is not a negative
comment, it shows that at the t3 LEQ stage, there was continual growth after the program
in trust and encouragement and respect for others, which meant that the Future Maker had
a long-lasting effect.
Analysis: Group processing

The effect size results for conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork for the Year
9 Yarrawonga College P–12 students were eclectic to say the least. However, conflict
resolution, regardless of the lack of trust and respect amongst the students, ended up
scoring the highest effect size of any of the social capital indicators. The students in the
semistructured interview were able to identify times on the Future Maker program where
conflict resolution and cooperative teamwork were being developed:
R:

I reckon when you look at teamwork, the pioneering one is the one that
brings out conflict and teamwork.
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FP4:

What was the pioneering?

MP1: The bridge building down at the creek.
FP4:

Oh, yeah.

R:

Do you remember that exercise?

FP2:

Yeah.

MP3: We had different people doing different things.
R:

And did your teacher sit you down and ask you to express what was
happening, and what wasn’t happening?

FP4:

Yeah.

Considering the conflict resolution improvement, students were asked about conflict
in school prior to and after the Future Maker program:
R:

What about relationship skills? And that's the conflict resolution. Just think
back before the program even in Year 8, in the first term Year 9. Have
there been as much niggles, or fighting, or conflicts as there was
previously?

MP3: Not really.
FP4:

No, probably not.

R:

It's been less?

MP1: I don't think there's been any. No, I wouldn't think there's been any.
R:

And there may have been some in Year 8 and the start of Year 9?

FP4:

Yeah. It used to be heaps of girl fights.

MP1: I would say that it was a little bit more cliquey, yeah.
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R:

Because in the data, the data shows me that actually, conflict resolution
was one of the areas that this particular cohort gained the most from the
program. So it doesn't surprise me that you say that, actually, people were
working things out a bit better. Can you think of sometimes, in Term 2,
since you've come off the program, has there been an instance during
school where you've used the skills from the Future Maker that maybe
previously you would have stirred the pot but now you don't? Can you
think of an example?

FP4:

No.

R:

Might not, that's okay. But I definitely think there's less conflict.

FP4:

Yeah.

MP1: Well, I definitely haven't noticed it.
MP3: Everyone's learned to be a bit nicer I think. And if someone says
something, just to deal with it.

Even with the uncomfortable group mixtures and the lack of cooperation amongst
the students during the Future Maker program, the teacher from Yarrawonga College P–
12 had this observation:
T:

I would say my observation is that students are more prepared to pull
someone up when they're not doing something. In particular, this group,
maybe before the journey they wouldn't have done it, but now looking at
their community projects, they are very open about saying, "Well this
person is doing nothing." And they'll have that conversation with the
person that, "Hey, you're letting the team down here." I think that
conversation happens more than previously.
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And finally, the Yarrawonga College P–12 program obviously stretched students’
ability to cope in social situations; however, the following narrative demonstrates that the
students continued to learn after the Future Maker program.
R:

Did you see any changes? You might not have because the data told me
that actually in this group, in this cohort, that communication was okay.

MP1: Yeah. Changes. I think you see people being more inclusive and maybe
more tolerant of other group members within the group. I guess that's
getting to know them a bit more. Still have anxiety about getting up and
presenting and stuff like that.
R:

As a group?

MP1: Yeah.
R:

So are there students that you worked with during the Future Maker
program, students that you work with, other peers, that you continue to
have a relationship with?

MP1: Yeah.
Analysis: Networking

The students at Yarrawonga College P–12 complete a community project in Year 9
that is as a result of the Future Maker program. This community program, while not fully
implemented at the time of the Future Maker program in Term 1 for this cohort, was
probably the main reason why there was so much growth in the community engagement
and community action effect sizes from the t2 to t3 results:
MP1: We're doing a community project.
R:

You mentioned that before. And what's your project there?
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MP1: Working with RSPCA [Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals].
R:

And that's a community-driven project?

MP1: Yeah.
R:

And you do that in second semester, don't you?

MP3: Yeah, so the focus is sustainability but a lot of this Year 9 group have very
much got a community focus.
R:

And is that a result of the Future Maker program?

T:

Yeah, so the community action subject is based around the Future Maker
curriculum.

R:

And you've got a few students you're working with?

T:

Yeah.

Analysis: Leadership

The students at Yarrawonga College P–12 had only a small effect size for
followship ability and a moderate effect size for leadership ability. It seems from the
interview that the students had a fairly rudimentary understanding of leadership and
almost no understanding of followship, as shown by the individual group results and the
t2 results with a low effect size of 0.08. The following narrative explains.
R:

What about leadership? Have you changed your understanding, or your
ability to lead since the program?

FP4:

Yeah.

MP3: Yeah.
MP1: It's not all about one person.
R:

Okay.
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FP2:

More of a group thing.

R:

More of a group thing? What have you changed in your understanding of
leadership?

FP4:

Well just like our group and work together and that.

R:

Have you done anything in particular yourself that you can think of?

MP3: No.

When asked about the leadership back at school, the teacher replied that the
students still seemed very separated and fractured. This would be an area for the school to
focus on with regard to leadership understanding and development. From the
semistructured interview transcripts, it seems obvious that the Yarrawonga College P–12
Year 9 students started from a low base in communication, relationships, group
processing, and leadership prior to the Future Maker program. Nevertheless, the t3 results
indicated growth in the five social capital indicators 6 months after the program.
6.9 Overall Impact on Social Capital Indicators
PRQ, SRQ1 and SRQ2 were concerned with the overall impact of the Future Maker
program. PRQ asked if participating in an outdoor education program facilitated a change
in social capital indicators. SRQ1 inquired about whether social capital indicators
developed or declined 6 months after the Future Maker program. SRQ2 asked if the
Future Maker program developed the social capital indicators of communication,
relationships, group processing, networking, and leadership. Both research questions are
similar: PRQ is concerned with the overall effect related to outdoor education in general,
while SRQ1 and SRQ2 specifically enquires about the effect the Future Maker program
had on social capital indicators. As both questions rely on the same data, Figure 48 has
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been developed to represent the LEQ data for PRQ and SRQ1 and SRQ2. An analysis of
the results follows.

Factor Effect Sizes: t1 to t2 and t1 to t3
t1 to t2

t1 to t3

2

Effect Size

1.5
1
0.5
0
-0.5
-1

Social Capital Indicators
Figure 48. Overall impact of the Future Maker program on social capital indicators t1 to t2 and t1
to t3 (n = 287).
6.9.1 Overall analysis

A total of 287 students participated in the Future Maker program at Outdoor School
in 2017. Table 14 shows the overall effect size of the Future Maker program for the five
indicators of social capital. To obtain the overall medium effect size, the effect size for
the outdoor education outcomes pertaining to the social capital indicators were added then
divided by two, except for communication, which had only one outdoor education
outcome attached to it.
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Table 14
Overall Effect Size
Social Capital
Indicator

Outdoor Education
Outcome

t2
Effect
Size

Overall
Medium
Effect Size
Score at t2

t3
Effect
Size

Overall
Medium
Effect Size
Score at t3

0.37

0.85

0.85

Communication

Communication

0.37

Relationships

Trust and
Encouragement

0.46

Respect for Others

0.50

Conflict Resolution

0.58

Cooperative
Teamwork

0.31

Community
Engagement

0.46

Community Action

0.46

Followship Ability

0.41

Leadership Ability

0.53

Group Processing

Networking

Leadership

Total medium effect size

1.09
0.48

0.75

0.92

1.39
0.44

0.80

1.09

0.94
0.46

1.19

1.06

0.75
0.47
t2 = 0.44

1.04

0.89
t3 = 0.96

Note. Effect size scale: 0.2 = small effect size; 0.4 = moderate effect size; 0.6 = strong effect size;
1.0 = very strong effect size.

The results in Table 14 show positive effect size results for the t2 LEQ. The effect
sizes range from a small effect size of 0.31 for cooperative teamwork to a moderate effect
size of 0.58 for conflict resolution. Remembering that the t2 LEQ results were collected
on Day 12 of the 12-day Future Maker program, the t2 LEQ effect size results indicate a
mainly moderate effect size for the five social capital indicators. The semistructured
interview data seem to suggest that the five indicators of social capital were reliant on
each other. For example, if the effect size for communication increased, so did conflict
resolution and vice versa. Another interesting point regarding the LEQ data is that while
there were wide variances in effect size from the seven different schools, the final overall
data at t2 was consistent and in a similar effect size range—that is, a range from 0.31 to
0.58.
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The t3 LEQ effect size data, collected 6 months after the 12-day Future Maker
program, were somewhat different. The data show the effect size of each social capital
indicator had improved at the t3 LEQ. The range of effect sizes included a strong effect
size of 0.75 for respect for others and a very strong effect size of 1.39 for conflict
resolution. While the t3 LEQ effect size results had a broader variance than the t2 LEQ
effect size results, all effect sizes at t3 were either in the strong or very strong effect size
range 6 months after the program. Conflict resolution had the highest effect size at both t2
and t3 LEQ timeframes. Table 15 shows the rank order of the outdoor education
outcomes at t3, and Table 16 shows the rank order of the social capital indicators at t3.
Table 15
Rank Order of Outdoor Education Outcomes at t3 LEQ
Outdoor Education Outcomes

Effect Size

Rank Order

Conflict resolution

1.39

1

Community action

1.19

2

Trust and encouragement

1.09

3

Leadership ability

1.04

4

Community engagement

0.94

5

Communication

0.85

6

Cooperative teamwork

0.80

7

Followship ability

0.75

8

Respect for others

0.75

9

Effect Size

Rank Order

Group processing

1.09

1

Networking

1.06

2

Relationships

0.92

3

Leadership

0.89

4

Communication

0.85

5

Table 16
Rank Order of Social Capital Indicators at t3 LEQ
Social Capital Indicator
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While Hattie’s (2008) methodology has been discredited by some (Bergeron &
Rivard, 2017; Snook et al., 2009), Killian (2015) maintained that “the statistical errors in
the book do not change its findings. The relative impact of the 138 factors explored
remains the same” (p. 4). With regard to Hattie’s (2008) rank order of 138 influences on a
student’s educational attainment, the results in Tables 15 and 16 indicate that the students
who completed the Future Maker program had a long-lasting (6 months) effect size,
which would be in the top 10 influences on student attainment on Hattie’s (2008) rank
order list. This is a significant outcome and one that echoes Hattie’s (2008) assertion that
outdoor education programs are one of the curricular activities with a long-lasting effect
size at “0.52” (p. 298). This finding is discussed in detail in Chapter 7.
When the medium effect size for the t3 LEQ data is calculated in Table 14, it shows
that the overall effect size for the Future Maker program after 6 months is 0.96, which
makes it a very strong effect size. The medium effect size for the t2 LEQ data is also
calculated in Table 14 and shows a medium effect size for the Future Maker program at
0.44. Not only do these results validate Hattie’s (2008) effect size for outdoor education
programs, they clearly show that the Future Maker program has an increasing effect on
student social capital indicators 6 months after completion of the program. As discussed
in Chapter 5, being able to cross-reference the findings with Hattie’s (2008) published
results adds trustworthiness to the results of this research.
6.10 Chapter Summary
I structured Chapter 6 to demonstrate the explanatory sequential mixed-methods
approach. To begin with, the bar graph LEQ data from a single school that completed the
Future Maker program in 2017 were presented. Following the bar graphs was an analysis
of the quantitative data where extra questions were asked and added to the semistructured
template. Succeeding this was a narrative on what the students and teachers said of
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importance in the semistructured interviews. This approach was followed for each of the
seven schools that completed the Future Maker program in 2017.
I then examined the overall findings from the quantitative LEQ data for the Future
Maker program. I presented an analysis of the overall results, which included the data
from Tables 14, 15, and 16. While there are myriad ways to structure the findings chapter,
I believe that the structure presented in Chapter 6 is in keeping with Creswell’s (2013)
arrangement for explanatory sequential mixed methods and presents the evidence for
discussion. Chapter 7 presents an in-depth discussion on the findings from Chapter 6.
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Chapter 7
7.1 Introduction
From the outset of this research, I planned to establish if outdoor education,
delivered through the Future Maker, affected the social capital indicators of students from
Victorian government schools.
Chapter 6 outlined the findings from the explanatory sequential mixed-methods
approach employed for this thesis. Furthermore, it established the effect sizes from the
quantitative LEQ data, validated with student and teacher voices from the interview data.
These findings showed that the overall effect size of the Future Maker program on the
five social capital indicators were in the strong effect size range, with an overall effect
size of 0.96 at t3. The findings also presented the effect size for the seven individual
schools that completed the Future Maker program with the overall results. These findings
provided a rich source of information and inspiration for discussion in this chapter.
In light of the findings, Chapter 7 explores the SRQs, while Chapter 8 explores the
PRQ. Chapter 7 also provides narratives on the assumptions of this research and looks at
hidden nuances, including some surprising findings that led to further understanding of
the research and a section on the limitations of the research
7.2 Answering the Research Questions: What Was Significant?
The systematic review of literature conducted in Chapter 2 clearly supported the
assumption in Chapter 1—that is, there is little published research looking at the role
outdoor education plays in developing social capital indicators. Both Stoddart (2004) and
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Beames and Atencio (2008) argued for further research into the potential nexus between
social capital development and outdoor education; together, their academic and
professional opinions reasoned that there was a potential link. Chapter 2 also established
that my research would add to the body of knowledge for both social capital and outdoor
education. In recapping those discussions, I discuss the role of the Future Maker program
in developing social capital in regard to the how, and discuss the role of the Future Maker
program in establishing outdoor education as a subject with curriculum and pedagogy
through the development of a pedagogical content knowledge framework.
In Chapter 2, I outlined in Figure 2 the potential nexus between outdoor education
and social capital. Figure 49 below shows the potential nexus between social capital and
outdoor education.

Communication

Relationships

Group processing

•Communication

•Trust and
encouragement
•Respect for others

•Conflict resolution
•Cooperative teamwork

Networking

•Community engagement
•Community action

Leadership

•Followship
•Leadership ability

Figure 49. The potential nexus between social capital indicators and outdoor education outcomes.
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Figure 49 tied the social capital indicators of communication, relationships, group
processing, networking, and leadership to the nine outcomes of outdoor education. This is
the nexus that my research explored and attempted to confirm or deny. With the intention
of providing clear conclusions and understandings on the nexus between outdoor
education and social capital, the following section in this chapter focuses on the two
SRQs. These two questions, which are mainly concerned with the Future Maker program,
looked at whether this particular outdoor education program was able to shed light on the
role outdoor education plays in developing social capital indicators. The PRQ is answered
in Chapter 8 and further considers the potential nexus between outdoor education and
social capital in a broader context.
7.2.1 Effect size differences between social capital indicators after 6 months

SRQ1 Do the indicators of social capital continue to develop or decline in the same
cohort of students from the seven schools 6 months after the Future Maker
program?
This research employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods approach. The
research method did not focus on longitudinal mixed methods. Primarily this was because
the semistructured interviews were conducted only once for each school that completed
the Future Maker program, whereas the LEQ was employed three times: a pre-test on Day
1, a post-test on Day 12, and a second post-test 6 months after the program. Therefore, the
LEQ data and process could be considered a longitudinal survey (Lynn, 2009). Guided by
the research questions in Chapter 1, there was a need to inquire into the development of
social capital indicators 6 months after the students completed the Future Maker program.
The aim of this question was to see if the program had any long-term effects on social
capital indicators. Lynn (2009) stated that longitudinal surveys collect data “from the
same sample elements on multiple occasions over time . . . and . . . have considerable
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analytical advantages over one-time, or cross-sectional, surveys” (p. 1). Furthermore, as
described by Menard (2002), longitudinal research is employed to describe patterns of
change, and these changes are measured by either “chronological time or age” (p. 3).
There are several types of longitudinal studies according to Lynn (2009). The type of
longitudinal study that fit this research is known as “repeated-measures studies” (Lynn,
2009). This type of study measures the same variables in the same way for each
participant; this is exactly how the LEQ was set up. Or put more simply, my research
looked at Year 9 students completing a specific outdoor education program designed to
change social capital indicators. While the variables of students and questions were the
same, the students completed the LEQ at three distinct timeframes: t1, t2, t3.
Henderson and Fox (1994) outlined 10 reasons outdoor education should consider
better research methodology. Number three on their list includes the addition of
longitudinal studies. They believe that outdoor education is guilty of too many small and
quick research projects, and that the field of outdoor education would benefit from
longitudinal research. By 2015, outdoor education had evidence from an outstanding
longitudinal study with the publication of the Learning Away (Kendall & Rodger, 2015)
research in the United Kingdom. The Learning Away research, as discussed in Chapter 3,
included more than 11,000 student surveys over a 5-year period. This longitudinal
research into the effects of outdoor residential schools on students’ education is certainly
the longest and largest longitudinal research in outdoor education of its type. While my
research into student experiences with the Future Maker program does not have either the
volume of participants nor duration of the Learning Away research, it did gather student
data on three occasions over a 6-month period using the LEQ as the survey tool, with a
distinct focus on social capital outcomes. That it accomplished this means it is possible to
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answer the research question that inquired about the Future Maker program’s effect on
social capital indicators over a 6-month period.
The student and teacher voices from the semistructured interviews were conducted
1 month after the end of the Future Maker program. While these were not conducted at
the 6-month timeframe like the LEQ surveys, the student and teacher voices from the
semistructured interviews indicated significant life-affirming changes in students’ social
capital indicators. During the interviews, a question regarding long-lasting effects was
often asked to see if students could further predict the changes in their social capital
indicators continuing into the future. The following quotation from the semistructured
interviews sums up this sentiment. The question asked, “Did you gain any long-term
understandings from the Future Maker program that you would like to share?”
MP4: Kind of gave me a direction, because before, I didn't know what I wanted
to do. Well, I had a rough idea. But after doing it, I have a bit more
direction of where I want to go, what I need to do to get there.
R:

Is that because it gave you thinking time?

MP4: It gave me the exposure of what is out there, and yeah, thinking time as
well.

The notion of time and exposure to something different was a common theme in the
semistructured interviews. With regard to the five indicators of social capital, the
following quotations from students and teachers indicated that the Future Maker program
had long-lasting effects as shown by the t3 LEQ data. With regard to the social capital
indicator of communication, the findings showed that when students were placed into
groups that consisted of students they might not necessarily associate with at school, they
had to eventually communicate with those peers. Following is a quotation from a student
who recognised what they had learned with regard to communication:
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FP2:

I'd say I'm more confident just going up to someone in my class and talking
to them, because before the program I was a bit like, "Oh, maybe I
shouldn't go talk to that person." But now I just go up to them, be like,
"Hey, how is your day going?"

MP4: Yeah. Similarly, I feel like before the program, not just maybe that class in
general, it was very hard to speak to people who weren't in your concrete
friend group. You didn't speak to them. And now we're a bit more of like a
general group.

This development in communication skills seemed to continue from Day 12 of the
program to the date of the semistructured interviews and at 6 months, as indicated by the
moderate effect size growth of 0.48.
In the social capital indicator of relationships, which had an overall strong effect
size of 0.92 at the 6-month LEQ, students clearly articulated in the semistructured
interviews that their cohort became closer on many levels as a result of a common
experience. As indicated, the students’ participation in the Future Maker program also
developed their relationship skills in the areas of trust and respect for others. This is
exemplified in the following student quotation:
FP4:

Well, I found after the Future Maker program, you sort of feel more like a
family. Just spending 12 days in each other’s company. You are not afraid
to do anything in front of them, so to speak.

R:

So you feel more like a family now?

FP4:

Yeah. Like a few of my friends were in another group, and then they were
just so close together when I went to go hang out with that group, and
yeah. But, you feel close.
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It is clear that the students felt closer together as a result of the Future Maker
program. Making references like “family” to express how they felt about the peers they
did not know before the Future Maker program would certainly increase the effect size of
relationships after the program. While students expressed their closeness to their peers,
they also articulated how important trust was and how to gain trust they had to “give in a
little bit”:
R:

So after the Future Maker program, did you return back to school with an
increased level of trust, respect for others? Has this changed at all?

MP1: Yeah, a little bit.
R:

Can you give me an example?

MP1: I wouldn't trust many people and they wouldn't trust me. But after the
Future Maker program, people really started to trust, you sort of have to
give in a little bit, and you started trusting.

The social capital indicator of group processing had, at 6 months, the highest effect
size of all the social capital indicators. In 2015, schools in Victoria had a reported
bullying rate of 27% amongst students between Year 4 and Year 9 (DET, 2015b).
Considering this, the following student voice regarding conflict resolution is cathartic
and, given the prevalence of bullying in our schools, potentially very significant:
R:

What other things have you noticed since the program that's been good?
Either amongst yourselves personally, or your friends, or the cohort.

FP2:

When we went, there used to be fights, all the times with the girls. Come
back. Term 2. Has been none.

FP4:

Yeah, there has been no issues.
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R:

[To teacher] Did you realise there had been none? That is a pretty massive
change I would have thought?

T:

Yeah, that's a good point, because there used to be a lot of fights and a lot
of conversations, that started with stuff this and that, and since this term
there's been not much. There's been a few little arguments, but not much.

FP2:

And we now always sort it ourselves. None of us girls have actually come
into school whining.

R:

[To teacher] So you have noticed this also?

T:

Yeah, definitely.

R:

What about the boys?

FP4:

There hasn't been many punch-ons though or fighting.

MP3: Last year the boys had lots of punch-ons. Also in Term 1 this year.
FP4:

Yeah. And there hasn't been many punch-ons; there's been a little bit of
stuff. Niggles. But it hasn't been any massive, massive issues.

R:

So there’s been a change?

MP2: Yeah. We all just get along now.

With realisations like this from students and teachers 4 weeks after the Future
Maker program, it is plausible that the results of the t3 LEQ are accurate, as there seems
to be some changes in student behaviour towards group processing and conflict resolution
skills. A change like this in any school cohort, that may be long lasting, would have a
major effect on group learning, student results, and overall educational outcomes.
Not only did students feel as though part of a family, developing a deeper trust for
each other and reducing conflict, they were also inspired into community action and were
more confident when it came to community engagement as a result of the Future Maker
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program. The social capital indicator of networking looked at how well students worked
in their community and how well they engaged with their community as a result of the
Future Maker program. The following student quotation shows how networking was
developed after the Future Maker program:
R:

So in regards to community, do you think you influence your community
more after the program than you did before? Do you think you've learned
enough skills on the Future Maker program to maybe, if you wanted to
influence your community you could?

FP2:

Yep.

R:

What might that look like?

FP2:

I'm not really sure. But I just feel like more inspired, if I could do
something.

R:

Would there be confidence there or is it more inspired?

FP2:

Confidence I think. Just put myself out there to do something.

R:

Do you think you will have the skills to influence your community since
the Future Maker program?

MP4: Yeah I have the confidence to do it.
MP3: I could have done it [community action and community engagement]
before, but, I don’t know, I just didn’t think about it.

Networking is an important part of connecting students to their broader community.
The fact that the Future Maker program developed the social capital indicator of
networking adds weight to the definition of social capital used in this research. In Chapter
1, the definition of social capital included the notion that social capital is the action
people take to make their communities more liveable. It is clear from the LEQ results,
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whereby networking had an overall effect size difference of 0.60, that the students
continued to take action in their community well after the completion of the Future Maker
program. Imagine a community where young adults have the skills to communicate face
to face, are able to give and receive trust to and from other community members, provide
conflict resolution skills, and provide leadership through followship or leadership action.
The social capital indicator of leadership included both notions of followship and
leadership action. It was clear from the student voices that leadership was a very personal
growth area for them and was tied into communication. Being a better leader and follower
for many students was about better communication, as shown in the following student
quotation:
MP4: Yeah. I think I was the leader on the first day of the hike so didn't learn
much. But then towards the end and seeing what other people had done I
learnt more.
R:

Okay, what did you learn specifically?

MP4: Communication with everyone.
R:

Okay, was that powerful?

FP3:

Yep.

MP4: I think I became a better leader, in the communication. Because before, I
wouldn’t really talk to anyone, I wasn’t really friends with anyone; now, it
is easier to talk to people.
R:

Okay, and do you like that change in yourself?

MP4: Yup.

In recent discussions with Outdoor School leadership, they have confirmed that they
intend to conduct a further LEQ on the 2017 cohort in Terms 3 and 4 of 2020. This
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timeframe will be 3 years after the Future Maker program. The students from the 2017
research are now in Year 12 and are young adults. While this thesis is not reporting on
these data as it is out of the timeframe and context for this research, there is a distinct
possibility of an ongoing, longitudinal study of the impact of the Future Maker program.
Regardless of this, the findings in Chapter 6, and the information in Table 14,
clearly show positive growth in all five social capital indicators 6 months after students
had completed the Future Maker program. In Chapter 4, section 4.6, I added information
regarding the importance of the home school teachers and curriculum delivered pre and
post program. While I have discussed the effect size differences between t2 and t3 in the
above section, there is a need to further explore and make sense of the data.
The Future Maker program was made through flipping the process (in terms of what
happens in the development of outdoor education programs). As outlined in Chapter 4,
the Future Maker program was created from curriculum first and foremost, before the
timetable was constructed and adventure outdoor activities chosen. Schools choose from a
list of capabilities with progression points, assessment and reporting in the areas of:
personal, social, critical and creative thinking, local area capabilities (alpine or river),
nature knowledge and future maker. Schools did not choose from the traditional approach
to outdoor education of deciding from a dossier on outdoor and adventure activities.
Furthermore, the Future Maker program was inserted into a semester long (20 weeks)
program at the home school. The Future Maker data and the effect size difference
between t2 and t3, while gratifying to the school, requires closer explanation.
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While the Future Maker program was a 12 day program at Outdoor School, it was
also a semester long program in all of the seven schools. Figure 50 outlines the academic
work completed before and after the Future Maker program. This example comes from
the Beechworth Future Maker program in 2017 and is indicative of the other six schools.
Humanities
Term 1

Mon P.4

Wed P.3 + 4

Thur P.2

Week 5
(Mon
22nd Feb)

Week 6
(Mon 29th
Feb)

Setting up
student
portfolios

Week 7
(Mon 7th
Mar)

Brief look at
climate
change
(NASA)

Week 9
(Mon 21st
Mar)

Other

Health - Personal
Identity
Establishing
personal identity.
Describe social and
cultural factors,
such as family, the
media.
Health - Personal
Identity
Who am I activity
Learning style quiz

Week 4
(Mon 15th
Feb)

Week 8
(Mon 14th
Mar)

Individual
pathways

Sambel
challenge

Sample actions
to encourage
environmental
sustainability
Understanding
research – the
steps

Sustainability
What is
sustainability?
Catalyst video –
taking Australia’s
temperature

Sambel challenge

Mini
sustainability
research task

Health –
Relationships
What makes a good
team?
Conflict resolution
animals

Mini
sustainability
research task

Mini
sustainability
research task

Mini
sustainability
research task

Health – Fitness
different
components of
fitness
how these vary
between activities
fitness across the
lifespan

Understanding
interconnectedness
of our earth
and
ecosystems

Excursion:
CSU:
Sustainable
buildings &
wetlands
National
Environment
Centre – Organic
farming &
permaculture

Video – north of
the sun

Health – Fitness
Developing a
fitness program for
term 2

Wed (2/03) –
Sambell challenge

HOLIDAYS
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HUMANITIES
Term 2

Week 1
(Mon 11th
Apr)

Week 2
(Mon 18th
Apr)

Week 3
(Mon 25th
Apr)

Week 4
(Mon 2nd
May)

MON P.4

Map related
task

Nature
Knowledge
Concept
Mapping

Nature
Knowledge
Project
Explanation
of the project
& assessment
(rubric)
Sample work
Nature
Knowledge
Project
Research on
topic
A5 Summary
card

Nature
Knowledge
Project
Establishing a
topic and key
questions
Initial research

(16 – 27 May)

Community
challenge
project.

Week 9
(Mon 6th
June)

Holiday

Nature
Knowledge
Project

Nature
Knowledge
Projects
(Cole)

Video?
Local
orienteering?

Week 8
(Mon 30th
May)

Video?
Local
orienteering?

Getting out and
about
(team initiative
rotations)

OTHER
Wed (13th) Bogong
Challenge Parent
info night
Hike training
(Mon/Tue/Thur)
lunch

Health –
Relationships
discuss
relationships and
how the different
aspects of
relationships vary
between people and
over time

Hike training
(Mon/Tue/Thur)
lunch

Health –
Relationships
Mapping my
relationships and
important people.
Identifying
protective factors

Hike training
(Mon/Tue/Thur)
lunch

Final Bogong info,
Q&A, journey
surveys
(Cole)

Hike training
(Mon/Tue/Thur)
lunch

Year 10’s Q&A –
Top 10 tips

Hike training
(Mon/Tue/Thur)
lunch
At Outdoor
School

Future Maker
Reflecting on the
Bogong Experience.
Personal reflection.
Structured letters to
Outdoor School
Staff.
Reflecting on the
Future Maker
experience.
Photo story board.
Health –
Challenges, risk &
resilience.

Week 10
(Mon 13th
June)
Week 11
(Mon 20th
June)

THUR P.2
What is an Alpine
Environment?
How does this
differ to
Beechworth’s
local
environment?

Teaching
related to
Systems/ecos
ystems

Week 5
(Mon 9th
May)
Weeks 5
&6

WED P.3 + 4

INDIVIDUAL
PATHWAYS

Celebration of
program.
Display work

End of program
feedback.
Feedback Surveys

Figure 50. Example of the pre and post Future Maker curriculum delivery.
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Did the curriculum wraparound of the Future Maker program impact the t2 and t3
effect size? Traditionally speaking, schools generally send their students to a camp or an
outdoor residential school for a period of time; commonly for five days (Lugg & Martin,
2001). The Future Maker program is a 12 day program at Outdoor School, however
Figure 50 outlines a twenty week program over a two term period; a semester. This
research did not specifically inquire into the curriculum work completed before and after
the program. Nor did this research look into the structures of different outdoor education
programs; it was not a comparative study. Therefore, while the information on the
curriculum completed pre and post program is compelling, due to the limitations of the
data collected and the style of my research, it cannot be directly used to explain the data,
but inferences can be deduced.
In Chapter 3, section 3.2, I introduced the Learning Away research (Kendall &
Roger, 2015). This research, from the United Kingdom, enhanced young people’s
learning, achievement, and wellbeing by using innovative outdoor residential experiences
as an integral part of the school curriculum. The Future Maker approach shared some
similarities with Learning Away. The approach taken was different to previous
approaches where schools would attend an outdoor provider and participate in an outdoor
adventure-based program. Both the Future Maker program and Learning Away program
had teachers develop and deliver curriculum at the home school prior to the Future Maker
program (refer to Figure 50 and Kendall & Roger, 2015). Teachers then delivered
curriculum after the program back at the home school. In essence, the delivery of the
outdoor residential program became an extension of the day-to-day work in schools,
unlike the possibly ad hoc approach of schools visiting outdoor providers of adventure
based activities, arguably with little or no systematic connection to students’ curriculum
or context. As a quick reminder, the Learning Away research showed that 79% of
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secondary students indicated that the work they did in school was important and relevant
(Kendall & Roger, 2015). Furthermore, it showed that 61% of students who attended
outdoor residential programs achieved higher than predicted grade scores compared to
21% that did not attend. Finally, the Learning Away research indicated that 82% of
students said their teachers and lessons before, during and after the outdoor residentials
helped them to learn (Kendall & Roger, 2015). The findings from the Learning Away
research and the findings from my research, in particular the findings in Table 14 that
show a large increase in the t2 to t3 results, suggest, at the very least, some transfer of
knowledge between the pre work, the residential experience and post work back at school.
While my research did not specifically obtain data on the idea of transfer of knowledge,
there is enough data from my research and the Learning Away research, to warrant a brief
discussion on transfer of knowledge.
Were the effect size differences presented in Table 14 a result of positive transfer of
knowledge? Brookes’ (2003a; 2003b) work on character building and the critical
examination of the idea that outdoor educational programs develop character building
long after the program provides useful insights. Brookes (2003a) argued that:
The fact that an individual is honest in one situation tells very little about whether
that person will be honest in a different situation. The person who tends to be brave
on the mountain may tend to be a coward in business and exhibit a mixture of
cowardice and courage in personal relations. (p. 49)

This notion of transfer of knowledge is problematic at best and its critics (Brown,
2010: Haskel, 2001) are well founded in their critical examinations. Haskel (2002) asserts
that “research findings over the past nine decades clearly show that as individuals, and as
educational institutions, we have failed to achieve transfer of learning on any significant
level” (p. xiii). As a teacher for the past 30 years, its is perhaps central to the work
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teachers do that they have an effect on students. The fundamental core need of being a
teacher is to have students learn new behaviours, knowledge and skills that will help them
to become productive and healthy citizens. Concurring with the transfer of knowledge
theory, Brookes (2003a) articulates that there is some obvious transfer of knowledge from
outdoor education programs that can be observed. For example:
If I learn to ride a bicycle as part of an OAE program, I will no doubt still be able
to ride a bicycle when I return home. I may learn some new strategies in other
situations. Beliefs may be shaped, especially if I am coached or persuaded. I may
develop, and retain, religious or political beliefs while on an OAE program. I may
believe that the program has made me more honest, or more loyal, and I will say so
if asked after the program. (p. 53)

Conversely, Brookes (2003a) is cautious and points out that it is difficult to
distinguish between the claims made by outdoor education research when it comes to the
learning developed through knowledge, skills and beliefs. Brookes (2003a) asserts that
while many outdoor education teachers are convinced that their programs work, there is
very little evidence that shows bravery on a mountain top, leads to bravery in the board
room.
Brookes (2003a; 2003b) raised some serious questions around the stated outcomes
of outdoor education programs and in particular the programs ability to transfer
knowledge to real world living. Brookes (2003a, p. 60) presented three ways forward for
research in outdoor education that would remove potential bias, these included: provide
more research attention towards the social and cultural construction of outdoor education;
provide more research on programs that construct ongoing relationships between
individuals and groups, in particular the places in the outdoors; paying more attention to
how outdoor experiences construct meaning and shape knowledge.
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In the years after Brookes’ (2003a; 2003b) papers on the critique of neo-Hahnian
outdoor education theory, several researchers addressed the three ways forward as
proposed by Brookes. Brown (2010) examined the notion transfer of knowledge and
argued that outdoor education researchers discard the notion of trying to acquire
knowledge that can be transferred to different situations (think the bravery on the
mountain example), and focus on the social interaction of participants. Brown (2010)
adds that the argument of transfer of knowledge can be seen in the perspectives from
cognitivists and situativists (p. 17). According to Brown, cognitivists believe that
knowledge can be conveyed between various contexts: something learnt in one setting
can be conceptualised in another, whereas situativists believe that knowledge is focussed
on the practices of participation and interaction. This situativists view “…sees the role of
teachers or leaders of a program as helping students recognise the nuanced and dynamic
nature of interaction” (p. 18).
Payne and Wattchow (2008), Wattchow and Brown (2011), both argue for outdoor
education that is focussed on place. The research and theory on place, according to
Wattchow and Brown (2010) is important as “…place refers to a participatory and
experiential phenomenon….place is always a combination of a specific physical location,
our embodied encounter and the cultural ideas that influence the interpretations we make
of the experience”(p. ix-x). The Future Maker program relies heavily on learning about a
specific place: either the Murray River or the Alpine Area. Learning about these two
places allows for students to form a connection with an area that is close to their physical
home and thus provide social and cultural context.
Brookes’s (2003a) final point on paying more attention to how outdoor experiences
construct meaning and shape knowledge can be seen in the research on outdoor
pedagogies by Thomas (2015, 2018, 2019). Thomas points out that there is an expectation

307

that teachers of outdoor education “…ought to be reflective practitioners capable of
explaining why they teach the way they teach” (p. 174). Understanding the why and how
will further dispel or affirm the notion of transfer of knowledge from an outdoor
education program. In relation to the Future Maker and the results from my research,
there is clearly learning continuing after the 12 day program. Figure 50 outlines that the
Future Maker program looks at social and cultural outcomes including the five social
capital indicators. The Future Maker program, through the flipping of the process,
focusses on place in its curriculum delivery and physical location that may help in the
formation of place theory in outdoor education as outlined by Wattchow and Brown
(2010). Furthermore, the Future Maker has a rigorous pedagogical approach which can be
seen in Chapter 4 and Appendix F, Outdoor Schools pedagogical approach. It is therefore
plausible that the Future Maker program, through its design which drew upon critical
outdoor education theory (Cooper, 1994, 1997; Martin. 1999), demonstrated the capacity
to transcend the 12-day experience and continue to effect students learning after the
program. While my research did not specifically look at this, there is plausible evidence
to suggest that due to the construction of the Future Maker program, there was some
transfer of knowledge occurring.
7.2.2 Overall effect size of the Future Maker program

SRQ2 Does the Future Maker program develop the leadership, relationship, group
processing, networking and communication indicators of social capital in the
students and schools that participate in the 12-day Future Maker program?
SRQ2 was introduced in Chapter 1. I decided in Chapter 1 that there was need, as a
matter of pragmatics, to choose a specific outdoor education program for the purpose of
answering PRQ. SRQ1 related to longitudinal differences, and SRQ2 related to the
overall effect size of the Future Maker program on developing the social capital indicators
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of communication, relationships, group cooperation, networking, and leadership. Table 17
shows the effect size that the Future Maker Program had from t1 to t2 and from t1 to t3 on
the five social capital indicators.
Table 17
Future Maker: Overall Effect Size
Social Capital Indicator

Overall Medium Effect Size
t1 to t2

Overall Medium Effect Size
t1 to t3

Communication

0.37

0.85

Relationships

0.48

0.92

Group Processing

0.44

1.09

Networking

0.46

1.06

Leadership

0.47

0.89

t1 to t2= 0.44

t1 to t3= 0.96

Total medium effect size

Note. Effect size scale: 0.2 = small effect size; 0.4 = moderate effect size; 0.6 = strong effect size;
1.0 = very strong effect size.

The results in Table 17 show that the Future Maker program had positive effect size
scores in all five social capital indicators. Table 17 shows that communication had an
effect size of 0.85 at t3, relationships had an effect size of 0.92 at t3, group processing had
an effect size of 1.09 at t3, networking had an effect size of 1.06 at t3, and leadership had
an effect size of 0.89 at t3. Furthermore, the overall medium effect size score at t3 of
0.96, which is a strong effect size, indicates that the Future Maker program did develop
the social capital indicators of communication, relationships, group processing,
networking, and leadership. Moreover, the effect size scores from t2 in Table 17 show
that the Future Maker program developed the five indicators of social capital at the end of
the 12-day program, and that these effect size scores continued to increase 6 months after
the Future Maker program had finished, as indicated by the t3 results. Further discussion
on the overall effect of outdoor education on the five social capital indicators is presented
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in Chapter 8 where a framework for outdoor education and social capital is presented and
discussed, and where the PRQ is answered.
7.3 What Has Been Confirmed and Challenged in the Research?
The previous section in this chapter provided a narrative and answered the four
SRQs. The PRQ, while similar in nature, is answered in the concluding section of this
thesis in Chapter 8. Outside these research questions, many aspects of this research have
confirmed understandings about the value of social capital in outdoor education. This
research also challenges some of those beliefs as a result of the information in Chapters 2,
3, and 4 and the findings from the research presented in Chapter 6.
Limited published material. The systematic review in Chapter 2 confirmed there
is limited published research on the role outdoor education plays in developing social
capital. This lack of published research was a challenge when constructing the narrative
regarding the nexus between outdoor education and social capital. Over 31 databases
were explored using a systematic approach that included identifying databases, screening
records for duplication and specific criteria, and excluding and assessing texts based on
eligibility parameters. The systematic review found only five relevant studies. This
finding confirmed there has been limited research on the nexus between outdoor
education and social capital.
Definitions for outdoor education and social capital. Chapter 1 included a
discussion around the definitions of outdoor education and social capital. It was
established through the examination of several sources that outdoor education and social
capital as separate concepts mean different things to different academic researchers. Both
concepts are broad in nature, and any attempt to package outdoor education and social
capital into definitions is fraught with danger. With the findings in Chapter 6 and the
discussions in this chapter, there is no inclination from this research to provide a
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conclusive definition for social capital and outdoor education. In some circles, this might
be a challenging concept as government and private institutions often prefer concise
definitions. Rather, this research confirms that the definitions of outdoor education and
social capital are situational and evolutionary. They continue to develop as our collective
understandings of them deepen and alter.. Generic claims about the educational outcomes
of outdoor education programs may be problematic, and as they continue to evolve,
further nuanced understandings become possible.
Educational policy. Chapter 1 discussed the importance of the Victorian
government’s current education policy known as the Education State. It was discussed in
Chapter 1 that the findings from this research could help inform government policy with
regard to the inclusion of outdoor education curriculum as a mainstream subject that is
not subsumed in the health and physical education curriculum. Furthermore, it was
discussed that the findings could inform other outdoor education peak bodies and outdoor
residential schools on the development of outdoor education curriculum.
The results from this research indicate that outdoor education can, when planned
and implemented on the principles of a program like Future Maker, have a strong effect
size on social capital indicators. The DET Victoria targeted in the Education State policy
three areas that this research can directly affect. First, the research from the United
Kingdom (Christie et al., 2014; Kendall & Rodger, 2015) clearly confirmed that students
who participated in an outdoor education program over several years improved their
Learning for Life (DET, 2015a) indicators. This included improved student data in
reading, writing, mathematics, science, and creative and critical thinking. Second, my
research confirmed that students who partake in an outdoor education program with a
curriculum focus on the personal and social capabilities from the Victorian Curriculum F–
10 can improve their conflict resolution skills through developing greater capacity in
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cooperative teamwork, respect for others, and trust and encouragement. Finally, the
research confirmed that students who improve their relationship and communication skills
are more likely to be engaged at school, a finding that can also be seen in the results from
Learning Away (Kendall & Rodger, 2015).
The findings of this doctoral research make a compelling case that a subject like
outdoor education can have a profound impact on students’ education when it is
conducted under canvas, in small groups in the bush, and away from the four walls of a
classroom. This notion of learning outside is often foreign to educational policymakers,
and the results in Chapter 6 add to the challenge of changing policymakers’ mindsets.
Overall, this research confirmed that outdoor education has the potential to
contribute to the Victorian government’s Education State objectives and should be
considered seriously as a subject in its own right when designing curriculum. In reality, if
the Victorian government is designing policy to improve the social capital indicators of
communication, group processing, relationships, networking, and leadership, then their
policies should in all earnest consider the role outdoor education plays in such
development.
Value of longitudinal research in outdoor education. One of the research
questions in this thesis looked at whether the Future Maker program affected students’
social capital indicators 6 months after the program had finished. The findings in Chapter
6 and the narrative earlier in this chapter confirmed there is value in outdoor education
research being constructed around longitudinal methodology. This research may
encourage other researchers to conduct longitudinal research in outdoor education due to
the richness of the data presented in Chapter 6. There is little doubt that longitudinal
research provides a chain of rich data that help provide deeper insights into educational
development as a result of students being taught a curriculum rich in outdoor educational
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outcomes and partaking in an outdoor educational program that has carefully constructed
pedagogies of place philosophies.
Redesigning outdoor education curriculum. A detailed account of how Outdoor
School flipped the process in redesigning outdoor curriculum was presented in Chapter 4.
Briefly, the Future Maker program was developed using critical outdoor education theory
and exemplary curriculum development processes that looked at pedagogy, assessment,
and reporting. Further discussion on this topic is presented in this chapter, section 7.4.2.
Hattie’s (2008) outdoor education effect size of 0.52. In 2008, Hattie ranked
outdoor education at 43 of 138 with an effect size of 0.52. This result was the first time
outdoor education, as an influencer on student outcomes, was ranked against other
educational influences including student feedback, school size, homework, time on task,
and 130 other influencers. While Hattie’s work has its critics (Bergeron & Rivard, 2017;
Snook et al., 2009), his research results clearly showed that outdoor education is an
educational tool worth pursuing due to its high effect size, and that my research
confirmed Hattie’s findings regarding outdoor education. The LEQ conducted on Day 12
of the program showed an overall effect size of 0.44, while the effect size at 6 months was
0.96. These results indicate that outdoor education, when developed using rigorous
curriculum processes, has an effect size that will influence student social capital
indicators. The challenge here is to have outdoor education seen by the education
policymakers as a valid educational subject with rigorous learning capabilities and
significant educational benefits for students.
7.4 Other Nuanced Findings in This Research
In 2008, Hattie released his seminal work Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 800
Meta-Analyses Relating to Achievement. While some researchers (Bergeron & Rivard,
2017) are critical of Hattie’s work, Mansell (2008) in an article from the Times
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Educational Supplement argued that Hattie’s work was “perhaps education’s equivalent
to the search for the Holy Grail—or the answer to life, the universe and everything” (p.
21). In 2012, Hattie released a follow-up to Visible Learning titled Visible Learning for
Teachers: Maximizing Impact on Learning. If Visible Learning was the Holy Grail, then
Visible Learning for Teachers was, perhaps, the teachers’ bible. Visible Learning is
characterised by deliberate teacher practice that is aimed at mastering an educational goal,
giving feedback, and active and passionate teachers and learners. His overall message is
that what teachers do in their classroom matters; teachers make all the difference.
Improving student outcomes means improving teachers’ capacity to teach.
The findings in Chapter 6 show the impact of the Future Maker program on social
capital indicators for each of the seven schools through bar graphs. Each bar graph
represents a group of students. Each group is made up of a certain number of students
(fewer than 12) and two teachers: a teacher from Outdoor School who delivered the
Future Maker curriculum and another teacher, or adult, from the school whose main
purpose was student welfare. As an example, Numurkah Secondary College had three
separate groups participate in the Future Maker program (refer to Figure 51). Each group
had different teachers from Outdoor School. This change in variables, the teacher,
provides this research with further insights into the data. Hattie (2012) argued that it is the
teacher that makes the greatest difference. The LEQ data obtained for this research clearly
align with this premise. When examining the data from Numurkah Secondary College, or
any of the seven schools, it is obvious to see major differences in each group’s data, as
shown in Figure 51. When looking at Figure 51, it is important to keep in mind that the
goals set for the Future Maker program are the same for each group. That is, the learning
intention was the same. This indicates that the students in Groups 1, 2, and 3 had different
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experiences that led to significantly different outcomes in developing the five indicators
of social capital.
Group 1 (n = 12)

Group 2 (n = 12)

Factor Effect Sizes Time 1 to 2

Factor Effect Sizes Time 1 to 2

1.20

1.40

1.00

1.20

0.80

1.00
0.80

0.60
0.60
0.40

0.40

0.20

0.20

0.00

0.00

Group 3 (n = 12)

Factor Effect Sizes Time 1 to 2
0.70
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
0.20
0.10
0.00
-0.10
-0.20
-0.30
-0.40

Figure 51. Individual group differences from Numurkah.
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It was not the goal or purpose of this research to delve into individual group
differences; however, the data obtained clearly show there is a conversation to be had
with the teachers from Outdoor School. The intended conversation is not punitive in
character; rather, it should be an inquiry-based conversation. For example, the data for the
three groups from Numurkah indicate that Group 3 had a very different experience to
Groups 1 and 2. The conversation with the teacher in Group 3 would be around the what,
why, and what next: a conversation around continual improvement. Group 3 may have
contained some students whose behaviours were detrimental to social participation
outcomes. There may have been an emergency, and the students and teacher had to focus
on evacuating an injured student. The teacher may not have understood the curriculum
intent of the program, the learning intentions, and the student goals. As there is a plethora
of reasons for why the data are the way they are, the LEQ data have the ability to provide
individual feedback to teachers on their teaching. As feedback is one of the highest
ranked influences in Visible Learning (Hattie, 2008), it shows that the LEQ data have
many benefits that this research did not set out to demonstrate or verify. For example, the
LEQ allowed teachers to examine their individual teaching as a result of the data and to
make changes to their teaching for their next class to improve student outcomes. The data
also allowed the schools’ teaching and learning specialist teachers or any members from
the leadership groups to have an informed conversation with individual teachers around
the results from their group. This conversation would then allow for deeper reflection and
feedback that, according to Hattie (2008, 2012), will improve teacher quality and improve
student outcomes: a win–win process. This process would be deliberate and would greatly
align with the goals of Visible Learning.
The research and data gathered in this research show that each teacher and each
group had variable outcomes as a result of partaking in an educational program. While
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this is not ground-breaking, it adds further weight to the notion that doing research on
human behaviour is complex, and doing research on outdoor education is even more
problematic given the variables. In saying this, it is clear that, when all the results are
calculated together, a medium score is, in fact, a reasonable measure of success or
otherwise.
7.4.1 Outdoor education, social capital and domestic chores

In Chapter 2, I presented research (Huang et al., 2009) showing there was an
increase in student effect sizes in social capital indicators as a result of students attending
school. It was also established that there was a need to establish how outdoor education
created educational experiences that changed the effect size of social capital indicators.
This question of how social capital increases in educational contexts has eluded research
according to Plagens (2011). While my research did not specifically look at the how, there
was some insightful data captured in the semistructured interviews that requires further
investigation. There were two clear themes in the data that may link outdoor education to
the development of social capital. These included the themes of communities (student
cohorts), moving from privatistic to solidaristic communities (Plagens, 2010), and
domestic chores.
The semistructured interview data revealed at times that student cohorts, moved
from privatistic to solidaristic communities. The following student voice is an example of
this:
FP2:

I'd say I'm more confident just going up to someone in my class and talking
to them, because before the program I was a bit like, "Oh, maybe I
shouldn't go talk to that person." But now I just go up to them, be like,
"Hey, how is your day going?"
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MP4: Yeah. Similarly, I feel like before the program, not just maybe that class in
general, it was very hard to speak to people who weren't in your concrete
friend group. You didn't speak to them. And now we're a bit more of like a
general group.

This excerpt from the interviews is repeated amongst several schools. Six months after
the program, students continued to report that they were more open to communicating and
interacting with students from their year level, because they wanted to and felt
comfortable to so, rather than because they had to. While articulating a change in
behaviour regarding communication, it still does not present how this happens. However,
when probing further on this theme in the semistructured interviews, students often sited
authentic experiences like cooking, being around the campsite and working with a tent
partner; what I have called domestic chores, as the catalyst to change. While outdoor
education is often known for its reliance on adventure based outdoor activities to generate
student outcomes (Neill, 2008), experiences around the campsite that relay on activities
like cooking, cleaning and daily organising, could be considered the domestic chores
activities of outdoor education. As a teacher, I often referred to the domestic chores as the
in-between bits, the part of the program where students were interacting informally, and
often in confronting social situations. An example of this can be seen in the following
exerts:
R:

Anything else on the program that built your trust and respect?

MP1: Well, with the journey, not even just the canoe trip, like, eating dinner with
people, being around the fire.

And,
R:

So can you articulate that there's been some difference in how the students
communicate? Was the difference about knowing some extra students in
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your group and that confidence to speak up? Did you notice any
difference?
T:

And that was very deliberate. The three groups weren’t necessarily
normally associated with each other. We did this just to see how it went. It
definitely, from my observations, students were much more communicative
with those people because they have to be because of the tasks they get in
the team-building activities. They have to communicate with a lot of
people that normally wouldn't be in their friendship circle.

R:

On the river? On the journey? In tents, tarps or cooking?

T:

A bit of both. We slept in tents but we used tarps for cooking and this
forced us to talk with others.

Students on the Future Maker program were placed with students that they may not have
socialised with at school. This mixing and matching of students was a deliberate
pedagogical approach employed by staff at Outdoor School and staff at the schools in the
study. While placing students with unfamiliar partners is not new to outdoor education
processes, it can be seen that the mixing of students meant that students were compelled
to interact with students they normally would not. Is it possible that this authentic learning
experience of having to work with peers in your cohort, broke down the communication
channels and developed the social capital required to improve aspects of trust and
encouragement, conflict resolution and communication? Is this the how? Furthermore, the
pedagogical structures executed by outdoor staff may have also helped with the how. As
principal of Outdoor School I am afforded the knowledge of teaching practices that staff
employ when delivering outdoor education. One of the teaching strategies used during the
Future Maker program included having students rotate through a series of roles that are
seen as important for group cohesion that build community. These roles included
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leadership, safety officers, morale officers, environmental patrol, waste and hygiene
officers, equipment officers and catering officers. Each of these roles included a job
description. For example, if a student is designated the leadership role for the day, they
need to ensure the group keeps to a timeframe, ensure the group has appropriate clothing
on, are responsible for getting the group from one campsite to another and responsible for
the overall theme for the day. The catering officer is responsible for the food menu and
cooking for the day. This is usually shared amongst three students. The moral officers are
responsible to dealing with group conflicts and decision making processes and keeping
the group in good spirits. While my research did not specifically look at this aspect, there
is enough data to suggest that when students are placed together in small groups on
extended outdoor education programs in remote and isolated locations, they have to
communicate and develop positive social capital indicators to have a successful program;
not to mention happy bellies from having regular nutritious food and a good night sleep
with an unfamiliar tent partner. If this is the case, my research indicates that there is a link
between the delivery of outdoor education practices, such as cooking and sharing a tent,
and the development of social capital. At the very least, my study suggests further
exploratory research on the how is required to understand the role and extent that
domestic chores on an extended outdoor education program have on developing social
capital indicators.
7.4.2 Outdoor education and pedagogical content

In Chapter 2, I stated that outdoor education curriculum can be seen as hiding in
plain sight. Researchers Gray and Martin (2012), Quay (2016) and Dyment et al. (2018),
all presented frustrations that outdoor education continues not to be a standalone subject
in mainstream schooling. Furthermore, there has been healthy debate on whether outdoor
education is a subject or a discipline (Dyment & Potter, 2015; Potter & Dyment, 2016)
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and if outdoor education has a signature pedagogy (Thomas, 2015, 2018). I argued in
Chapter 2, that while it is worth articulating the pedagogies specific to outdoor education
teachers, outdoor education does not specifically have a signature pedagogy and that
teaching strategies like experiential education are a just that, a teaching strategy that is
used by good teachers in many other subject areas including, but not limited to, early
childhood educators through play based education. Conversely, I argue, rather than
signature pedagogies in outdoor education, that outdoor education has signature
geographic locations as a teaching venue, including a responsiveness to local places
(Wattchow & Brown, 2011) and remote geographic locations. I also argued that outdoor
education may be better understood through what Quay (2016) describes as being. That
is, a student who completes an outdoor education program like the Future Maker, that
their way of being, is to be a future maker. Furthermore, I argued that outdoor education
already exists in the Victorian Curriculum Assessment Authority (VCAA) through the
Victorian Certificate of Education (VCE) Outdoor Environmental Study (OES) design,
and moreover, the aims of the VCE OES is to have students critically analyse the way
humans interact with their environment (VCAA, 2000). It was also pointed out that it is
possible to develop F-10 outdoor education curriculum by using the VCAA VCE OES as
the starting point, working back through the curriculum to see where opportunities exist
for outdoor education (for example, in physical education and health). Finally, Chapter 2,
section 2.7.2 also pointed that outdoor education is a subject and that Dyment et al. had
used the pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) framework developed by Shulman (1986)
as a way of proving that outdoor education could be considered a subject as it had content
and pedagogy.
As a way of visualising the Future Maker program as an example of outdoor
education as a subject, I have developed Table 18. I have used the same categories as
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Dyment et al. (2918) to demonstrate the Future Maker program as a subject with content
and pedagogy. These categories include Clearly PCK; Content knowledge in a
pedagogical context; Pedagogical knowledge in a content context.
Table 18
PCK Framework for Future Maker program.
PCK Category
Clearly PCK
Beliefs about the nature of
teaching and learning

Evident when the teacher …

Example

Discusses or uses personal or
established philosophies and
approaches to teaching the
discipline

Discusses the use of experiential
pedagogy’s’ as a facet of teaching
outdoor education; makes use of
particular places and their features
to convey key outdoor education
concepts

Teaching strategies

Discusses or uses general or
specific strategies or approaches
for teaching an outdoor education
concept or skill

Uses a concept mapping tool to
teach about the Future Maker
concepts of working together,
leadership, communication

Student thinking

Discusses or addresses student
ways of thinking about a concept,
or recognises typical levels of
understanding

Realises that not all students
connect climate change to habitat
loss and organises a teaching
moment at an opportune time.

Student thinking misconceptions

Discusses or addresses student
misconception about a concept

Recognises that students have the
misconception that mountain
cattlemen where the first humans
to live in the Alpine Country in
Victoria.

Student effect (in relation to
content)

Discusses or addresses students’
affective responses to particular
outdoor education topics

Teacher recognises that
students may have negative
emotional reactions to
bushwalking. Uses a teaching
activity to highlight the
benefits of bushwalking.

Cognitive demand of task

Identifies aspects of an outdoor
education task that affect its
complexity

Recognises the different
demands associated with
cooking. Cooking for a group
of 12 students in the bush as
opposed to cooking for
yourself at home. Engages
students in the cognitive
demand of cooking on a
Trangia stove.

Representations of concepts

Describes or demonstrates ways
to model or illustrate a concept
(can include materials or
diagrams)

Uses mud map to outline the
concept of route planning
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PCK Category

Evident when the teacher …

Example

Knowledge of examples

Uses an example that highlights a
concept or procedure

Uses a well known indigenous
way of being to illustrate different
understanding of nature

Knowledge of resources

Discusses/uses resources
available to support teaching

Uses the Carbon Footprint
website to support the teaching of
climate change

Curriculum knowledge

Discusses how topics fit into the
curriculum

Articulates where the concept of
the future maker is embedded in
the Australian curriculum

Purpose of content knowledge

Discusses reasons for content
being included in the curriculum
or how it might be used

Knows where self awareness is
situated in the curriculum and
how it is used in the Future Maker
program

Beliefs about the nature of
content

Expresses an appreciation of the
nature of outdoor education that
goes beyond the school
curriculum

Compares the nature of
bushwalking near a student’s
home and the nature of
bushwalking in a remote
wilderness area

Profound understanding of
fundamental content

Exhibits deep and thorough
conceptual understanding of
identified aspects of outdoor
education and its theories

Understands the need for a
student to have a destiny dialogue
regarding sustainable living
actions in order to become a
future maker

Deconstructing content to key
concepts

Identifies critical outdoor
education components within a
concept that are fundamental for
understanding and applying that
concept

Helps students to navigate their
way through the concepts of
group cooperation and conflict
resolution

Structure and connections

Make connections between
outdoor educationconcepts and
topics, including interdependence
of concepts

Identifies the connections
between self, others, critical
thinking and the development of
becoming a future maker

Procedural knowledge

Displays skills for working in the
outdoor environment

Can develop a risk management
plan that helps with student safety
in the Alpine area

Methods of solution

Demonstrates or evaluates a
method for solving a problem in
an outdoor education context

Recognises that when a student
does not understand the
importance of communicating to
their tent partner, that they use a
teaching strategy to make the
point of the importance of
communication

Discusses or designs tasks,
activities or interactions that
assess learning outcomes

Develops learning intentions and
rubrics that students understand
and can be assessed on

Content knowledge in a
pedagogical context

Pedagogical knowledge in a
content context
Assessment approaches
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PCK Category

Evident when the teacher …

Example

Getting and maintaining
student focus

Discuss or use strategies to
engage students

The teacher understand the
students learning styles through
careful observations and
documentation

Classroom techniques

Discusses or uses generic
classroom practices

Uses the High Impact Teaching
Strategies including structured
lessons, explicit teaching,
collaborative learning, multiple
exposures, questioning
techniques, feedback,
metacognitive strategies and
differentiated learning

Sudent affect

Describes how student affect
influences pedagogical approach

Uses student voice, agency and
leadership strategies to gain
feedback to help with pedagogical
decisions

The PCK framework helps capture a snapshot of how teachers at Outdoor School
used curriculum content and teaching strategies to deliver the Future Maker program. The
provision of Table 18 demonstrates how the Future Maker program, and outdoor
education in general should be considered a subject with curriculum, content and
pedagogy. My research, and Table 18, clearly signal that outdoor education is a subject
and could, if curriculum authorities are amenable, be considered and inserted as a
standalone subject that teaches students how to be a future maker through the capabilities
or personal, social and critical thinking.
7.5 Limitations of the Research
Designing research can be a difficult and time consuming process. It can also be
beautiful and rewarding. This is my first PhD level research, and as such, I have learnt
much. Every research project has its own challenges and limitations. This research
encountered limitations regarding generalisability, self-reporting pre and post-test
surveys, the exclusion of gender and control groups that need to be addressed. The
following sections report on each of the limitations mentioned.
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7.5.1 Generalisability and self-reporting pre and post-test surveys

The Life Effectiveness Questionnaire (LEQ) used in this research is a self-report
instrument designed to measure individual effectiveness (Neill, 2008) in the social capital
indicators outlined for this study. The LEQ was designed to be sensitive to measuring
changes in areas of personal and social development (Neill, 2008) that are typical
objectives of outdoor education as presented in Chapter 2. While the LEQ provides a
simple to use self-report tool for assessing the extent to which one is effective in key life
skills, there were limitations.
Firstly, there was the limitation of generalisability (Fendler, 2006). While the
sample was large enough and involved data being collected on three different occasions,
for the LEQ and a semistructured interview process, it was restricted in its
generalisability. That is, the data came from one specific outdoor education program, the
Future Maker. Furthermore, the seven rural schools involved in the research are
somewhat homogenous, being rural, middle high school, from regions with low
socioeconomic status. As such, findings and conclusions may not apply to other
populations and situations, for example, to metropolitian schools where student cohorts
come from more diverse backgrounds.
My research confirmed, and extended the findings of previous studies (Cason &
Gillis, 1994; Hans, 2000; Hattie et al., 1997) which found small to moderate positive
short (t1 to t2) and long term (t1 to t3) changes for an outdoor education program that
focused on personal and social development. However, the research relied upon empirical
self-report data both pre and post (t1, t2 and t3) and as a result, Neill (2008) suggests that
caution should be applied when interpreting self-reporting pre and post test data “…as
there is mounting evidence that they are positively biased” (p. 311). There is
accumulating evidence indicating that estimates in short term change (t1 to t2) may be
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inflated by negatively biased t1 scores and positively biased t2 and t3 scores. According
to Neill (2008), researchers are warned and reminded that a positive short term effect size
of 0.20 could actually indicate no real effects at all and simply be a function of
situationally depressed t1 and positively biased t2 scores. While this limitation is a feature
of this type of tool, the LEQ will remain popular, particularly for field based research and
program evaluation, on account of its logistical and conceptual simplicity.
To counter the effect of pre and post-test variances, there a few processes that could
be adhered to that would increase validity of results. Downward adjustments to the effect
size between t1 and t2 could be prudent and would assist with situational bias. The timing
of the t1 test could affect the t1 to t2 results and thus administrating the t1 test at a time
where students are not in a heightened state of excitement could also assist with
situational bias. The timing of the t1 survey would depend largely on the specifics of the
program. For this research, the t1 survey was conducted at night time of the first day of
the program; after students had finished their dinner. Neill (2008) suggest that the optimal
time to deliver the t1 test should be conducted at a time when artificial situation threats
seem least likely to influence participants. As a general guide, Neill suggests that the
“…t1 survey should be administered as early as possible after program commencement,
but after initial arousal associated with arriving at the program has largely abated” (p.
311). Another option is to consider administering a baseline t1 assessment during the
week prior to program commencement in a familiar home, school, or work environment.
While this was considered, due to the use of iPads for the recording of the survey,
conducting the survey on the night of the first day was seen as the most conducive time. It
is noted that generalisability and issues with self-reporting pre and post-testing are
limitations of this study design for this thesis.

326

7.5.2 Exclusion of gender

An essential part of understanding gender in the outdoors is to identify the
traditional categorisations of gender in outdoor education (Davies, Potter, & Gray, 2019).
Gender in this instance is divided into masculine and feminine traits. Traditional
masculinity in outdoor education includes traits such as autonomy, competitiveness,
strength, determination, authoritarianism, domination, independence, assertiveness, and
control (Davies et al., 2019). Conversely, traditional feminine traits in outdoor education
are identified as anything opposite to masculinity, such as democratic, collaborative,
interpersonally orientated, emotionally expressive, mediating, less action-orientated, and
non-aggressive (Davies et al., 2019). The concept of gender is highly contested and has a
long history in research and social development (Humberstone & Pedersen, 2001). Not
surprisingly, research into student outcomes and matters pertaining to gender in outdoor
education have been around for some time (Allen-Craig et al., 2020; Gray, 2018; Gray &
Mitten, 2018; Humberstone, 2000; Humberstone & Clayton, 2007; Lugg, 2003; Mitten,
1992; Mitten, Gray, Allen-Craig, Loeffler, & Carpenter, 2018; Neill, 1997).
Outdoor School is a coeducational Victorian government school. Considering this,
there was originally a secondary research question in this thesis project regarding the
impact gender had on the social capital outcomes as a result of the Future Maker program.
The LEQ had gender as a section written into the script to allow the production of data
based on specified gender. The main aim of my research was to establish if outdoor
education effects social capital indicators, regardless of gender. This is not to say a
discussion on gender is not important; on the contrary, the issues around gender are
extremely important, and I fully acknowledge the gender divide and disparities in outdoor
education as presented in the watershed book, The Palgrave International Handbook of
Women and Outdoor Learning (Gray & Mitten, 2018).
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Gender is often referred to as a social construct, a result of the combination of
societally sanctioned traits attributed to a particular sex and to a person’s sex, which
refers to the physical genitalia that one was born with (Fine, 2010). Golding, Mark and
Foley (2014), in their book Men Learning Through Life, asserted that gender comprises
not only the support of women’s equity in society, but also the critique of masculinity and
male experiences along with experiences from women. Furthermore, Golding et al.
(2014) declared that gender construction of males and females and their role in society
have little to do with one’s sex and more to do with society and the constructed nature of
men’s and women’s roles in society.
I acknowledge that for many decades, outcomes of education for female and male
students have been the subject of much discussion and research (Grossman & Grossman,
1994; Penney, 2002). In general, it has been argued that females and males experience
disparate educational outcomes that fulfil different gender specific roles, both in school
and the larger society (Busse & Nunnenkamp, 2009; Rena, 2005). For example, more
male students enrol in secondary school mathematics and science electives than do their
female counterparts (Coger, Cuny, Klawe, McGann, & Purcell, 2012). According to the
literature, the reasons for these disparities include access issues, cultural norms, and role
modelling.
Excluding the data on gender from the final body of work in this thesis was
necessary. At the time that data was collected, students only had the option of identifying
themselves as either male or female. Society has moved on from this male-female binary.
As such, it seemed both more respectful and accurate to omit an analysis of the data based
upon gender. In so doing, the exclusion of gender and any reference to gender is a
limitation of this study.
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7.5.3 Exclusion of control groups

Olejink and Algina (2000) posed the question “How meaningful is it…to learn a
treatment if it only explains 10% of the variance in an outcome measure or that there is
half a standard deviation difference between a treatment group and a control group?” (p.
277). The initial proposal for my research did not include control goups, even though,
contrary to Olejink and Algina (2000), Slavin (2003) argues that control groups provide
further validation and trustworthiness of the results. In the context of this research control
groups could only be formed through leaving school students at the home school and
denying them their experience of Outdoor School. This was not feasible as whole year
cohorts from the schools involved were to attend the program.
However, feedback for this study at Confirmation of Candidature demanded control
groups be included. Thus data was collected from cohorts of students from other rural
schools who attended an alternative (traditional, adventure activity driven) outdoor
education program run by Outdoor School. As a consequence, the original manuscript
that was sent to the external examiners included sections on these control groups.
However, both external examiners provided feedback that suggested that all references to
the control groups should be removed as they did not constitute legitimate control groups.
This was a pleasing direction considering the purpose of this study was to ascertain if
outdoor education had any effect on social capital indicators, rather than to compare
alternative outdoor education programs. Thus all reference to control groups has been
removed. Even so, it should be noted that this exclusion makes the lack of control group a
limitation to the study and it is recommended that future research look at a comparative
study between different outdoor education programs to establish if different programs
provide different effect sizes.

329

7.6 What Did Not Fit With the Research Assumptions?
Chapter 1 raised several assumptions about the proposed research in this thesis.
These assumptions included that:


outdoor education has value and can improve student outcomes;



pairing social capital and outdoor education will provide beneficial
educational outcomes;



there is a nexus between outdoor education and social capital;



the Future Maker program is a suitable program with which to research the
impact outdoor education has on the effect size of social capital indicators;



the students and teachers involved in the research would be suitable and
reliable research subjects.

Considering these research assumptions, and examining the findings in Chapter 6, it
can be concluded that all the research assumptions were accurate, despite the variability
of results from group to group as discussed above. It is clear that outdoor education has
value and can improve student outcomes when it is purposefully designed, with specific
curricula in mind, skilfully delivered by teachers. This was shown by the LEQ results and
was heard in the student and teacher voices from the semistructured interviews. It is also
apparent that the Future Maker program and the test subjects were worthy. It is also
apparent that there is a nexus between social capital and outdoor education. Considering
this, it can be deduced that all the assumptions surrounding this research were correct,
with no assumptions in this research ill informed.
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7.7 Chapter Summary
In Chapter 7, I explored and answered the secondary research questions. I
examined the findings and looked at differences between the Future Maker groups with
regard to effect size of the social capital indicators as a result of the LEQ data. This
examination showed a significant difference on social capital indicators at 6 months,
which clearly indicated that the Future Maker program had long-lasting effects on social
capital. I then displayed Table 17 that showed the overall medium difference in the social
capital indicators from t2 to t3 for the Future Maker program was 0.51, while the overall
effect size at t3 was 0.96. These results illustrate that outdoor education had a positive
effect on the development of social capital indicators over a 6-month period. I then
verified and explored these quantitative results with qualitative inserts from the
semistructured interviews. Student and teacher voices clearly demonstrated that the
Future Maker program had a continual effect on students’ social capital indicators after
the program.
Finally, I looked at what this research has confirmed and challenged, with a
concluding section on assumptions. In Chapter 8, I answer the PRQ on the potential nexus
between outdoor education and social capital. It examines a constructed framework that
shows the nexus between outdoor education and social capital. I then provide a
concluding commentary with an evaluation of the research including limitations, future
research possibilities, and final thoughts.
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Chapter 8
8.1 Nexus Between Outdoor Education and Social Capital: A Framework
It is often said that the “best things in life are free”. While Coco Chanel has been
credited with making this saying popular, the origins of this adage are unknown.
Schooling, and education in general, is fundamentally social, and it often comes at an
economic price. Governments want evidence that their expenditure produces results. Yet
positive human interaction in schools is often the basis for student happiness, wellbeing,
engagement, and student achievement—are these free? Positive human interaction found
in schools is often the basis for students understanding that humans are taking part in
actions that benefit the world and humanity in one way or another. An example of this
includes the climate emergency discussions of 2019 and 2020, where school students
from across the globe debated and went on strike (from their schools) to encourage action
on climate change by political leadership around the world. In our society, Bourdieu
(1986) explained social capital as the measurement of economic and physical capital, by
Coleman (1988) as the bonding of social relationships, and by Putnam (1993) as the
measurement of human capital as societies hold social capital. What these three
researchers did not venture into, according to P. A. Wilson (1997), is that essentially,
social capital is free.
P. A. Wilson (1997) asserted that building social capital requires no bricks, mortar,
nor paid labour, and that the notion of social capital being free is not a notion that is fully
embraced by the economic world. She pointed out three difficult questions that had not
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been answered by researchers or academics in the field of social capital: How is social
capital created? How does someone know what the starting point is and if their efforts
have successfully created more social capital? Can social capital be taught in educational
institutions, or do the teachers create the conditions favourable for students to learn social
capital rather than being something that can be taught? From the outset, this thesis has
strived to establish if there is a nexus between the outcomes of outdoor education and
social capital indicators. Chapters 6 and 7 provided the data and evidence that allowed me
to answer P. A. Wilson’s (1997) propositions and the primary research question of this
thesis.
The results in Chapter 6, the discussion in Chapter 7, and information in Chapter 4
on the development of the Future Maker program demonstrated a clear path towards an
outdoor educational curriculum and program that can develop social capital indicators.
While the notion of social capital as free is a noble thought, and one worth exploring,
creating social capital through curriculum design comes at a financial cost. At Outdoor
School, the Future Maker program was developed through flipping the process of
traditional outdoor education curriculum and development. It required countless staff
hours, and these came at a significant monetary cost. Once developed, the program was
delivered to students, another cost in education. The part that could be considered free is
the value of the benefits of student outcomes. While modern mathematics and algorithms
could no doubt place a price on social capital indicators, there currently is not a financial
or human cost associated with the change of social capital at schools as a result of an
outdoor education program.
The Future Maker program was developed using the Victorian Curriculum F–10
documents from the personal and social capabilities. It was developed with a rigorous
understanding of pedagogy and was assessed using relevant assessment tools like the
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LEQ that helped with student and teacher feedback used in student reports. While
Outdoor School used a highly structured curriculum development process, it is not the
panacea for all outdoor educational program design. However, in saying this, it is clear
that Outdoor School’s process and development of the outdoor education program called
Future Maker indeed created positive social capital indicators amongst participants.
P. A. Wilson’s (1997) second question relates to the starting point for social capital
and how it is measured to ascertain if more has been created. While this thesis did not
venture into social capital measurement tools, I am confident that the LEQ measuring
instrument, developed by Outdoor School with permission from Neil (2008), was a
reliable measure of the social capital indicators pertaining to this research. Chapter 5
outlined the reliability of the LEQ questions as a result of the work completed by Neill
(2008). With all questions in the LEQ psychometrically tested, this research can have a
high degree of confidence in the LEQ results and the effect size conversion tool.
Therefore, in answering Wilson’s question, it is possible, with a tool like the purposebuilt LEQ, to establish a student’s starting point through a pre-test regime. It is also
possible to establish the growth or decline in the social capital indicators as a result of
post-test regimes using the same LEQ. The success of such testing in establishing social
capital pre and post scores is made clearer when the indicators of what is being tested are
known and established. In the results of my research, the five indicators of social capital
were established prior to looking for a reliable data source. Once a synergy was
established between the indicators of social capital and the outcomes of outdoor education
being taught and assessed by Outdoor School, I felt confident that the data gathered
would show either a decline or growth in the social capital indicators being researched.
P.A. Wilson’s (1997) third question asks how social capital is taught in educational
institutions. From my research, it is apparent that an outdoor education program
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developed through a rigorous curriculum process that focuses on personal and social
capabilities, taught by expert teachers using an agreed pedagogical approach, can shift
social capital indicators. How this is done is important to this research. The data collected
for this research demonstrated that students who are taught social capital indicators from a
purpose-built outdoor education curriculum can effectively improve student social capital
outcomes over a 6-month period. The data showed that the Future Maker program had an
overall effect size of 0.96, a strong effect size with regard to educational actions that can
affect a student’s education. So, is it possible to describe succinctly the structural
processes underpinning the Future Maker program that led to such beneficial outcomes?
To create information that can be understood by a variety of readers, a framework
showing how social capital and outdoor education can be interrelated and used for design
purposes is presented in Figure 52.
Figure 52 represents the how. It outlines a suggested flow of work to be completed
in each section of the framework. Step 1 takes a broad view of the curriculum in Victoria.
When developing outdoor education programs using the Victorian Curriculum F–10,
personal and/or social capabilities can be chosen. Once this has been established, Step 2
of the framework can be discussed. Step 2 requires a decision about which social capital
indicators will be explicitly taught in the outdoor education program. Any number of
social capital indicators could be chosen, depending on the desired outcomes. The
framework shows that the social capital indicators and outcomes of outdoor education are
broken into their relationships with either the personal or social capabilities of the
Victorian Curriculum F–10. This is important as it gives the curriculum behind such
programs rigour and currency in education in Victoria.
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Figure 52. Social capital and outdoor education: A Framework for education.
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All teachers in Victorian government schools will be familiar with the content and
importance of such teaching and learning. Once the social capital indicators have been
decided upon, Step 3 requires a decision to be made regarding the outdoor education
outcomes to be taught. Again, these are divided into personal and social capabilities. Step
4 is to design and run a pilot outdoor education program. This step is crucial in ironing
out the curriculum while continuing to develop and tweak pedagogical approaches,
assessment, and reporting tools. Ensuring pre and post testing, using the personal and
social capability LEQ, will provide data relating to the impact of the outdoor education
program on student social capital indicators.
Step 5 is to run the outdoor education curriculum with teachers, implementing the
agreed curriculum, pedagogy, assessment, and reporting tools. Step 6 is to collate the
student datasets to inform student reports, teacher performance, and feedback to the
broader government systems. The data collected could also incorporate longitudinal data
over a period of time. Step 6 also includes a feedback loop where teachers provide data
into Step 1 to help inform and improve the process.
While this staged approach to the framework seems straightforward, there are many
decisions and discussions required to ensure the curriculum is taught with rigour. One
question that can be levelled at this approach is that this method of outdoor education
could actually be taught inside. However, outdoor education has an educational delivery
that is primarily associated with teaching and learning in outdoor settings. The importance
of teaching outdoor education curriculum can be found in the student voices from this
research. Outdoor education is taught outside in small groups, and this introduces all
kinds of variables like weather, terrain, and how individuals and groups respond and
grow. Depending on students’ ages and physical developmental stages, programs are
generally between 3 and 10 days in length, and they are run in locations that are
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accessible, semi-accessible, or remote. The students from the Future Maker program were
often asked if they thought the journey component of the Future Maker program was too
long or too short. Overwhelmingly, the majority of the students said they would be happy
with 10 days under tents on a bushwalk or canoe tour. Students also explicitly said on
many occasions that it was the small groups during dinnertime in the bush that allowed
for the development of communication, relationships, group processing, and leadership.
Networking was a concept considered towards the end of the program as students started
to recognise the impact the program was having on their understanding of their own
personal lives and the directions they might take.
The framework in Figure 52 is a direct result of the research and findings from this
thesis. While this is the case, it does not answer the questions around how outdoor
education is viewed in relation to social capital in light of the research findings. The next
section of this chapter answers the primary research question posed in Chapter 1.
8.2 Primary Research Question Answered
The PRQ that guided my research was “Does participating in an outdoor education
program facilitate a change in social capital indicators?”
The potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital was considered in
Chapters 1 and 2 and culminated with Figure 53 reproduced below. I created Figure 53 as
a result of exploring the social capital indicators and outdoor education outcomes being
taught. Both Stoddart (2004) and Beames and Atencio (2008) claimed that outdoor
education can influence social capital indicators. Beames and Atencio (2008) also argued
for further research into the potential nexus between outdoor education and social capital.
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Communication

Relationships

Group processing

•Communication

•Trust and encouragement
•Respect for others
•Conflict resolution
•Cooperative teamwork

Networking

•Community engagement
•Community action

Leadership

•Followship
•Leadership ability

Figure 53. A potential nexus between social capital and outdoor education outcomes

It can be inferred from the findings of this research that an outdoor education
program, developed to teach outcomes of outdoor education that are matched with the
social capital indicators of communication, relationships, group processing, networking,
and leadership, can have a positive influence on social capital indicators. The data
highlight that students who participated in the Future Maker program developed social
capital indicators as a result of participating in the outdoor education program–there is a
nexus. Furthermore, the effect size at 12 days was 0.44, while the effect size of the
outdoor education program on social capital indicators at 6 months was 0.96. In this
research, there is no doubt that outdoor education affects students’ social capital
indicators. Stoddart (2004) and Beames and Atencio (2008) were correct in their
assumptions. Their professional judgement and analytical skills provided them with a
hunch on the role outdoor education plays in developing social capital. Without this
intuition and their suggestion, this research may have never started. Their views led me to
investigate, and conclude, that outdoor education does have a role to play in developing
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social capital indicators. While there will be other areas in education that may improve
and develop social capital indicators, I conclude, as a result of this research, that outdoor
education improves social capital indicators for students, which in turn has great potential
to improve the communities we live in. Furthermore, the outcomes in this research may in
time become a watershed moment with regard to an educational framework for outdoor
education curriculum.
8.3 Conclusion
This research project came from humble beginnings. A casual remark from a
conversation at a Finnish school between two educators led to a personal inquiry that
evolved into a doctoral research candidature and thesis. Now, at its conclusion 10 years
later, this thesis describes an explanatory sequential mixed-methods research that
investigated the changes to social capital indicators resulting from a purpose-designed
outdoor education program. I conducted a systematic review of literature that concluded
while there was potentially a nexus between outdoor education and social capital, there
was no published research that provided any evidence that a nexus exists.
I described in this thesis five social capital indicators—communication,
relationships, group processing, networking, and leadership—and examined the research
around outcomes in outdoor education, settling on nine outcomes that are taught in many
outdoor education programs: communication, trust and encouragement, respect for others,
conflict resolution, cooperative teamwork, community engagement, community action,
followship, and leadership action. This research then discussed the outcomes from the
Learning Away research and looked closely at the research on outdoor residential schools,
including the group of ROSA schools run by DET Victoria. From the research, it became
apparent that these outdoor residential schools developed outcomes in the personal and
social capabilities of the Victorian Curriculum F–10. On closer inspection, it was decided
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to use the Future Maker program developed and run by Outdoor School in this research.
Chapter 4 outlined the development of the Future Maker program and its relationship
between the outcomes of outdoor education and social capital indicators as a result of
flipping the curriculum development process. Outdoor School already possessed and used
an assessment tool, the personal and social LEQ, that this research could access and use.
Chapter 5 noted that the LEQ was a valid research tool that could provide reliable data on
the effect size of the outdoor education program on the social capital indicators being
researched. This research then used the data from the LEQ and semistructured interviews
to assist in answering the research questions posed in this thesis. Furthermore, the LEQ
was an appropriate tool for the age of the students who completed the questionnaire. As
mentioned in Chapter 5, the LEQ had been psychometrically tested for a variety of age
groups from 10 to 18 years (Neill, 2008). Moreover, the FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced
(n.d.) app, developed as the platform to administrate the LEQ, was adequate and
appropriate. A measure of the success of the LEQ tool being administrated through the
FileMaker Pro 18 Advanced (n.d.) app is that every student was able to successfully
complete the questionnaire. It is with confidence that this research can say that the LEQ
tool was appropriate for the age of the students being researched.
The data from Table 14 in Chapter 6 showed that the outdoor education program,
the Future Maker, had a medium effect size of 0.44 on Day 12 of the program and an
effect size of 0.96 at 6 months. I confirmed with this data that the Future Maker program
had an increasing effect on students’ social capital indicators 6 months after the program
finished. From these results, I established that an outdoor education program specifically
designed from the ground up, focusing on the personal and social capabilities in the
Victorian Curriculum F–10, could improve student social capital. Moreover, the Future

341

Maker program not only improved the social capital indicators but also, and more
importantly, continued to have a significant effect 6 months after the program.
The research findings in my thesis unmistakably indicate that outdoor education has
a significant effect on the development of social capital indicators. I developed a
framework to clearly show the relationship between the Victorian Curriculum F–10
outdoor education outcomes and social capital indicators. This framework has the
potential for use by governments, education departments, and outdoor education
providers as a way of developing outdoor education curriculum and policy that can
develop social capital. Having a rigorous framework, backed by research, which develops
social capital has untapped potential in developing our communities’ growth in
communication, relationships, group processing, networking, and leadership.
8.4 Final Reflections
While this thesis has been 8 years in construction from start to finish, it is a
culmination of my experience in outdoor education spanning 30 years from teaching in
early childhood, primary, secondary, and tertiary sectors. At the close of this research, it
is instructive to reflect on the study as a whole and to consider what has been learned.
The first reflection is that of the choice of research paradigm. The exploratory
sequential mixed methodology proved ideal for this study. The quantitative and
qualitative research methods allowed appropriate data collection time and development of
ideas that greatly enhanced the semistructured interview questions. This created an
enjoyable research process with plenty of pleasing surprises during the student and
teacher interviews. These sessions provided many lightbulb moments for me
professionally and vindicated my curiosity in this research topic.
One of the aspects of this research that I enjoyed included the development of the
FileMaker (Version 18 Pro Advanced: n.d.) App and the data conversion process to assess
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an effect size. It was after the 6-month post-test results from the Future Maker program
when I first really understood the value of what was unfolding as an educator and
researcher.
In this research, I clearly demonstrated a gap in professional knowledge involving
the nexus between social capital and outdoor education. While there is limited literature
on the role outdoor education plays in developing social capital, the available literature
indicated further research should be conducted to explore the potential nexus between
outdoor education and social capital. I established research questions, including a primary
research question and four secondary research questions.
I explored several large studies on the outcomes of outdoor education and
determined nine outcomes of outdoor education that could fit into any outdoor education
program that concentrated on teaching personal and social capabilities. I also examined
the historical development of social capital and settled on five indicators of social capital
from the research of P. A. Wilson (1997). While I acknowledged there are other aspects
to social capital that other researchers may settle on, I decided to use these five indicators
of social capital.
I then presented and discussed findings from large-scale outdoor education studies
including the Learning Away research conducted in the United Kingdom. I also explored
the outcomes of outdoor education delivered in several locations, including Singapore and
New Zealand, and the states of South Australia and Victoria in Australia. I concluded that
Outdoor School, an outdoor residential school in Victoria that facilitated an outdoor
education program called Future Maker, taught the nine outcomes of outdoor education
indicated and the five indicators of social capital being researched.
I then explored the development of the Future Maker program and outlined how the
explanatory sequential mixed-methods approach would be employed. I obtained all the
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relevant approvals including ethical. I also gained permission from the schools involved
in the research, including from the teachers, parents, and students who participated in the
semistructured interviews. In Chapter 5, I outlined the process for obtaining quantitative
and qualitative data. The data gathered were determined to be reliable and valid to this
research. The findings in Chapter 6 were structured to answer the research questions.
Chapter 7 explored the findings, and I developed several tables and figures to outline the
results. I constructed a workable framework that was developed in this final chapter that
resulted from the findings and discussion chapters.
I believe that this research employed a rigorous research structure that followed
appropriate conventions to investigate an important gap in knowledge, especially relevant
to outdoor education. The research had a clear structure that proposed several questions
that could be succinctly answered as a result of pragmatic choices about methodology, the
breadth and depth of data collected, and how data were analysed, which led to valuable
discussion of findings and conclusions. I am personally proud of this research and
professionally excited about the results and the development of a framework that provides
direction on developing social capital as a result of innovative curriculum and pedagogic
practices in outdoor education.
8.5 Recommendations for Future Research
In this research, I raised a number of important issues for future educators and
researchers to take note of. It is clear that the nexus between outdoor education and social
capital is an emerging field for research in education, outdoor education, and social
capital. There are endless possibilities in researching this nexus.
Longitudinal research. This doctoral research appears to be, as far as we know, the
first research of its type to examine if outdoor education can develop social capital.
Considering this, it is recommended that further research into this nexus be conducted,
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especially longitudinal research. For this doctoral research, I only had the time to conduct
a longitudinal study over a 6-month period. It is a recommendation from this thesis that a
longitudinal study be considered and conducted over a minimum of 3 years to further
establish and explore the long-term effect. A study of this length would further add to the
body of work that this research has started.
Program research. This thesis conducted research on the Future Maker program..
It became clear during my study that researching outdoor education has complexities due
to the nature of the outdoors, student experience, and teacher capacity. While my research
was able to conclude with medium effect size results, it was evident that different groups
had variable experiences, as noted in Figure 51 (p. 316). Considering this, two
recommendations can be made. First, comparative research could be conducted looking at
different outdoor education programs to see what effect they might have on social capital
indicators. Second, further research could be conducted with teachers, investigating why
they have different social capital outcomes in their student cohort as a result of the
students participating in an outdoor education program.
Different student cohorts. This research looked at students who had completed the
Future Maker program. Students that completed the program were in Year 9 at school,
meaning most of the participants in this research were about 15 years of age. While this
age group provided reliable data, it is a recommendation from this research to gain data
from different age groups to see if outdoor education programs have an effect on social
capital indicators at different ages. The LEQ used by Outdoor School uses linguistics and
question structures that can be understood and used by students from 10 to 18 years of
age.
Metropolitan schools. This research used 7 schools from rural towns in country
Victoria. While these schools provided valid and reliable data, it is a recommendation of
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this research that future research in this topic area be conducted with students from
metropolitan schools. Students from rural and metropolitan schools have different life
experiences, and metropolitan student voices would add to the outcomes of this research.
Curriculum design research. Nicol (2002a) discussed the question of outdoor
education being a subject or a practice. Several researchers (Beames & Brown, 2016;
Thomas, 2018; Wattchow & Brown, 2011) have discussed and introduced ideas regarding
the possible and alternate pedagogical approaches employed in outdoor education
practice. While this research is absolutely required and warranted in answering the second
part of Nicol’s question on practice, the first part of the question—that outdoor education
as a subject is not as well researched nor articulated in academic circles to any significant
conclusion. The DET Victoria introduced outdoor curriculum into the VCE in 1991
(VCAA, 1991), and redesigned it in 2000 (VCAA, 2000), recognising for the first time
that outdoor education was warranted as a subject. This bold and often forgotten
historically significant event unfortunately has not filtered into other aspects of state or
national curriculum development. The failure to do this means that there remains
significant scope to improve on Brooke’s (2003) assertion—that there needs to be a
deeper conversation about outdoor curriculum design—and Gray and Martin’s (2012)
plea to have outdoor education recognised as a subject in its own right. Considering this, a
crucial insight into this research is that the Future Maker program delivered at a ROSA
school demonstrates outdoor education can function as a subject (refer to Table 18 on p.
323) within current school curriculum. Teachers from Outdoor School worked alongside
teachers from a participating school and carefully designed curriculum, learning
experiences, pedagogical strategies, assessment, feedback, and reporting. This process, I
argue, meets the criteria of a standalone subject in all but name.
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This research shows a real need to develop and understand outdoor education
curriculum processes and developments; therefore, it is a recommendation of this research
that further research be conducted on the curriculum development process of outdoor
education to understand student outcomes. It is also worth researching the myriad ways
outdoor education curriculum is developed, delivered, and documented.
Educational policy research. This research briefly looked at the Victorian
Education State agenda that was released in 2015 and driven education policy in Victoria
from the years 2015 to 2020. This research clearly indicates that outdoor education has
currency in delivering aspects of the Victorian Curriculum F–10, and it is a
recommendation of this study that further research be conducted on the role outdoor
education could have in education policy, especially around the concept of social capital.
It is a recommendation of this research to promote and conduct further research into
the framework that develops social capital indicators as a way of positioning outdoor
education in mainstream education and policy.
8.6 Closing Remarks
“All I need to know I learned in kindergarten” (Fulghum, 1986), is the title of a
book filled with short stories that I used on countless times to help students understand
concepts that included communication, friendship, trust, teamwork, leadership,
individuality, and holding hands. I used the readings from Fulghum’s (1986) book on
outdoor education programs with small groups in semi to remote outdoor settings. I
would often read a story from the book at the top of mountains as we sat together,
watching the sun dropping below the horizon. As I have been writing up the final stages
of this thesis, I reflected on the use of this book and how it influenced my teaching
delivery and style. When I think about the contents of the stories in the book, it became
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obvious to me that I have incorporated, amongst other things, social capital indicators into
my teaching delivery for most of my professional life.
A study such as this stretches over time. The discussions and discoveries in Finland,
the initial thinking and writing for the candidature, the collection and analysis of data, and
the thesis have spanned 10 years. While there has been some significant research
published in the last 10 years on outdoor education outcomes, it has amazed me that there
has not been any published research on the nexus between outdoor education and social
capital.
I am proud of this research and the findings. It partially vindicates my tacit hunches,
all those years ago, when I would see cohorts of students improve their personal and
social capabilities as a result of participating in outdoor education programs. As a result
of this research, I am confident now, more than I have ever been, that outdoor education
sits firmly within a social framework. Outdoor education can be viewed as a social
phenomenon that helps to develop and create socially aware humans that care for each
other and the world around them – a future maker. While this may seem idealistic in
nature, it remains vital that teachers and students alike dream and work towards a better
world together. Considering this dream, it seems fitting to finish this thesis with the words
of Fulghum (1986):
Share everything.
Play fair.
Don’t hit people.
Put things back where you found them.
Clean up your own mess.
Don’t take things that aren’t yours.
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Say you’re sorry when you hurt somebody.
Wash your hands before you eat.
Flush.
Take a nap every afternoon.
And no matter how old you are:
When you go out into the world, watch out for traffic, hold hands and stick
together. (p. 6)
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Appendix A. LEQ Used at Outdoor School to Measure Social Capital Indicators
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Appendix B. Outcomes of Outdoor Education Matched with Wilson’s (1997)
Social Capital Indicators.
Red = Social capital indicators (5 of)
Green = LEQ Factors – Outcomes of Outdoor Education (9 of)
Communication indicators
Communication
1.
People understand me when I’m talking.
10.
I communicate effectively with other people.
19.
I understand other people when they are talking to me.
Relationship indicators
Trust and Encouragement
2.
I encourage my peers
12.
I trust my peers
20.
I am trusteed by my peers

3.
11.
21.

Respect for others
I respect other people.
I celebrate the achievements of other people
I respect other people’s values.

Group processing indicators
Conflict resolution
4.
I resolve my conflicts with other people.
13.
I avoid unnecessary conflicts with others.
22.
If there is a conflict, I try to improve the situation.

5.
14.
23.

Cooperative teamwork
I cooperate well when working in team.
I like cooperating in a team.
I am good at cooperating with team members

Networking indicators
Community engagement
6.
I am proud of my involvement in the community.
15.
I enjoy living in my community.
24.
I help people in my community to get along with each other.

7.
16.
25.

Community Action
I play positive roles in my communities.
I encourage positive interaction between communities.
I take on roles and responsibilities in my community.

Leadership indicators
Followership
8.
I respect and actively support my leaders.
17.
I accept and follow leader’s final decisions.

9.
18.

Leadership Ability
I can be a good leader.
I am capable of being a good leader.
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Appendix C. Comparison of ROSA Campuses
Comparison of ROSA campuses
Data in Table 1 provide a calculated value of importance out of four, for each of
the fifteen learning outcomes separated for each campus. Each of the points on the Likert
Scale was assigned a value from one to four. The figures in the table are the average of
responses from staff at each campus. What Table 1 indicates, therefore, is the importance
placed upon differing learning outcomes. In the following analysis and discussion for
each campus, the ROSA (2014a) report interpreted the data related in Table 1, together
with the results drawn from the interview transcripts. This provides a summation of the
education outcomes teachers considered for each of their respective workplaces.
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Table 1 – Comparison of ranked order of learning outcomes across ROSA campuses

In Table 2 the colour coding of outcomes gives a visual representation of
differences across campuses. Again the figures in the table are the average importance of
each outcome and the data was derived from a Likert Scale from one to four. When
comparing numerical scores, it is worth remembering that these are: 1=not very
important, 2=of some importance, 3=quite important and 4=very important.
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Table 2 – Colour coded comparison of outcomes across ROSA campuses

In Table 2 social relationships are the most important outdoor education outcome
in four of the ROSA campuses. At Bogong, social relationships are fifth important and at
15 Mile Creek it is second most important. To funnel the discussion further, the ROSA
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(2014a) report then explores the differences between campuses at the same school. It is
worth exploring each campus as this gives a richer picture of the outdoor education that is
delivered at each campus and establishes that each campus is unique in its delivery of
outdoor education to Victorian government schools. It is considered worth exploring the
campuses in more detail as Chapter 4 of the literature review looked closely at the Future
Maker program delivered by Outdoor School.
Individual ROSA campus report
Rubicon Outdoor Centre - Nayook and Rubicon
Very
important

4

Quite
important

3
Rubicon

Extend into range…

Enhance critical…

Alternative to…

Develop Group co-…

Build social…

Improve staff…

Improve fitness

Improve safety…

Outdoor recreation…

Develop leadership

Increased self-…

1

Improve self esteem

Not very
important

Knowledge of…

2

Environmental…

Of some
importance

Environmental…

Nayook

Figure 1 - Nayook and Rubicon campuses compared
Figure 1 indicates some parallel alignment of learning outcome importance
at both campuses, other than the environmental outcomes. Nayook staff clearly assign
more importance to environmental outcomes than do Rubicon staff members. This was
also very evident in interviews where Rubicon staff expressed widely divergent views
about the importance of environmental aspects. Overall, Nayook teachers generally rate
all outcomes to be more important than do teachers at Rubicon.
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Nayook campus
Data reflects a strong focus on group development goals as a primary rationale
and a set of practices for the programs offered, but a strong education for sustainability
emphasis was also apparent. Only three of the 15 outcomes were rated as lower than
quite important; scores were high for all but activity related outcomes. When every
outcome is rated highly, this can suggest a lack of clarity, differentiation of goals and
educational intent. In this case there is clear differentiation evident with relegation of
activity related outcomes to lowest importance. The rank order of outcomes in Table 1,
despite the high rating score, still indicates a preference for community and environment
over other outcomes. From the interview transcripts, teachers mentioned being responsive
to the needs of the visiting school and the students they encounter during programs, and
so variations exist. The importance of developing a culture and language around learning
was very evident. Of all of the campuses, Nayook teaching staff were clearest that the
activity itself was less important. The program must be prioritized by the learning
intention where students know about what it is that they are learning. Consequently,
outcomes of safety knowledge, skill development and fitness were ranked last. Nayook
demonstrated a community living priority. The context of the smaller dining room, more
home-like cooking potential, students contributing back to the community during the
program and the importance of the tribe’s agreement were some of the examples cited
from teachers that help demonstrate the group development focus is pervasive across the
campus.
In all of the interviews the question “what would students say about your campus?”
was asked. In regards to Nayook the most common responses included:


How students would celebrate their achievements ‘I didn’t think I could do
that’.
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That they would have fun.



Have learned to be in a team.



Made friends

Rubicon campus
Teachers at Rubicon were more willing to differentiate between the importance of
learning outcomes than were teachers at any of the other campuses. This, together with
variance of opinion, resulted in the widest range of responses assigned to outcomes being
evident at Rubicon. For example: two outcomes varied from being not very to very
important (environmental appreciation, extending learning into disciplines). In addition,
no single outcome was thought the same level of importance by all staff. Two outcomes
(developing group cooperation and building social relationships) had over 75%
agreement, the rest were more divided. This was the lowest level of consensus on the
importance of outcomes from any of the ROSA campuses, therefore average responses
are as a consequence of a wide range of opinions rather than clustered opinion. In
interviews there was also considerable variation expressed around the learning outcomes
students gain from programs at Rubicon; some of this arose from the themes Rubicon has
underpinning programs. However, there was nearly universal agreement that building
social relationships and group cooperation were the most highly valued outcomes of all
thematic programs offered. Of all the ROSA campuses the importance of environmental
outcomes was expressed less here than elsewhere. In its place was more emphasis upon
the student learning through challenges and personal reflection. Overall, Rubicon stands
out as the campus that has the most divergent set of opinions about learning outcomes
amongst its staff. It is also the campus with the strongest group and self-development
priority and lowest environmental importance. These outcomes were congruent with what
teachers thought students would say about what they had gained from a Rubicon
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experience. Most common responses to the question; What would students say about
Rubicon, included:


Self-capacity and ‘I can achieve…’



I had fun



Felt safe in all aspects



How to make and be a friend



I learned new activity/skills



(Reflected by the themes of the program)

Somers School Camp – Woorabinda and Somers
Very
important

Quite
important
Of some
Importance

4

3

2
Woorabinda

Not very
Important

1

Environmental…
Environmental…
Knowledge of…
Improve self esteem
Increased self-…
Develop leadership
Outdoor recreation skills
Improve safety…
Improve fitness
Improve staff student…
Build social relationships
Develop Group co-…
Alternative to classroom
Enhance critical thinking
Extend into range of…

Somers

Figure 2. Woorabinda and Somers campuses compared.

Woorabinda and Somers’ staff hold similar beliefs about the outcomes of their
programs. Figure four shows a strong parallel trend. The most divergence is around
outcomes of leadership development; all other outcomes are well within a 0.5 range.

378

When compared to other campuses, both Somers and Woorabinda rate safety knowledge
more highly.
Somers School Camp – Somers campus
Somers had the largest number of teaching staff who contributed to the ROSA
report. Normally, you would expect a wider variation in teacher reported opinion as
numbers increased. However, there was high consistency in the important learning
outcomes developed from the Somers’ programs. Of the fifteen learning outcomes, five
of them had 79% of staff agreeing as to the level of importance. Three outcomes (fitness,
critical thinking, extending learning into disciplines) had opinion spread across each of
the four categories of importance, but again, even for these outcomes over 70% of
opinion was centred on adjacent levels of importance.
Four outcomes stood out as significantly more important than others. Building
social relationships was most highly valued. All but one staff agreed this was very
important. Education for sustainability and environmental appreciation were thought
close to equally important and improved self-esteem was a very close fourth. However,
as can be seen from the spread of data in Figure 4, all outcomes were considered at least
towards quite important or above. In interviews there was universal agreement that
developing a strong community was paramount at Somers. Although expressed in various
ways this was highlighted as the most valued educational outcome from the programs.
Various staff specifically commented towards the end of the interviews that although they
had not stressed environmental outcomes, it is a theme that pervades what happens at
Somers and this was evident in the questionnaire data.
While a few staff thought students would speak about the environment and what they
had experienced outdoors, the most common responses to the question, what would
students say about Somers? included:
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Making friendships and meeting people (this was easily the most popular
response)



Having fun



Doing activities – like the challenge swing



Meeting challenges and new experiences

Somers School Camp – Woorabinda Campus
The teachers at Woorabinda were unanimous that building social relationships was
the most important outcome for their program. No other outcomes were unanimously
agreed upon by every staff person as very important. However, developing group cooperation and self-esteem were also very highly ranked. Self-responsibility and
environmental appreciation and sustainability outcomes were clustered as a second set of
important outcomes and also had high levels of consensus among staff. Opinion was far
more variable for the remaining outcomes, average scores tended to come from divergent
views rather than a clustered consensus around a lower importance. The importance of
promoting physical fitness was most divergent with two staff thinking it very important,
two rating it not very important and others spread in each category between. Developing
community living was added as a very important outcome by two teachers. The only
outcomes that were on average less than quite important were staff-student relationships,
critical thinking, recreation skills, physical fitness and extending learning into other
disciplines. No outcomes were thought not very important.
Most staff expressed uncertainty about what students would say about
Woorabinda. As a group they were the only staff from any campus to be hesitant about
what students would say they had gained. However, several teachers did suggest students
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would report the following to the question ask; What would students say about
Woorabinda?


Friendships and learning how to get along with others.



Having fun on specific activities like the high ropes and zip-line.

Outdoor School – Bogong and 15 Mile Creek
Very
important

4

Quite
important

3

Of some
2
Importance

Bogong

Extend into range of…

Enhance critical thinking

Alternative to classroom

Develop Group co-…

Improve staff student…

Build social relationships

Improve fitness

Improve safety…

Outdoor recreation skills

Develop leadership

Increased self-…

Improve self esteem

Knowledge of…

1

Environmental…

Not very
Important

Environmental…

15 Ml Ck

Figure 3. Bogong and 15 Mile Creek campuses compared.

The staff beliefs at Bogong and 15Mile Creek campuses about learning outcomes
across the two campuses are somewhat parallel. Each campus holds developing
environmental appreciation to be most important. There are no other ROSA campuses
that have this as a first priority and this sets them apart. However, there are also
significant differences between Bogong and 15 Mile Creek campuses on other outdoor
education outcomes. Bogong staff place greater emphasis upon developing critical
thinking, while 15 Mile Creek teachers place greater value on social relationships.
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Recreation related learning outcomes were seen as the lowest priorities across both
campuses.
Outdoor School – Bogong Campus
Similar to other campuses all of the fifteen outcomes from outdoor education were
seen to be on average at least of some importance at Bogong. The range of scores used
was less than those at Rubicon Outdoor Centre. Teachers at Bogong appeared to have
reasonable consensus on learning outcomes, particularly for those most important and
least important. Environmental appreciation was seen by all, but one, to be a very
important outcome for students. In contrast to other ROSA campuses, developing critical
thinking problem solving skills was also rated as a very important outcome at Bogong.
This is one of the key differences amongst all ROSA campuses. Education for
sustainability and developing self-responsibility rounded out the four most valued
outcomes from Bogong. There also appeared to be reasonable agreement on the least
important outcomes. Those outcomes related to recreation, such as fitness, developing
recreation skills and safety knowledge were universally seen as of lesser importance.
Personal and group development outcomes were middle ranked. In interviews, longer
serving staff members offered an insight into how outcomes had shifted over time to
adopt a wider worldview in helping students appreciate the alpine environment but think
more broadly about their place in the world and sustainability. These comments added
context to the high preference for critical thinking and problem solving as outcomes from
Bogong. The low ranking of recreation skills is interesting, especially given Bogong’s
long tradition of offering and teaching skiing skills, but reflects a change to a winter
connections theme underpinned by global warming and relationships to home life.
Most commonly teachers thought students would report personal achievements
when asked the question; What would students say at Bogong?
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Challenge, strive and learn about myself



Make friends



Have fun



Learn about the alps



Specific activities – like skiing

Outdoor School - 15 Mile Creek Campus
Data suggests that on average, staff at 15 Mile Creek considered the outcomes
from their programs to cluster in three groups of importance. Of most importance were
five outcomes of close to equal high importance with little difference in opinion.
Environmental appreciation was on average the most important outcome with all but one
person considering it very important. Building social relationships was similarly ranked.
Education for sustainability, group co-operation and self-responsibility were also ranked
highly. The second cluster of outcomes included promoting: knowledge of environments,
self-esteem, staff student relationships, critical thinking and extending learning into other
disciplines. These were on average similarly ranked and had reasonable consensus among
the group. The outcome of providing an alternative to classroom learning averaged
similarly but from widely divergent opinion with beliefs ranging from not very, to very
important. The final cluster of outcomes concerned recreational outcomes, safety
knowledge, leadership and fitness which were all ranked lower.
Staff at 15 Mile Creek had similar views about what students would say they
gained from their programs. The following are the responses to the question; What would
students say about 15 Mile Creek?


Fun, enjoyment and being safe



Friendships and teamwork
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Environmental knowledge or learning specific to the program



Meeting challenges

This snapshot of the ROSA campuses tells us much about the nature of outdoor
education outcomes in Victorian government outdoor residential schools. It is evident that
the expert teachers at the ROSA schools feel that social relationships and in general the
outdoor education learning domain of Group Cohesion, which consists of building social
relationships, developing group co-operation and improving student and staff
relationships, was the most important outdoor education outcome at their campuses.
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Appendix D. Framework for Improving Student Outcomes (FISO)

385

Appendix E. Outdoor School Curriculum
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Appendix F. Outdoor School Pedagogical Approach

Outdoor School Teaching Model
TECHNIQUE

PRIOR TO
STUDENT
CONTACT

Positive
Relationships

PRE
CONTENT
DELIVERY

CONTENT
DELIVERY





REFLECTION

POST
STUDENT
CONTACT



Protocols for
Teaching







Knowledge of
Content









How Students
Learn







Explicit
Teaching







High
Expectations







Feedback and
Delivery









TECHNIQUE - UPACKED
Positive Relationships – Passionate, enthusiastic and learner focused teachers believe
every student can learn and accounts for the context that the student brings to the
learning environment
Protocols for Teaching – Teachers will establish effective classroom routines that
enable learning intentions to be clearly understood and reflected upon at the end of the
lesson. Teachers will ensure that purposeful practice time is provided and student
learning will occur within a cooperative group context.
Knowledge of Content – Through a deep understanding of curriculum content teachers
will provide distinct learning pathways with engaging, open ended enquiry based tasks.
How Students Learn – Teachers to link previous student knowledge to new learning
using techniques such as reciprocal teaching and self-verbalisation. Students will learn
how to apply their learning to a range of situations which will lead to independence.
Explicit Teaching – Using strategies of modelling, high level questioning, ordered
sequencing of learning activities at the appropriate pace to develop a structured
learning environment. The teaching will be based on a firm foundation of factual
knowledge.
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High Expectations – Teachers to set challenging yet attainable goals with students
where tasks match to pre-existing understandings (Zone of Proximal Development).
Combine this with the ongoing use of student data to inform the next stages of learning
by setting differentiated and targeted learning tasks.
Feedback and Delivery – Teacher is to provide feedback that is explicit, timely,
relevant, personalised, related to the learning intention, task or process. Feedback will
aimed at both what is to be understood and what is actually understood whilst being
used as an assessment
TECHNIQUE – EFFECT SIZE
Positive Relationships – Teacher/student relationships (0.72), Prior Achievement
(0.67) , Self-Reporting Grades (1.44).
Protocols for Teaching– Classroom Management (0.52), Classroom Cohesion (0.53),
Home Environment (0.57).
Knowledge of Content – Nil.
How Students Learn – Teaching Strategies (0.60), Direct Instruction (0.59), Not
Labelling Students (0.61), Peer Influences (0.53).
Explicit Teaching – Teacher Clarity (0.75), Meta Cognitive Strategies (0.69).
High Expectations – Learning Intentions (Goals) (0.57), Success Criteria (Mastery)
(0.58), Concept Mapping (0.57).
Feedback and Delivery – Micro Teaching (0.88), Providing Formative Evaluation
(0.90), Feedback (0.73).
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Appendix G. Outdoor School Assessment Schedule for the Future Maker
Program
Capability

Assessment
Tool
Describe the
tool.

Typ
e
As,
Of,
For

Personal,
Social, Critical
and Creative
Thinking,
Outdoor
Experience,
Nature and
Culture and
Future
Thinking

Concept
Mapping

For,
As,
Of

Personal and
Social

Life
Effectiveness
Questionnaire

For,
As,
Of

Personal,
Social, Critical
and Creative
Thinking,
Outdoor
Experience,
Nature and
Culture and
Future
Thinking

Critical
Friend
Peer
assessment of
students.
Focuses on
feedback for
individuals
based on
structured
questions. Can
also assess
students on the
quality of
feedback they
have given.

For,
As,
Of

Context
When is this
tool likely to
be used
within a
program?
What
activities
will this tool
suit?
Completed
at the
beginning
and end of
program to
show
growth and
change

Who
Teacher
,
Student,
Peer or
Visiting
Teacher

Judgement
How will
evidence be
gathered
and
evaluated

Resources

Teacher
led

IPad
O:\Curriculu
m\Bogong
Curriculum\T
eaching &
Learning
Plans

Completed
at the
beginning
and end of
program to
show
growth and
change. T3
to be
completed
at 6 months
after
program.
Can be
completed
in middle of
program,
but more
often at end
of program.

Teacher
led

Gathered
Student
concept
maps from
before and
after.
Evaluated
Both
quantitative
and
qualitative
data judged
Gathered
LEQ.
Evaluated
quantitative
data judged
to effect size

Gathered
Completed
critical
friend
worksheets.
Teacher oneon-one
conversation
with pairs
responding
to structured
questions.
Evaluated
Critical
friend
comment
and teacher
judgment of
written and
oral work.

Critical
Friend
Worksheet
O:\Curriculu
m\Bogong
Curriculum\T
eaching &
Learning
Plans\Social

Student
and
Peer

What
resources are
required and
where are
they
located?

IPad
O:\Curriculu
m\Bogong
Curriculum\T
eaching &
Learning
Plans

392

Appendix H. Future Maker Progression Points

Personal Capability
Recognition and Expression of Emotions
10. Students reflect critically on their emotional responses to challenging situations in a wide range of
9.
8.
7.
6.

contexts.
Students reflect on their emotional responses to a challenging situation.

Students reflect on the influence of emotions on behaviour, learning and relationships.
Students demonstrate different ways to express emotions and the relationship between emotions and
behaviour.
Students describe different ways to express emotions and the relationship between emotions and
behaviour.

Development of Resilience
Part A – Applying Resilience Attributes and Strategies
10. Students demonstrate persistence, motivation, initiative and decision making though completion of
9.
8.
7.
6.

challenging tasks.
Students demonstrate some persistence, motivation, initiative and decision making through
completion of challenging tasks.
Students use feedback to identify their achievements and prioritise areas for improvement. They
initiate and undertake some tasks independently, within negotiated time frames and use criteria to
review their work.
Students apply their personal qualities and strengths to achieve a successful outcome. They initiate
and undertake some extended tasks independently, within a negotiated time frame.
Students describe the influence that personal qualities and strengths have on achieving success. They
undertake an extended task independently and describe task progress.

Part B – Thinking on Resilience Attributes and Strategies
10. Students evaluate personal characteristics, strategies and sources of support used to cope with
9
8.
7.
6.

stressful situations/life challenges.
Students reflect on multiple strategies to cope with difficult situations and are able to justify their
choice of strategy demonstrating knowledge of resilience and adaptability.
Students reflect on a strategy to cope with a difficult situation and are able to justify their choice of
strategy demonstrating knowledge of resilience and adaptability.
Students identify and describe multiple personal attributes important in developing resilience.
Students identify and describe a personal attribute important in developing resilience.

393

Social Capability
Appreciation of Diversity and Understanding of Relationships
Part A - Diversity
10. Students analyse the effects of actions that repress human rights and limit the expression of diverse
9.
8.
7.
6.

views.
Students demonstrate their value of diversity and promote human rights in the community. They
demonstrate an understanding of the values and beliefs of different groups in society.
Students explain the impact of valuing diversity and promoting human rights in the community. They
explore the values and beliefs of different groups in society.
Students explore the value of diversity and promoting human rights. They explore the values and
beliefs of different groups in society.
Students recognise and appreciate the uniqueness of all people. They are able to explain how
individual, social and cultural differences may increase vulnerability to stereotypes.

Part B - Relationships
10. Students analyse factors that influence different types of relationships.
9. Students explain indicators of respectful relationships in a range of social and work-related situations.
8. Students identify indicators of respectful relationships in a range of social and work-related situations.
7. Students explain characteristics of respectful relationships.
6. Students identify characteristics of respectful relationships.

Collaboration
Part A – Working in Teams
10. Students critique their ability to devise and enact strategies for working in diverse teams, drawing on
9.
8.
7.
6.

the skills and contributions of team members to complete complex tasks. They develop and apply
criteria to evaluate the outcomes of group tasks and make recommendations for improvements.
Students demonstrate then explain the extent to which individual roles and responsibilities enhance
group cohesion and the achievement of personal and group objectives.
Students explain the extent to which individual roles and responsibilities enhance group cohesion and
the achievement of personal and group objectives.
Students actively contribute to groups and teams, regularly suggesting improvements for methods
used in group projects and investigations.
Students contribute to groups and teams suggesting improvements for methods used in group
projects and investigations.

Part B – Conflict Resolution
10. Students generate, apply and evaluate strategies to prevent and resolve conflicts in a range of
9.
8.
7.
6.

contexts.
Students generate and apply strategies to prevent and resolve conflicts in a range of contexts.

Students assess the appropriateness of various strategies to avoid or resolve conflict in a range of
situations.
Students explain the appropriateness of various strategies to avoid or resolve conflict in a range of
situations.
Students identify causes and effects of conflict and explain different strategies to diffuse or resolve
conflict situations.
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Critical and Creative Thinking Capability
Questions and Possibilities
Part A - Questions
10. Students construct and evaluate questions, including their own, for their effectiveness.
9. Students construct effective questioning sequences. They can pull apart questioning sequences and
8.
7.
6.

consider alternative approaches.
Students prioritise the key elements of a question and justify their selection.

Students use questioning as a way to both focus and expand their thinking in order to explore further
possibilities or ideas.
Students apply questioning as a tool to focus or expand thinking.

Part B - Solutions

10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students demonstrate a willingness to shift their perspective when generating ideas, resulting in new
ways of perceiving solutions.
Students demonstrate flexibility in their thinking by using a large range of strategies in different
contexts to develop solutions.
Students demonstrate flexibility in their thinking by using a strategy to change the intended purpose
of previously used ideas or solutions to meet needs in new contexts.
Students use a range of appropriate techniques to copy, borrow and compare aspects of multiple
solutions.
Students use appropriate techniques to copy, borrow and compare aspects of existing solutions.

Reasoning
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students structure complex valid arguments.
Students pull apart different aspects of an argument, consider alternative responses to the argument
and justify these.
Students explain different ways to settle matters of fact and matters of value and issues concerned
with these.
Students analyse all aspects of an issue and make justifications for their argument.
Students distinguish between valid and sound arguments and between deductive and inductive
reasoning.

Meta-Cognition
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students identify, articulate and reflect on their own and others thinking processes. They use,
monitor, evaluate and redirect as necessary a range of learning strategies.
Students identify and articulate their own and others thinking processes. They regulate and monitor
their own learning through a range of strategies.
Students use a range of strategies to represent ideas and explain and justify thinking processes to
others. They evaluate the effectiveness of a range of learning strategies and select strategies that best
meet the requirements of a task.
Students articulate and apply a range of learning strategies, including constructing analogies,
visualising ideas, summarising and paraphrasing information.
Students represent thinking processes using visual models and language. They practice and apply
learning strategies, including constructing analogies, visualising ideas, summarising and paraphrasing
information.
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Outdoor Experience Capability
Skills
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students develop and analyse technical skills and knowledge allowing them to engage in outdoor
activities safely with a high level of comfort.
Students develop, apply technical skills and knowledge allowing them to engage in outdoor activities
safely with some level of comfort.
Students identify and apply skills that are required for safe participation in a range of outdoor
activities.
With assistance, students identify and apply skills that are required for a range of outdoor activities.
With assistance, students identify some skills that are required for a range of outdoor activities.

Wellbeing
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students identify and explain the link between different ways of experiencing the outdoors and a
person’s physical, psychological and social wellbeing.
Students can identify the different ways they have experienced the outdoors and the positive impact
this had on them.
Students can identify a way of experiencing the outdoors and the positive impact this has on them.
Students can enjoy the outdoors and identify its impact upon their wellbeing in the moment.
Students can enjoy being in the outdoors.

Connection
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students analyse their own connection to the outdoor environment and how this may vary between
places. They also demonstrate an understanding of how other people’s connections to outdoor
environments vary.
Students describe moments where they felt connected to the environment. They reflect on
similarities and differences between personal connections in the alps and in their home
environments.
Students define aspects of the natural environment that they connect with.
Students identify aspects of the natural environment in which they are comfortable and seek pleasure
in.
Students seek pleasure in the natural environment.
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Nature and Culture Capability
Biological and earth Sciences
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students analyse how biological systems function and respond to external changes with reference to
the interdependencies between individual components, energy transfers and flows of matter. They
describe and analyse interactions and cycles within and between Earth’s spheres.
Students understand how biological systems function and respond to external changes. They identify
and interpret interactions and cycles within and between Earth’s spheres.
Students identify and classify living things. They predict the effect of environmental changes on
feeding relationships between organisms in a food web.
Students analyse the effect of environmental changes on individual living things.
Students analyse how structural and behavioural adaptations of living things enhance their survival,
and predict and describe the effect of environmental changes on individual living things.

Historical Knowledge
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students analyse the causes and effects of events and developments and explain their significance.
Students analyse the causes and effects of events and developments and recognise their significance.
Students analyse the causes and effects of events and developments.
Students summarise the causes and effects of events and developments.
Students compare the different experiences and perspectives of people in the past.

Environmental Change and Management
10. Students predict changes in the characteristics of places over time and identify implications of change
9.
8.
7.
6.

for the future.
Students understand changes in the characteristics of places over time and recognise implications of
change for the future.
Students explain processes that influence the characteristics of places.
Students analyse characteristics of places from local to global scales.
Students describe and explain characteristics of places from local to global scales.
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Future Thinking Capability
Understanding Concepts
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students identify and explain ethical concepts, including fairness, equality, respect and tolerance.
They analyse a range of ethical problems.
Students examine the different perspectives of a range of ethical problems.
Students explain different ways ethical concepts are represented.
Students identify different ways ethical concepts are shown.
Students evaluate the meaning of ethical concepts.

Decision Making and Actions
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students explain how different factors involved in ethical decision-making can be managed.
Students identify how different factors involved in ethical decision-making can be managed.
Students analyse the role of context and experience in ethical decision-making and action.
Students explain the role of context and experience in ethical decision-making and action.
Students evaluate the meaning of ethical concepts.

Environmental Change and Management
10.

9.
8.
7.
6.

Students predict changes in the characteristics of places over time and identify implications of change
for the future. Students evaluate alternative views on a geographical challenge and alternative
strategies to address this challenge, using environmental, social and economic criteria, explaining the
predicted outcomes and further consequences and drawing a reasoned conclusion.
Students predict changes in the characteristics of places over time. Students analyse alternative
views on a geographical challenge and strategies to address this challenge.
Students explain processes that influence the characteristics of places. Students compare strategies
for a geographical challenge, taking into account a range of factors and predict the likely outcomes.
Students identify processes that influence characteristics of places. Students identify strategies for a
geographical challenge, taking into account a range of factors.
Students describe and explain characteristics of places. Students identify and compare responses to a
geographical challenge, describing the expected effects on different groups.

Contributing to Healthy and Active Communities
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.

Students compare and contrast a range of actions that could be undertaken to develop their
preferred future and enhance their own and others’ health, safety and wellbeing.
Students develop their preferred future and enhance their own and others’ health, safety and
wellbeing.
Students justify actions that promote their own and others’ health, safety and wellbeing at home, at
school and in the community
Students analyse strategies to enhance their own and others’ health, safety and wellbeing at home, at
school and in the community.
Students explain and apply strategies to enhance their own and others’ health, safety and wellbeing
at home, at school and in the community.
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Appendix I. Future Maker: Example of Report
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Appendix J. Ethics Application – Victorian Department of Education

Application to Conduct Research in Victorian Government
Schools and/or Early Childhood Settings
Instructions to applicants:
 This application form is for researchers seeking approval to approach Victorian government
schools and/or early childhood settings to conduct a research project, and/or who wish to
access data sets owned or managed by the Department of Education and Training (DET).
 For researchers seeking approval to conduct research in schools and/or early childhood
settings, please refer to the Guidelines for conducting research in Victorian government
schools and early childhood settings.
 Please complete ALL questions. You may use the spaces provided and/or attach additional
pages as necessary.
 Please double click to check
all relevant boxes.

Section 1: General details
Research category
 Select the category of research
 Indicate whether or not access to Department-owned data is required
a)

Research in schools

b)

Research in early childhood settings

c)

Research in both schools and early
childhood settings

Is access to Department-owned data required
for the project indicated in the above research
categories?

Details of
Performance and
Evaluation Division
contact

d)

Complete form and submit according to
instructions under Submitting Application

Yes

If yes, before submitting this application,
please contact Performance and Evaluation
Division by telephone: +61 3 9637 2707 or
email: research@edumail.vic.gov.au
Please complete the form and submit
according to instructions under Submitting
Application

Name:
Discussion level:

Access to Department-owned data ONLY

Please contact Performance and Evaluation
Division by telephone: +61 3 9637 2707 or
email: research@edumail.vic.gov.au
Submit application according to instructions
under Submitting Application

Research Project title (max. 50 words)
Building social capital through the delivery of education at Victorian state government schools.
Keywords (select one to three from the Attached List)

1. Student outcomes

2. Educational research

3. Outdoor Education

Details of principal researcher
 If a student researcher, please include your supervisor as the associate researcher.

Title:

Mr

Name:

Faculty/ Department:

Anthony (Tony) Keeble

Qualification(s):
1.Bachelor of Arts
2.Graduate Diploma in
Education
3.Masters in Environmental
Education

School of Health Sciences
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Organisation/ University:
Postal Address:

Federation University

PO Box 109, Tawonga, 3697

Phone
:

0417541732

Mobile
:

Email:

keeble.anthony.j@edumail.vic.gov.au

0417541732

Details of associate researcher
Title:

DR

Name:

Faculty/ Department:
Organisation/ University:
Postal Address:

PhD

School of Health Sciences
Federation University

79 Marnie Rd, Kennington, Vic.

Phone
:
Email:

Qualification(s):

Peter Martin

Mobile
:

0409394383

peter.martin@ballarat.edu.au

 If there are more than two researchers, please list their names only.
Name:
Name:

Details of main contact person
 Please nominate one person to be the main contact person if any communication is
required about this application.

As above Principal Researcher

As above Associate Researcher

Other contact person – provide details below
Name:
Mobile
:

Phone:
Email:
Postal
Address:

Type of application
Student:

Multi-centre:

Other:

If Student, please specify degree being sought:
Doctor of Philosophy (PhD)

Local government:

Non-government:

Academic:

Commercial:

If Other, please specify:
I am also a fulltime employee of DET.
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Estimated timeline
 Please provide proposed commencement and completion dates (dd/mm/yyyy) for data
collection, analysis and reporting.

Data collection:
Analysis:
Reporting:

Start

Finish

2017 February
2017 October
2018 September

2017 December
2019 March
2019 March

Details of DET contact
Has DET commissioned this project?


Yes

No

For projects commissioned by DET, provide information about the Branch/Division,
funding and contact person.



Branch/Division:
Total DET funding:
DET contact person:

Please provide the details of any other personnel within DET with whom you have
discussed your proposal. Briefly describe the level of discussion. Contact with DET
personnel is an optional recommendation.



Name:
Branch/Division:
Discussion level:

Other funding arrangements for the project


Please provide information about funding sources; e.g. funded by a State Department
(other than DET), Federal Government Department, ARC etc.

Self-funded project.
Previous related research
 Have you previously applied to conduct this or similar research in Victorian
Government schools or early childhood settings?

Yes

No

If Yes, state title, where and when:
Departmental reference number:

Section 2: Benefit and value


In this section describe how the project will benefit the Department, its clients, staff or
schools and the contribution it will make to the education, health, safety and/or
welfare of children.

Aim and research question(s)
 Express the aim of the project by listing up to three research questions it seeks to
answer.

The fundamental aim of this research is to:
Explore and investigate the potential link between practices of outdoor education and the
development of social capital indicators.
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Research Questions:
Primary Question.
•
Does participating in an outdoor education program facilitate a change in social
capital
outcomes?
Secondary Questions.
•
Does the Future Maker program develop the leadership, relationship, group
processing,
networking and communication elements of social capital after the 12 day Future
maker
program?
•
Do the elements of social capital continue to develop or decline in the same
cohort over a
6 month period?
(no more than 100 words)

Background and rationale
 Outline the background, rationale and objectives of the project.

This research plans to establish if an outdoor education curriculum delivered and embedded
into several Victorian state government schools has a positive effect on developing social
capital within a Year 9 cohort. This PhD will be by publication and will be accomplished through
a mixed method approach to research design. The research findings and publications of this
PhD will contribute to the knowledge of the interdisciplinary nature of education and specifically
outdoor education. With only two published papers examining the role of outdoor education in
building social capital, the findings of this research have the potential to add to the development
of education policy for the Victorian government.
(no more than 100 words)

Project outcomes
 What benefits to the school(s), early childhood services, educators,

parents/guardians, children, or educational community, if any, will result?

 What educational or developmental impacts, if any, will result?

The research aims to show the effect Outdoor Education has on the social capital indicators of:
Leadership
Communication
Group Processing Skills
Networking
Relationship Skills
By showing effect on the personal and social capabilities of the Victorian Curriculum it is hoped
that this study will inform teacher practice and DET policy. By doing so, it is hoped that the
benefit of this research will be to improve student outcomes in social capital indicators
(mentioned above) when schools offer and run outdoor education curriculum and outcomes.
(no more than 100 words)

Alignment to DET corporate priorities
 The research findings have the potential to improve educational outcomes in areas of
strategic importance to the Department, including:
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learner wellbeing, engagement, aspirations and/or achievement
social equity, education access and/or educational transitions
the quality and status of the teaching profession
the quality of educational leadership

 If the project does not align to one of these four corporate priorities, please provide a
brief description below.

Other:

Outputs
 List the planned products of the project. Consider what can be fed back to the school,
centre, community or DET. For example, e.g. evaluation or research report, journal
article, media publicity, information kit, conference or school presentation;
professional development program, thesis, other (provide detail).

Results from this research will:
1. Be published in national and international peer reviewed papers.
2. Will be presented on international stages through conferences and key notes.
3. Will inform teacher practice locally, domestically and internationally around the delivery
of outdoor education.
4. Will inform public policy around education outdoors.
5. Will be used to develop teacher PD on outdoor education and education in general.
6. Will improve student outcomes in community building.
7. Results will be made available to all schools.
(no more than 50 words)

Approval by a Human Research Ethics Committee
 Researchers are reminded that any proposal which is more than ‘low risk’ as defined

by the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research requires an HREC
review.
 Please advise if you have lodged an application to conduct this research with a
formally constituted HREC, and the status of the application.
 If the HREC requests amendments please provide DET with details.
Application submitted (please select):

Yes

No

If No, please explain why you have not sought HREC approval for your project. Demonstration of the
National Statement guidelines on Ethical Conduct is advised:

Federation University HREC approval documentation submitted with paperwork.
(no more than 50 words)
Status of application (please
select):

Approved

In progress

Not approved

Section 3: Methodology
In this section, please provide a detailed description of the strategy you will use to answer
your research questions including:
 sampling strategies and recruitment process
 instruments for data collection
 procedures for data collection and the impact they will have on sites
 techniques for data analysis

1.

Sampling strategies
 Please explain how you will select schools, centres and participant groups
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This research will only select schools that attend the Outdoor School. Schools that attend the
Outdoor School do so on a voluntary basis. As the Future Maker Program is targeted towards
Year 9 students, only schools that bring Year 9 students will be involved in the research.
Principals of schools who voluntary attend will receive a letter of offer to have their schools
partake in the research. Once signed consent has been gained by the Principal, students,
parents/guardians and DET participating staff will be sent Plain Language Information
Statements (PLIS) and consent forms. Only students and staff who return a signed consent
form will participate in the research.
(no more than 50 words)

Participant details
Number of participants:

About 500 students
will be asked to
participate

Active participants (please select)
Principals/Directors
Teachers/Staff

Number of
schools/sites/centres:
Parents/Guardians

11 schools

Students/Children

Age groups of students/children actively participating (please select)
0<5 years

5<11 years

11<15 years

15+ years

Other:

Department regions from which sample will be drawn (please select)
North-Eastern Victoria
South-Eastern Victoria
North-Western Victoria

2.

South-Western Victoria

Recruitment process
 Please describe how you will recruit potential participants (including administrative
details).

As discussed above, only schools that participate in the Future Maker Program or other outdoor
education program at Outdoor School will be recruited. Once ethics approval has been gained
from DET and Federation University, Principals from the11 schools will be formally contacted
and sent information about the research. Once consent has been granted from the Principals,
students attending Outdoor School program will then have a consent form that will be required
to be signed by parents and returned.
In regards to recruiting students for the research. Only students in the11 schools whose
Principal agree to the research will be sent a letter detailing the research and a consent form
sent home for parents to read and sign. Once signed forms are returned the student’s data will
be considered part of the research.
Students whose parents do not give them permission to undertake the research will still be able
to access the program. No student will be discriminated from participation in the educational
process.
(no more than 50 words)

3.

Methods of data collection
 List and provide detail the method or approach you will use to collect data or

information, e.g. action research, case studies, drill-down, evaluation, feasibility
study, focus groups, interviews, longitudinal study, market research, observation,
pilot study, qualitative, quantitative, questionnaires, secondary data analysis,
surveys, trials, video, other.

405

This research is using mixed methodological approaches.
It will use a quantitative gathered data and a qualitative interview process.
Outdoor school delivers an assessment schedule and this research will be asking permission to
access the data from Outdoor School. Specifically it will ask to access the Life Effectiveness
Questionnaire (LEQ) that the students fill out. This research will use the data from these
surveys that are already used for assessment purposes.
Then four randomly selected students and one pre-selected DET staff will be interviewed using
semi-structured interview techniques. These interviews will happen four weeks after the
program in the home school.
(no more than 100 words)

4.

Instruments for data collection
 List the instruments you will use and a brief description. Note: copies of the actual
instruments must be attached.

No Quantitative instrument is being used for this research. However, the research will use the
data from a qualitative survey (the LEQ) that is already used at the school.
The Qualitative Instrument to be used is:


Semi-structured Interviews (example attached).

The process for the research is to gain the LEQ data and then from this data form questions
based on the data. Thus I have given an example of the semi structured interviews as the
content may be different from school to school depending on the quantitative data. The process
will be the same, the content may change depending on survey data from the LEQ.
(no more than 100 words)

5.

Impact on sites
 Please indicate the activities staff, teachers, students, children and parents/guardians
will participate in.

 Use one line for each activity and add extra rows as needed.
a) Participants in each school/centre
Type of activity
(e.g. survey,
interview, video,
observation)

Participants at
each site
(number & type,
e.g. 50 Year 10
students, 15
children, 2
teachers)

Quantitative
Data collection
Semi structured
interviews

Amount of time
activity will take
(e.g. 30 minutes)

When activity
will take place
(e.g. in class time,
Term 1 2009,
during health
check-up)

Participation
strategy
(e.g. whole class,
students
withdrawn, in
waiting room)

No students
required

NA

NA

NA

4 students from
each school
1 teacher from
each school

30 to 40 minutes

Lunch time or
before or after
school.
Whatever time of
the day it suits
the school.

Interviews to be
held in
comfortable and
familiar
surrounds on the
school grounds.

b) Administrative and other support expected from each site
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Administrative activity or
other support required (e.g.
distribute and collect consent
forms, administer survey)

Personnel to be involved

Amount of time
administrative activity will
take

Collection of Data.

Researcher

Minimal. Researcher’s time.

Administrate Semi formal
Interviews.

Researcher, staff and
students.

Researcher – 1 hour
Staff – 30 to 40 minutes
Students – 30 to 40 minutes

6.

Procedure for obtaining informed consent
 Describe the procedure for obtaining consent of participants and when necessary,
from parents or guardians for their children.

Once Principals have signed and agreed to the research, all year 9 students and participating
DET staff that attend Outdoor School and are participating in the research are sent a Plain
Language Information Form and a consent form. The consent forms will need to be signed by
parents/guardians for students and participating DET staff will need to sign their consent forms.
Normal protocols of consent forms in schools to occur. Consent forms will be sent back to the
home school then sent to the researcher. A database of students who are participating and not
participating in the research will be established using numbers to establish identification. This
will be kept in a safe location (the Principals locked filing cabinet).
(no more than 100 words)

7.

Protection from harm: intrusive or sensitive issues
 Provide detail on any questions or issues with the potential to be intrusive, upsetting
or incriminating to participants.

In the proposed research, there are NO foreseeable questions or issues that have the potential
to be intrusive, upsetting or incriminating to participants.
(no more than 100 words)

8.

Additional support available
 Outline the additional support available to participants in the event of any disturbance
resulting from intrusive questions or issues.

As the research will be conducted on the school property, student wellbeing officers and
school staff will be used for support should any student become distressed from any
questions or the process.
(no more than 100 words)

Section 4: Access to Department-owned data
 If you do not wish to access existing data owned or managed by the Department,
please go to Q27.

9.

Which data source do you wish to access?
 Department-owned data is classified and held at school and departmental levels.

Before completing this section, it is highly recommended that you speak to the
Performance and Evaluation Division regarding your data requirements and access
processes.
 A list of data sources is available on the Submitting Application page.

I won’t be accessing the DET owned data for this research.
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(no more than 100 words)

10.

Which variables within the data source do you wish to access?

(no more than 100 words)

11.

Are there any other specific requirements?

No.
(no more than 100 words)

12.

Techniques for data analysis
 Describe how you will analyse your data to answer the research questions.

This research will be employing two research methods in its mixed method approach.
The first method is quantitative and the researcher will be accessing data from school based
assessment from the LEQ survey.
Data from the LEQ will be put into an auto calculation spreadsheet and then a SSPS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences) will be used to generate syntax files that will give a score on
the areas of dimension that are being researched.
The second method is qualitative and will be in the form of a semi-formal interview. Notes from
the interview will be put into an online tool, NVIVO, and data will come through this process.
Then a manual triangulation of data will be used to construct the final conclusions to the
research questions.
(no more than 100 words)

13.

Strategies to maintain confidentiality
 Outline how you will ensure the confidentiality of information provided and protect the
anonymity of participants and sites in relation to:
o data collection and storage
o publication/reporting of results.
 If applicable, describe and justify any limitations to confidentiality and anonymity.

Confidentiality of participants will be treated with the same protocols used in schools.
Students who participate in the research will all be assigned a number and a master copy of
this spreadsheet will be kept in the Principals office at Outdoor School in a locked cabinet.
No student names will be used in the reporting of the research and the research findings. If
student quotes are used, students will be given a pseudonym to protect their anonymity.
There are no foreseeable limitations to confidentiality and anonymity.
(no more than 100 words)
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Research Agreement
Double click check boxes for marking. Electronic signatures are acceptable.

Privacy
The Department of Education and Training (DET) is committed to protecting the privacy of
personal and health information.
The researcher(s) acknowledge and agree to be bound by the Information
Privacy Principles under the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014 (Vic.), and the Health
Records Act 2001 (Vic.).
The researcher(s) agree to maintain confidentiality of information in
accordance with these principles and obtain consent from participating teachers/staff and from
parents/guardians for participating students/children.

Insurance
DET must ensure any research activity does not expose students/children, parents/guardians,
staff or the Department to any unreasonable risk.
The researcher(s) (or their institution or employer) hold public liability and,
where appropriate, workers compensation insurance for the term of the research project.

DET laws, policies and procedures
The researcher(s) agree to
abide by all DET laws, policies and procedures relating to the delivery of educational programs.

Reports of completed research
As principal researcher, I agree:
to provide DET with a concise
2-3 page electronic summary report and its key findings;
to provide a report to the participating school(s)/centre(s) in a format agreed to by the
principal(s)/head(s) of those participating;
to acknowledge the support of the Department of Education and Training in any
publications arising from the research; and
to provide DET with the opportunity to provide comment on any materials generated
from the research prior to formal publication. It is expected that if there are any differences of
opinion related to the research outcomes between the Department and me, that these
differences will be acknowledged in any publications, presentations and public forums.
I agree to the publication of the 2-3 page summary in the DET Research and Evaluation
Register on the Victorian Department of Education and Training website, which is accessible
and viewable by the public.
Please note: if DET has commissioned this project, the responsible Branch/Division must
approve the publication of any material on the Department’s Research and Evaluation Register.
The researcher(s) declare the information provided in this application to conduct research in
schools and/or early childhood settings to be true and correct.

Signature (Principal Researcher)
Date: 10/10/2016

Signature (Associate Researcher)

Date: 10/10/2016

(Include other signatures only as required)
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Submitting the Application
Retur
n to Q1
Applications will not be considered complete unless accompanied by all required supporting
documents as outlined in the checklist. This checklist must be submitted as cover sheet.
1. Sending electronically (hard copies do not need to follow)
 Electronic Word versions of the application form and attachments are preferred to enable
accurate transfer of information into DET tracking and register formats. PDFs with an enabled
copy function are acceptable. Do not send images (e.g. jpgs) or protected documents.
 Only send documents as outlined in the checklist. DO NOT SEND copies of an ethics
application that has been submitted to a university ethics committee.
 Please ensure the Research Agreement is completed and signed (electronic signatures
acceptable).
 For all research proposals in schools and/or early childhood settings, with or without access to
Department-owned data, please submit your application to: research@edumail.vic.gov.au
 For proposals only requiring access to data owned or managed by the Department,
please submit your application to: research@edumail.vic.gov.au
2. Sending by mail (not required if sent electronically)
For research in schools and/or early childhood settings
return form to:

Performance and Evaluation Division
Strategy and Review Group

Data Sources Available

Department of Education and Training



GPO Box 4367



Melbourne 3001
For research only requiring access to data
owned
or managed by the Department return
Enquiries:
form to:
Mailbox: research@edumail.vic.gov.au
Performance and Evaluation Division
Strategy and Review Group
Department of Education and Training
GPO Box 4367
Melbourne 3001













Return to Q25

Victorian Child Health and Wellbeing
Survey
Local Level Child Health and Wellbeing
Survey
Adolescent Health and Wellbeing Survey
Aboriginal Child Health and Wellbeing
Survey
Maternal and Child Health Services
Database
School Entrant Health Questionnaire
Student participation
Student retention
Student transition/destination (On Track)
Student
Attainment/Achievement/Attitudes
School Performance data
Workforce data
School Nursing data

Enquiries:
Mailbox: research@edumail.vic.gov.au
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Appendix K. Letter to School Principals.

Tony Keeble
PO Box 109
Tawonga
3697
0417541732
To ……….
Address
School

FUTURE MAKER SCHOOLS

Dear …………,
I am a PhD student from Federation University Australia and I am currently undertaking
research under the supervision of the Principal Researcher Dr Peter Martin. I am also the
Principal of Outdoor School, a Department of Education School.
Your school is participating in the Future Maker program at our school. Your year 9
students will be participating this year. As part of the program these students will be
attending Outdoor School for 12 days.
The purpose of this email is to seek approval from you, to invite these students to take
part in a research project titled ‘Building Social Capital through the Delivery of Education
in Victorian state government schools’.
As is required by Federation University and the Department of Education (DET), I have
made ethic applications for approval to the Federation University Human Research Ethics
Committee (HREC) and the DET research committee. Both applications have been
successful.
With your approval, the students participating in the Future Makers program at Outdoor
School will be invited to participate in an anonymous and voluntary semi-formal
interview. The interview will take place at your school at a venue of your choosing that is
familiar with the students and staff. There will be only one semi-formal interview
conducted and will include four randomly selected students and your Future Maker
supervising staff member. The interview will take around 30 to 40 minutes. The timing of
the interviews will be decided by your supervising staff member.
As well, I will be using the data collected from our staff through the Life Effectiveness
Questionnaire (LEQ). This Questionnaire is used by Outdoor School as a Post and Pre tool
to measure the capabilities of personal and social. The data used in this research will be
at the cohort level and no student names are identified.
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The aim of this research is to explore and investigate the potential link between practices
of outdoor education and the development of social capital indicators. More specifically,
the research will determine the effect size of the Future Maker program in the areas of
communication, relationship skills, group processing skills, networking skills and
leadership skills.
Participation in the semi-formal interviews will be entirely voluntary and will require
written consent from the parents of the students invited, and the students themselves. It
will also be made very clear to the students and parents that students can withdraw from
the study at any time should they wish to do so.
Students, staff and parents would be informed of the research through me attending
your school and discussing the study with the students then distributing three Plain
Language Information Statements (PLIS), one for students, one for teaching staff at your
school and one for parents. Also included would be a consent form for both the parents
and the students.
Before I can proceed with this research I am required to have an approval letter, on your
school letterhead, signed by you. To facilitate this process, I have attached the text of a
possible approval letter that could be pasted onto your school letterhead and returned
to me. Of course if you have any questions or would like to make any amendments
please don’t hesitate to contact me via email at keeble.anthony.j@edumail.vic.gov.au or
on my mobile, 0417541732.
You are also most welcome to contact my research supervisor Dr Peter Martin on
0409394383 or email peter.martin@ballarat.edu.au if you have any queries.
Thank you for taking the time to consider this request.
Yours Sincerely,

Tony Keeble
PhD Candidate
Federation University
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Appendix L. Plain Language and Information Statements

SCHOOL OF Health Sciences

DET Staff
PROJECT TITLE:

The role of education in the development of social
capital at Victorian state government schools.

PRINCIPAL RESEARCHER:

Peter Martin

OTHER/STUDENT RESEARCHERS:

Tony Keeble

Dear DET Staff
My name is Dr. Peter Martin and I would like to invite you on behalf of Tony Keeble to participate in a
research study as part of Federation University Australia. Tony Keeble, one of the researchers in this study,
is completing a PhD under the supervision of myself, Dr. Peter Martin.
You have been selected because you are participating in the Future Makers program at Outdoor School as
a staff member from your school. Please read this information carefully before deciding whether or not
you would like to take part and feel free to ask questions if you have them.
What Is The Research?
During your time at Outdoor School you will participate in a 12-day program called the ‘Future Maker’.
The aim of this research is to see how much students learn in the areas of:
1.Communication skills

2.Relationship skills

4.Networking skills

5.Leadership skills

3.Group processing skills

How Will You Be Involved?
If you agree to take part in this study, you may be asked to participate in an interview after the program.
The interview will take place at your school and will include Tony Keeble and the other teachers at your
school who participated in the Future Maker program. You will be asked to partake in a semi-formal
interview that will last about 30 minutes. You will be asked questions around the outcomes of the
program.
Timeline For Participation
Your involvement in this study starts when you begin the Future Maker Program and finishes once the
semi-formal interviews are conducted. This will be a 6-week timeline.
Why Are You Being Asked to be Involved?
Your input to the semi-formal interviews will provide data that can be triangulated with the student data
and interviews that are being used as part of this research. Your expert knowledge and understanding of
student learning will greatly add and validate student data.
Confidentiality
To ensure confidentiality your name will not be used when collecting data from the interviews. The
interviews will be sound recorded on a digital recording device. If names are used in interviews they will
be give fictitious names to ensure privacy. Upon completion of the interviews, the transcript will be
analysed to determine any particular themes. Access to this data overall will be given only to Tony Keeble,
the Principal Researcher Dr. Peter Martin and co-supervisor Dr. James Neill. Upon completion of the study
the responses and subsequent data will be stored for a period of 5 years before being destroyed.
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Outcomes of the Research
The outcomes of this research will be presented to Outdoor School, the participating schools, other
residential outdoor schools in Victoria, relevant conferences, published in academic journals and
presented to the relevant Department of Education personal.
Are There Any Concerns or Risks?
While this study is very safe and involves little if any risk, you will be asked questions relating to the five
skills being researched. You will be given time to answer the questions during the interview. The answers
you provide will be a reflection of your experience. Should you require any support as a result of this
study, this will be offered to you, where appropriate from the Principal of Outdoor School, a Department
of Education and Training regional network staff with wellbeing and/or welfare expertise.
Can I Choose Not to Participate?
Your involvement in this study is voluntary and if you decide not to participate this is your right. No
explanation is required and this will in no way impact on your relationship with Outdoor School.
Can I Withdraw from the Study?
Should you withdraw from the study you are free to do so at any time. In this event, your participation in
the research will stop immediately and any information obtained so far but not yet examined and will not
be used. Withdrawing from the study, or not completing certain questions will in no way impact on your
relationship with Outdoor School.
Consent
If you agree to take part in this project, you must read, complete and sign the ‘Consent Form’. The consent
form can be emailed to me on the email below, or I will collect it from you when I visit your school.
Thank-you for considering your participation in this study

Dr. Peter Martin

Tony Keeble

Principal Researcher

Student Researcher

Telephone: 0409394383

Telephone: 03 5754 1732

Email: peter.martin@federation.edu.au

Email: keeble.anthony.j@edumail.gov.au

If you have any questions, or you would like further information regarding the project titled ‘The role of
education in the development of social capital at Victorian State Government schools’, please contact
the Principal Researcher, Dr. Peter Martin of the School of Health Sciences:
PH: 0409 394 383
EMAIL: peter.martin@federation.edu.au
Should you (i.e. the participant) have any concerns about the ethical conduct of this research project, please
contact the Federation University Ethics Officers, Research Services, Federation University Australia,
P O Box 663 Mt Helen Vic 3353 or Northways Rd, Churchill Vic 3842.
Telephone: (03) 5327 9765, (03) 5122 6446
Email: research.ethics@federation.edu.au
CRICOS Provider Number 00103D
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SCHOOL OF Health Sciences

Parent
PROJECT TITLE:

The role of Education in the development of social capital at
Victorian State Government schools

PRINCIPAL RESEARCHER:

Peter Martin

OTHER/STUDENT
RESEARCHERS:

Tony Keeble

Dear Parent/Guardian
My name is Dr. Peter Martin and I would like to invite you on behalf of Tony Keeble to participate in a
research study as part of Federation University Australia. Tony Keeble, one of the researchers in this study,
is completing a PhD under the supervision of myself, Dr. Peter Martin.
Your child has been selected because they are participating in the Future Makers program at Outdoor
School as part of their school’s education. Please read this information carefully before deciding whether
or not you would like them to take part and feel free to ask questions if you have them.
What Is The Research?
During your child’s time at Outdoor School they will participate in a 12-day program called the ‘Future
Maker’. The aim of this research is to see how much your child learns in the areas of:
1.Communication skills

2.Relationship skills

4.Networking skills

5.Leadership skills

3.Group processing skills

How Will Your Child Be Involved?
If you agree to your child taking part in this study, they may be asked to participate in an interview with
three other peers. Students will be randomly selected. The interview will ask questions based on the five
skills mentioned above. Not all students will be involved in the research, just the students who are
randomly selected. The interview will take around 30 minutes and will be conducted at your child’s school
during a time of least disruption. The interview will be conducted within 3 or 4 weeks of returning from
the ‘Future Maker” program.
Confidentiality
To ensure confidentiality your child’s name will not be used when collecting data from the interviews. The
interviews will be sound recorded on a digital recording device. If names are used in interviews they will
be substituted with fictitious names to ensure privacy. Upon completion of the interviews, the transcript
will be analysed to determine any particular themes. Access to this data overall will be given only to Tony
Keeble, the Principal Researcher Dr. Peter Martin and co-supervisor Dr. James Neill. Upon completion of
the study the responses and subsequent data will be stored for a period of 5 years before being
destroyed.
Outcomes of the Research
The outcomes of this research will be presented to Outdoor School, the participating schools, other
residential outdoor schools in Victoria, relevant conferences, published in academic journals and
presented to the relevant Department of Education personal.
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Are There Any Concerns or Risks?
While this study is very safe and involves little if any risk, your child may be asked questions relating to the
five skills being researched. They will be given time to answer the questions during the interview. The
answers they provide will be a reflection of their experience. Should your child require any support as a
result of this study, this will be offered to them, where appropriate from the Principal of Outdoor School, a
Department of Education and Training regional network staff with wellbeing and/or welfare expertise, or
Kids Helpline service. Kids Helpline can be accessed on 1800 55 1800.
Can You Choose to Not Have Your Child Participate?
Your child’s involvement in this study is voluntary and if you decide you do not want your child to
participate this is your right. No explanation is required and this will in no way impact on your child’s
relationship with Outdoor School and the teachers.
Can You Withdraw Your Child From the Study Once it Has Commenced?
You can withdraw your child from the study at any time. In this event. If you do this, your child’s
participation in the research will stop immediately and any information obtained so far but not yet
examined and will not be used. Withdrawing your child from the study will in no way impact on your
child’s educational experience.
Consent
If you agree to your child partaking in this project, you must read and complete the ‘Consent Form’ and
ensure you sign and then have your child return it to their school.

Dr. Peter Martin

Tony Keeble

Principal Researcher

Student Researcher

Telephone: 0409394383

Telephone: 03 5754 1732

Email: peter.martin@federation.edu.au

Email: keeble.anthony.j@edumail.gov.au

If you have any questions, or you would like further information regarding the project
titled ‘The role of education in the development of social capital at Victorian State
Government schools’, please contact the Principal Researcher, Dr. Peter Martin of the
School of Health Sciences:
PH: 0409 394 383
EMAIL: peter.martin@federation.edu.au
Should you (i.e. the participant) have any concerns about the ethical conduct of this research project, please
contact the Federation University Ethics Officers, Research Services, Federation University Australia,
P O Box 663 Mt Helen Vic 3353 or Northways Rd, Churchill Vic 3842.
Telephone: (03) 5327 9765, (03) 5122 6446
Email: research.ethics@federation.edu.au
CRICOS Provider Number 00103D
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SCHOOL OF Health Sciences

Student
PROJECT TITLE:

The role of Education in the development of social capital at
Victorian State Government schools

PRINCIPAL RESEARCHER:

Peter Martin

OTHER/STUDENT
RESEARCHERS:

Tony Keeble

Dear Student,
My name is Dr. Peter Martin and I would like to invite you on behalf of Tony Keeble to participate in a
research study as part of Federation University Australia. Tony Keeble, one of the researchers in this study,
is completing a PhD under the supervision of myself, Dr. Peter Martin.
You have been selected because you are participating in the Future Makers program at Outdoor School as
part of your education. Please read this information carefully before deciding whether or not you would
like to take part and feel free to ask questions if you have them.
What Is The Research?
During your time at Outdoor School you will participate in a 12-day program called the ‘Future Maker’.
The aim of this research is to see how much you learn in the areas of:
1.Communication skills; 2. Relationship skills; 3. Group processing skills; 4. Networking skills; 5. Leadership
skills
How Will You Be Involved?
If you agree to take part in this study, you may be asked to participate in an interview with three other
peers. The interview will happen at your school and will last for around 30 minutes. The interview will
happen during a time of least disruption to your school day. You may be in the study for around six weeks.
Groups will be randomly selected. The interview will ask questions based on the five skills mentioned
above.
Confidentiality
To ensure confidentiality your name will not be used when collecting data from the interviews. The
interviews will be sound recorded on a digital recording device. If names are used in interviews they will
be give fictitious names to ensure privacy. Upon completion of the interviews, the transcript will be
analysed to determine any particular themes. Access to this data overall will be given only to Tony Keeble,
the Principal Researcher Dr. Peter Martin and co-supervisor Dr. James Neill. Upon completion of the study
the responses and subsequent data will be stored for a period of 5 years before being destroyed.
Outcomes of the Research
The outcomes of this research will be presented to Outdoor School, the participating schools, other
residential outdoor schools in Victoria, relevant conferences, published in academic journals and
presented to the relevant Department of Education personal.
Are There Any Concerns or Risks?
While this study is very safe and involves little if any risk, you will be asked questions relating to the five
skills being researched. You will be given time to answer the questions during the interview. The answers
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you provide will be a reflection of your experience. Should you require any support as a result of this
study, this will be offered to you, where appropriate from the Principal of Outdoor School, a Department
of Education and Training regional network staff with wellbeing and/or welfare expertise, or Kids Helpline
service. Kids Helpline can be accessed on 1800 55 1800.
Can I Choose Not to Participate?
Your involvement in this study is voluntary and if you decide not to participate this is your right. No
explanation is required and this will in no way impact on your relationship with Outdoor School and the
teachers, or your program experience or follow up report.
Can I Withdraw from the Study?
Should you withdraw from the study you are free to do so at any time. In this event, your participation in
the research will stop immediately and any information obtained so far but not yet examined and will not
be used. Withdrawing from the study, or not completing certain questions will in no way impact on your
relationship with Outdoor School or the teachers, and you will not be restricted from participating in any
part of the Future Makers program.
Consent
If you agree to take part in this project, you must read and complete the ‘Consent Form’ and ensure your
Parent/Guardian reads and signs the ‘Parent/Guardian Informed Consent Form’ and then return it to your
school, who will then pass it on to me.

Dr. Peter Martin

Tony Keeble

Principal Researcher

Student Researcher

Telephone: 0409394383

Telephone: 03 5754 1732

Email: peter.martin@federation.edu.au

Email: keeble.anthony.j@edumail.gov.au

If you have any questions, or you would like further information regarding the project titled
‘The role of education in the development of social capital at Victorian State Government
schools’, please contact the Principal Researcher, Dr. Peter Martin of the School of Health
Sciences:
PH: 0409 394 383
EMAIL: peter.martin@federation.edu.au
Should you (i.e. the participant) have any concerns about the ethical conduct of this research project, please contact
the Federation University Ethics Officers, Research Services, Federation University Australia,
P O Box 663 Mt Helen Vic 3353 or Northways Rd, Churchill Vic 3842.
Telephone: (03) 5327 9765, (03) 5122 6446
Email: research.ethics@federation.edu.au
CRICOS Provider Number 00103D
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Appendix M. Effect Size Calculation from Neill (2008)
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Appendix N. Semistructured Interview Template

SCHOOL OF Health Sciences
PROJECT TITLE:

The role of Education in the development of social capital at
Victorian State Government schools

PRINCIPAL RESEARCHER:

Peter Martin

OTHER/STUDENT
RESEARCHERS:

Tony Keeble

Semi-Structured Interview Format and Questions
(Student)
Information and Consent
Prior to conducting Student interviews, both the Parent/guardian Information Sheet and Student
Information Sheet should have been distributed and read, and then the Parent/guardian Consent Form
and the Student Consent Form should have been signed and returned to the interviewer.
Introduction
Introduction: “Hi STUDENT NAMES, my name is Tony Keeble from Federation University. Thanks for
agreeing to participate in this interview about your experiences whilst partaking in the Future maker
program at Outdoor School.
Key points from Information Sheet: Remind participant about key points from the Information Sheet:
Length: The interview is expected to last approximately 30 to 40 minutes.
Voluntary: Participation is voluntary and answering any question is voluntary.
Audio recording: Check whether participants are willing for the interview to be audio recorded and if yes,
then start audio recording.
Please note: From here on the questions are in draft form as more questions will be added after initial
analysis of the Life Effectiveness Questionnaire (LEQ) data sets from t1 and t2.
Initial engagement
“Prior to going on the Future Maker Program, can you tell me about your understanding of:”
Your communication skills?
Prompts
People understand me when I’m talking.
I communicate effectively with other people.
I understand other people when they are talking to me.
I have good conversations with other people.
I communicate well when in a group.
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Your relationship skills?
Prompts
Trust and Encouragement
I encourage my peers
I trust my peers
I am trusteed by my peers
I respect other people’s values
I am encouraged by my peers

Respect for others
I respect other people
I value other people
I celebrate the achievements of other people
I trust other people

Your group Processing Skills?
Prompts
Conflict resolution
I resolve my conflicts with other people.
I avoid unnecessary conflicts with others.
I can’t deal with conflict.
If there is a conflict, I try to improve the situation.
Other people respect the way I handle conflict.

Cooperative teamwork
I cooperate well when working in team.
I like cooperating in a team.
I am good at cooperating with team members
I am a respectful and responsible community member.

Your Networking Skills?
Prompts
Community engagement
I am proud of my involvement in the community.
I enjoy living in my community.
I influence what my community is like.
If I have problems, there are people in my
community who help me to solve them.
I help people in my community to get along with
each other.

Community Action
I actively participate in community living.
I play positive roles in my communities.
I nurture diversity within communities.
I encourage positive interaction between communities.
I take on roles and responsibilities in my community.
If there is a need, I take positive social action.

Leadership?
Prompts
Followership
I support, respect and follow designated peer leaders.
I respect and actively support my leaders.
I accept and follow leader’s final decisions.
I ask leaders for advice.
I follow my peers when they are right.

Leadership Ability
I can be a good leader.
I am capable of being a good leader.
I am seen as a capable leader.

Program experience
“Could you tell me about your experience whilst on the Future Maker Program – in other words, how did
it go for you?”
Prompt, if/as needed e.g.,:
“What went well?”
“What were the highlights?”
“What were the best memories?”
“What didn’t go so well?”
“What were the low points for you?”
“Were there parts of the program that you didn’t like?” (“or didn’t understand?”)

“Could you tell me more about your experience of the different parts of the Future Maker Program?”
Residential Component?

Expedition Journey?

What aspects of communication, relationship skills, Group processing skills, networking skills and
leadership skills do you think you developed during each part of the program?
Prompt, if needed:
1. Did the residential part develop your understanding of the five social capital skills? Which ones in particular? Why do you think this
might be the case?
2. Did the journey part develop your understanding of the five social capital skills? Which ones in particular? Why do you think this
might be the case?
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Involvement of Teaching staff
“How much effect did your teachers have in your understanding of communication, relationship skills,
group processing skills, networking skills and leadership skills?”
Program effects
Program outcomes:
“Overall, what effects, positive or negative (if any), did the Future Maker Program have on you?”
Prompt, if needed:
Communication Skills
“What did your ability to communicate?”
e.g., Your strengths? Your weaknesses?
Relationship Skills
“What did you learn about others?”
e.g., How you respond to others? How others respond to you?
Group Processing Skills
“How well do you understand teamwork and conflict resolution skills?”
Networking Skills
“How did the program affect your networking skills?”
e.g., thoughts, are you doing anything different in your community as a result of the Future Maker
Program?
Leadership Skills
“How did the program affect your leadership ability?”
e.g., at school, social life, at home?
Changes that others noticed:
“What changes, if any, do you think others have noticed in you, as a result of your participation in the
Future Maker Program?”
Long-lasting effects:
“What have been the most long-lasting effects, if any, of the program for you?”
Outlook on the future:
“How does your future ahead look to you?”
“How has your outlook about your future changed (if at all) as a result of program?
Overall worthwhileness:
“Overall, how worthwhile do you think the program was for you?” Prompt if needed:
“Do you think it was worth the time and effort?”
Other comments
“Do you have any other comments about your experiences of the Future Maker Program?”
Conclusion
Thank-you: “Thank-you very much for time today, STUDENT NAME, we much appreciate it.”
Stop recording
Transcription verification: Explain that the next step is to transcribe (put into written words the content of
the interview). Check whether the student wishes to receive a copy of the transcript in order to verify it. If
so, ensure correct email address.
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Appendix O. Core learning intentions rubrics

Criteria

Exemplar
Standard

Above standard

At standard

Below
standard

Well Below
Standard

Planning for
Group Success

Leads the
planning process
with extensive
group involvement

Partially leads the
planning process

Develop a
clear plan to
complete the
task

Small
involvement
in the plan

No input into
planning

Communic-ation
with the Group

Shares ideas and
opinions, listens
and responds to
the group and
individuals

Shares ideas and
opinions with the
group and
individuals

Communicate
s to the group
and
individuals

Communicate
s to
individuals
within the
group

Minimal
communicatio
n within the
group

Involving Group
Members

Leading and
encouraging
others considering
individual
strengths

Actively involving
others in tasks
considering
individual
strengths

Encouraging
others to be
involved in
tasks

At times
excludes
others

Exclusively
working in the
group

Problem Solving

Working Collaboratively and conflict resolution

Working Collaboratively and conflict resolution

Actively looks for
and suggests
solutions to
problems

Develops
solutions

Refines
solutions
suggested by
others

Is willing to
try out
solutions from
others

Not involved
in problem
solving
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Criteria

Exemplar
Standard

Above standard

Challenging Tasks

Developing Resilience

Developing resilience

At standard

Below
standard

Well Below
Standard

I always
demonstrate
persistence,
motivation,
initiative and
decision making
during challenging
tasks.

Most times I
demonstrate
persistence,
motivation,
initiative and
decision making
during challenging
tasks.

I’m generally
persistant and
motivated, but
at times I
avoid
challenging
tasks

I can be
persistent, but
sometimes I
need
motivating by
others. I
prefer to
avoid
challenging
tasks.

When things
get
challenging I
avoid the task
and often give
up.

Criteria

Exemplar
Standard

Above
Standard

At Standard

Below
Standard

Not
Shown

"demonstra
te an
understand
ing of how
the
different
parts of an
ecosystem
work
together"

A clear and
sequenced report.
You covered:

A clear and
sequenced report.
You covered:

* the required dot
points in great
detail with extra
information
added.
* included useful
resources, maps,
field guide,
photos,
* were able to
explain in great
detail the role that
topic played in the
Murray Darling
basin and gave
examples of how
these interactions
affect the whole
ecosystem.
Offered insights
into things that
may threaten this
environment and
things we can do
to protect it.

* the required dot
points in detail
* included useful
resources, maps,
photos.
* were able to
explain in detail
the role the
chosen topic
played in the
Murray Darling
basin and gave
examples of how
these interactions
affect the whole
ecosystem.

Biological Science: Ecosystems

Ecosystems

A clear and
sequenced
report. You
covered:
* the required
dot points in
some detail
* included
some
resources,
photos.
* were able to
explain in
some detail
the role that
your topic
played in the
Murray
Darling basin.

Insufficient
information
provided

No examples
were provided

Poor quality
examples:
 Off-topic
 Not
descriptive
enough
 Unclear
description
s
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Reflective journaling
Above standard

At standard

Below
standard

Well
below
standard

Can describe their
feelings in detail
and describe why
you feel this way.

Can describe their
feelings in detail

Can describe
how they are
feeling about a
chosen
situation.

Unable to or
use simple
words to
describe
feelings.

Does not
attempt.

Can describe how
their feelings and
responses affect the
functioning of the
community.

Can describe how
their feelings and
responses affect
others.

Can describe
how their
feelings and
responses affect
them.

Unable to
describe how
their feelings
affect them.

Does not
attempt.

Can describe
plans to respond
differently to
achieve a
different outcome

Can describe
possible
different
emotional
responses to a
situation

Unable to
describe a
different
emotional
response to a
situation.

Does not
attempt.

Students can enjoy
the outdoors and
identify its impact
upon their
wellbeing I the
moment.

Students
can enjoy
being in
the
outdoors.

Exemplar
Standard

Evaluating
emotional
responses

Reflect on
different
responses &
outcomes

Reflective analysis

Identifying
emotional
responses to
challenge

Criteria

Can describe how
different responses
will result in a
different outcome

Wellbeing

Wellbeing
Students identify and
explain the link
between different
ways of experiencing
the outdoors and a
person’s physical,
psychological and
social wellbeing.

Students can
identify the
different ways they
have experienced
the outdoors and
the positive impact
this had on them.

Students can
identify a way of
experiencing the
outdoors and the
positive impact
this has on them.
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Criteria

Exemplar
Standard

Above
standard

At standard

Below standard

Well
below
standard

Responses to
challenge

Can describe their
feelings in detail
and describe why
you feel this way.

Can describe
their feelings in
detail

Can describe
how they are
feeling about a
chosen
situation.

Unable to or use
simple words to
describe
feelings.

Does not
attempt.

Evaluating
responses

Can describe how
their feelings and
responses affect
the functioning of
the community.

Can describe
how their
feelings and
responses affect
others.

Can describe
how their
feelings and
responses affect
them.

Unable to
describe how
their feelings
affect them.

Does not
attempt.

Reflect on
responses &
outcomes

Reflective Journaling

Critical thinking

Can describe how
different
responses will
result in a
different outcome

Can describe
plans to respond
differently to
achieve a
different
outcome

Can describe
possible
different
emotional
responses to a
situation

Unable to
describe a
different
emotional
response to a
situation.

Does not
attempt.

Criteria

Exemplar
Standard

Above
standard

At standard

Below
standard

Well
Below
Standard

Task focus in class

Has developed a
detailed plan
using the
template
provided. Uses
time in class
very well, and
has obviously
put in extra
effort outside of
class time.

Has developed a
detailed plan
using the
template
provided. Uses
time in class
very well

Has developed a
basic plan and
used class time
wisely, with
minimal
distractions.

Has needed
constant
guidance to
stay on track.
Works well
when focused.

Did not
develop a
plan and
has used
class time
poorly,
distracting
others.

Originality

RESEARCH

Nature Knowledge

The information provided is concise
and summarises information from a
range of sources into paragraphs

Some sections
of text have
been copied and
pasted.

Large sections of text have
been copied and pasted.
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Criteria

Exemplar
Standard

Above
standard

At standard

Below
standard

Well Below
Standard

Content A

The definition is
short, well written
and provides
examples. A total of
6 actions are listed
with a detailed
description of each.

The definition is
clear and in own
words. A total
of 6 actions are
listed with a
detailed
description of
each.

The definition
is in own
words. A total
of 6 actions
are listed with
a brief
description of
each.

A dictionary
definition is
provided. Less
than 6 actions
are listed.

Definitions
and actions
not provided

Content B

The labelled home
design includes all
required
information written
with a high level of
detail. Links have
been made between
the 6 actions and
the home design.

The labelled
home design
includes all
required
information,
written in detail.
It explains
additional
features of the
home.

The home
design
includes all
required
information
(labelled floor
plan,
orientation,
energy
systems and
materials
explanation)

The home
design is
missing some
information or
only lists
features
without
describing.

The home
design is of
poor quality.
Required
information
is missing.

Presentation

Sustainability Learning Action

Sustainable Learning Action

Ruled lines, easy to
follow lay-out,
borders, subheadings, neat
writing and use of
images to support
text.

Ruled lines,
easy to follow
lay-out. Use of
images to
support text.
Only minor
spelling and
grammar
mistakes.

Ruled lines.
Easy to follow
lay-out.
Spelling and
grammar to
year 9
standard.

All aspects
included but
poor spelling
and grammar.

Did not
submit.
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