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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Background 

In the modern society, scholars are worried about the disconnection from nature and the 

community (Orr, 2004; Orr, 2005), the pedagogy of placelessness that schools promote 

(Kitchens, 2009) and the nature deficit disorder that children suffer from (Louv, 2005). 

Among those, there are some who suggest educational practices to promote reconnection 

with nature. Different names have been used to present these alternative ideas for the 

educational system, such as: Outdoor Education (Dahlgren and Szczepanski, 1998), Place-

Based Education (Sobel, 2005), Pedagogy of Place, Environmental Education (Ardoin, 

2006), Situated Pedagogy (Kitchens, 2009), Place-Conscious Education (Gruenewald, 2003).  

For all the above “solutions” that scholars suggest against the disconnection from nature, 

Place plays a significant role. Specifically, the Place, either natural or manmade, is 

considered as a part of the learning process. In fact, the Place can be used as an object for 

learning, or as a classroom to enhance learning. In both ways, students have the opportunity 

to spend quality time in nature. During this time, they can learn what this place offer to them 

and develop ideas of how they can use it apart from their outdoor lessons. Moreover, students 

that work regularly with a specific place can develop deep feelings about this place and create 

memories that include the place itself and any social interactions they had there. In addition, 

if this place is natural, students become familiar with the natural processes and they might 

develop sensitivity and a strong bond with nature. Thus, the students can have a 

multidimensional interaction with a place, during place-based lessons. However, all the 

above mentioned about the interaction between students and a place, during their outdoor 

lessons, are just assumptions. Thus, there is a strong need for evidence of possible 

relationships between a place and students, which can be developed, thanks to outdoor and 

place-based courses.  

 

1.2 Purpose of the Study – Research Question 

Sobel (2005:62) supports that “place-based education is about connecting people to people, 

as well as connecting people to nature”. The aim of this study is to examine exactly this 

connection; the connection between students and the natural surroundings of the school, due 

to courses that involve this place (the natural surroundings of the school) in the learning 

process. The connection, which children can develop with the place, can be represented by 

using the place attachment theory (Chawla, 1992). In addition to this, the school lessons 
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which can take place in the natural area around school and obey to the outdoor education 

theory represent the way to achieve a connection between the students and the natural 

surroundings. Hence, the purpose of this study is, to investigate, if development or higher 

level of place attachment occurs as a result of outdoor education activities. This means that 

causal relationship between outdoor education and place attachment will be examined. The 

result can be either development of place attachment, if the level of place attachment is low, 

or improvement of the level of place attachment, if there is already a significant level of place 

attachment developed. A short length program was designed for this research, which consists 

of outdoor activities that promote place attachment. For practical reasons of referring to it 

throughout the study, I named the program “Attachment to my Local Natural Landscape” 

(A.L.N.L.). After implementation in a group of children, it was examined as a factor for 

developing or enhancing the level of place attachment. Briefly the research question is: 

“How significant is the role of Outdoor Education, taking place in the natural landscape next 

to the school, for developing or enhancing the level of attachment to this place?” 

 

1.3 Significance of the Study 

The significance of conducting this research becomes higher, if we bear in mind that there is 

a lack of similar researches. To begin with, I have not found until now, any research 

examining the relationship between outdoor education in schools and development of 

attachment to a place. Generally, there is a lack of studies examining a causal factor for 

developing place attachment, through the educational system. I found only 2 researches 

trying to investigate variables which are similar to my study, but they are both focused on 

university students. The first one examines the effect of place-based education on the sense of 

place for the participants, thanks to the courses (Semken and Freeman, 2008). The second 

one uses a qualitative methodology, in order to interpret experience of place that students 

have through place pedagogy (Nakagawa and Payne, 2011). Therefore, it seems to be a lack 

in research for nurturing place attachment to children, as a result of the school educational 

system, as well as the measurement of place attachment to children and young people in 

general.  

Until now, researchers who measured place attachment, have mainly been conducted to 

adults (Kudryavtsev et al., 2012a), but there are only a few studies that measure place 

attachment to young people. For example, correlation between environmental programs and 

place attachment has been examined, in youth groups aged 14–20 years old (Kudryatsev et 



[3] 
 

al., 2012b; Vaske and Kobrin, 2001). Moreover, place attachment was also measured in 

teenager groups from 13–17 years old, so that a correlation between place attachment and 

pro-environmental behaviour would be examined (Rioux, 2011, Vaske and Kobrin, 2001). 

Finally, place attachment measurement was also conducted by Pretty et al. (2003), in 

adolescents, 12–18 years old, in order to examine their will for residence in the rural towns, 

where they live.  

Last but not least, Lewicka (2011) asks for more researches that deal with the way place 

attachment is developed. I assume that the A.L.N.L. outdoor education program can develop 

or enhance place attachment to the students. The results, then, of this research can indicate if 

outdoor education can be an influential factor for fostering place attachment. 

Consequently, this study will provide the research community with a research which: 

 Examines a causal relationship between place attachment and outdoor 

education courses, 

 Investigates a way to foster place attachment to students, through the 

educational system, 

 Measures place attachment to young people. 

 

1.4 Organization of the Study 

This research study is organized in 5 Chapters. To begin with the first chapter, it includes the 

background of the study, the purpose and the research question and finally the significance of 

the study. Chapter 2 includes a survey of the literature, in order to present the theoretical 

background and the significance of the theories of Outdoor Education and Place Attachment. 

Some theoretical information about development of place attachment to children is also 

included. Finally, a connection of the two theories is attempted. In Chapter 3, the 

methodology used to conduct this research is presented in detail. The next chapter, Chapter 4, 

describes the findings of the research, presented in numbers and in charts. Chapter 5 is the 

part dedicated to discussion of the results, limitations for this research and suggestions for 

future studies. Finally, Chapter 6 concludes the study. 



[4] 
 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 

This study will try to investigate the connection between outdoor education and place 

attachment. In fact, as stated in the research question, I will try to examine if outdoor 

education can enhance attachment to a specific place.  

 

 

 

 

In this part of the thesis, I will present the theoretical background of both outdoor education 

and place attachment. In the end of this part, I will conclude with a connection between the 

theories of the two subjects of my study.  

 

2.1 Outdoor Education Theory 

2.1.1 Defining Outdoor Education 

Outdoor education on its own has a great connection with the place. As Dahlgren and 

Szczepanski (1998:37) state “Outdoor education would be one of few – if not the only one – 

examples of an education that is defined by an expression stating the location of education, 

its where”. Outdoor education refers to education by using the adjective “outdoor”. This 

adjective gives information about the place, where the education is being held. Literary the 

opposite of outdoors is indoors. So, outdoor environment is a part of outdoor education 

(Dahlgren & Szczepanski, 1998). 

Concerning the combination of the words “outdoor” and “education”, many definitions 

have been suggested. Looking through the definitions of outdoor education, one can realize 

that the “where” of education is one part, the “what” another and the “why” the last 

dimension of outdoor education. For example, one definition presented by Ford (1986:4) is 

that “outdoor education is in, about and for the outdoors”. The word “in” represents the place 

in which education is situated and it can be any place in the outdoors. The word “about” 

indicates the content of the course. Finally, the word “for” demonstrates the purpose of 

education. 

Outdoor 
Education 

Place 
Attachment 
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Another definition is presented in the picture beside 

that is cited in Higgins and Nicol (2002). According to 

this model in picture 2.1, outdoor activities, 

environmental education and personal and social 

development are parts of outdoor education. The first 

two are parts of the “where” and “what and how” of 

outdoor education and the last one is the purpose of 

education.  

According to Priest (1986:13-14), “Outdoor Education 

is a method for learning… and is a matter of many 

relationships”. He tries to present this idea by a picture of a tree, which tree as part of the 

outdoor setting represents outdoor education. Therefore the “where” of education is situated 

in the outdoors. The main branches of the tree represent adventure education and 

environmental education. These branches introduce the “what and how” of outdoor 

education, as well as the roots which represent the involvement of sensory learning. Thus, the 

roots demonstrate the tools to be used, in order to fulfill the purpose of outdoor education, 

which is symbolized by the leaves of the tree. 

  
  Picture 2.2(b): The Outdoor Education Tree (Priest, 1986:15) 

Taking everything into consideration, outdoor education is the education which firstly defines 

the place, the “where” of education. Moreover, outdoor education uses the place as an 

educational object – “what” and the way this place will be used – “how”, in order to reach the 

Picture 2.1(a): The Range and Scope of Outdoor 
Education (Higgins and Nicol, 2002:1) 
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goals of education – “why”. Therefore, outdoor education definitions support that it is an 

education about the environment (environmental education – about the outdoors), which 

occurs by spending time at it (outdoor activities – adventure education), in order to achieve 

the goals of education which are in general, personal and social development. 

 

2.1.2 Importance of Outdoor Education 

Dahlgren’s and Szczepanski’s (1998:51) definition of the central goal of outdoor pedagogy 

summarizes the importance of outdoor education; according to them outdoor education aims 

at developing knowledge and relationships with nature, culture and society, by experiencing 

the outdoors. Thus, outdoor pedagogy offers to students a holistic development, from 

developing cognitive skills to interacting with every part of natural and human environment. 

This holistic approach of outdoor education leads to its wide value and significance, both for 

the students individually and for the society. The importance of outdoor pedagogy, in 

different aspects, will be presented in this part of the thesis.  

To begin with, Hammerman et al. (2000:11) represent outdoor education as “an approach 

to enhance learning”. Hands-on activities, direct experience of the real world, sensory 

learning and problem-based activities are some important aspects of outdoor pedagogy that 

enable students to gain long lasting and applicable to real life knowledge (Dahlgren and 

Szczepanski, 1998). Many studies have resulted in positive learning outcomes, as a result of 

outdoor education courses. For instance, a gardening program with hands on activities 

resulted in significant higher level of achievement in science, after the implementation of the 

program (Smith and Motsenbocker, 2005). Moreover, Fägerstam and Blom (2012:16) state, 

characteristically, when summarizing the results of a quasi-experimental design;“five months 

after the course they could tell a story about themselves doing science, compared with the 

pupils who were taught indoors who instead talked about what the teacher did”.  

In addition, the benefits of outdoor activities have also been recognized in the personal 

and social developmental process of students. The different learning environment promotes 

development of new physical and mental skills for the participants (Dahlgren and 

Szczepanski, 1998). Specifically, results concerning self-esteem, self-awareness and 

development of interpersonal relationships can be used as indicators for evaluation of outdoor 

education programs (Higgins and Nicol, 2002). Self-esteem occurs when people succeed or 

achieve some goals. So, self-esteem is mainly part of outdoor adventure education. Higgins 

and Nicol (2002:33) claim that “self-awareness promotes the sense of self, but in relation to 
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other people and the values of society”. Therefore, self-awareness, achieved during outdoor 

courses, provides ideally the individuals with knowledge of their personal abilities and thus 

to the extent they can act and contribute to the society. Finally, teamwork is an important 

aspect, in many outdoor activities. Thus, students need to learn how to work in a group, 

interact with each other and cooperate, in order to achieve their goal (Dahlgren and 

Szczepanski, 1998; Higgins and Nicol, 2002). Outdoor activities provides children with 

personal and social abilities in a completely different way than in the indoors. This different 

way refers to sensory experiences the outdoor environment offers. In particular, Gilbertson et 

al. (2006) content that children experience differently an activity in the outdoors in 

comparison of doing the same activity in the indoors, thanks to the direct connection with the 

outdoors.  

Outdoor education contributes to the improvement of students’ health, as well. More and 

more children suffer nowadays from diabetes, obesity, asthma, D vitamin deficiency, mental 

diseases and all the effects deriving from these. This creates a need for physical outdoor 

activities. In other words, physical activity in the outdoors, contributes to avoiding chronic 

diseases like the ones mentioned before and protect mental health. Specifically, spending just 

time in nature can enhance children’s attention and provide them with mental tools to deal 

with stressful situations. (Mc Curdy et al., 2010) 

 

2.2 Place Attachment Theory 

According to environmental psychology, place attachment is a part of the sense of place 

together with the place meaning. Place meaning has to deal more with the meaning that a 

place has for a human; whereas place attachment has to do more with a sense of bonding that 

people experience with a place (Semken and Freeman, 2008). Figure 2.1 depicts the double 

character of sense of place. Place attachment is part of it.  

 

 Sense of place 

 

                Place attachment                              Place meaning 

Figure 2.1: Sense of Place 

 



[8] 
 

2.2.1 Defining Place Attachment 

According to Low and Altman, “Place” refers to space, that has been given meaning through 

personal, group or cultural processes” (1992:5), or “Place comes into existence when people 

give meaning to a part of the larger, undifferentiated space in which they live”, as stated by 

Jack (2010:757). Cited in Sobel (1993: 159), Alan Gussow (1972) presents place as “a piece 

of the environment that has been claimed by feelings….the catalyst that converts any 

physical location into a place is the process of experiencing deeply”. Apart from the 

definition of place, the word “attachment” illustrates affection, which is referring to a 

specific environment determined by the word “place”, as stated by Low and Altman (1992:5). 

Hidalgo and Hernandez (2001:274) define place attachment as “a positive affective bond 

between an individual and a specific place, the main characteristic of which is the tendency 

of the individual to maintain closeness to such a place”. Place attachment has been of high 

concern in many fields, such as geography, sociology, community science and of course 

psychology (Scannell and Gifford, 2010). In literature, there is a variety of terms to define an 

affective bond with a place. Giuliani (2003) can identify more than 12 terms, similar to place 

attachment. Thus, diversity in the terms used to describe the phenomenon of place attachment 

is obvious. There is diversity of definitions of place attachment also. Giuliani and Feldman 

(1993) had already identified at least 9 until 1993. 

 

2.2.2 Dimensionality of Place Attachment 

In addition, place attachment involves many dimensions. The different dimensions of place 

attachment represent, either the type of attachment, or the reason of attachment (Lewicka, 

2011). Scholars have developed numerous models concerning this dimensionality of place 

attachment. To begin with, place attachment can be defined as a combination of place 

dependence and place identity. These two dimensions are the most commonly accepted, as 

they are part of most of the models that have been developed (Brown and Raymond, 2007; 

Hammit et al., 2006; Kyle et al., 2005; Raymond et al., 2010; Vaske and Kobrin, 2001; 

Williams and Vaske, 2003).  

Place dependence, defined as “functional attachment” by Williams and Vaske 

(2003:831), is the connection that one has with a place. This place can accomplish one’s 

needs, dreams or even specific activities (Semken and Freeman, 2008). Thus, it depends a lot 

on the physical characteristics of a place and its location, whether it is easy to visit this place 

and how close it is in order to allow repeated visits (Williams and Vaske, 2003). Moreover, 
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the preference of one place compared to similar ones is also a matter of dependence, both for 

functional, quality (Hammitt et al., 2006) and psychological reasons; memories, emotions, 

symbols (Kyle et al., 2005). 

Place identity refers to the feelings that a person experience, while and after spending 

time in a place. These feelings “give meaning and purpose to life”, as stated by Williams and 

Vaske (2003:831). The emotional connection one can develop with a place as well as the 

memories, conceptions, values, and ideas towards a place form gradually an identity for 

oneself. This identity represents one’s personal identity (Kyle et al., 2005; Williams and 

Vaske, 2003). Place identity needs time to be developed, and already existed place 

dependence can evoke place identity, due to continuous contact with this place (Williams and 

Vaske, 2003). 

Kyle et al. (2005) have added another dimension to place attachment apart from place 

dependence and place identity. The third dimension of place attachment is the social bonding 

dimension. This dimension depends on findings that prove that social relationships, taking 

place in a specific setting, contribute to the development of attachment to it (Kyle et al., 

2005). The social bonding or social attachment dimension is supported by the findings of 

Kyle et al. (2005) research, as well as others’ (Hidalgo and Hernandez, 2001). Thus, except 

for the physical characteristics of a place, social relationships seem to play a role in 

developing place attachment. 

One model developed for place attachment, consisting of 4 dimensions, is the one of 

Raymond et al. (2010). According to this, place attachment is interpreted beyond: 

1. personal context 

2. community context 

3. natural environment 

To begin with the personal context, it is referring to the personal attachment to a place, one 

can experience individually. The concepts of place identity and place dependence are parts of 

this context, since they interpret the attachment a person experiences for oneself (Raymond et 

al., 2010). As far as the community context is concerned, it represents the role of social 

relationships in developing place attachment, like the social attachment mentioned earlier. 

Specifically, in Raymond et al. (2010) study, it is presented as the feeling of belongingness 

and with additional emotions that evolve in a group of people; when sharing common 

experiences, or have common interests and concerns (Raymond et al., 2010). Place 

attachment in the natural environment context can be interpreted as nature bonding and it 

refers to the emotional and functional connection developed between the people and natural 
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places. This means that the dimension of nature bonding includes both the dependence people 

have on a natural place for leisure activities and the emotional bonding developed, with a 

specific part of the natural world (Raymond et al., 2010). To sum up, this model consists of 

four dimensions, which were examined conceptually and empirically. These four dimensions 

are presented in the following figure (2.2) and they represent the dimensions that my research 

is based on, as well. 

 

 Personal context 

 

 

 

 

Community context 

 

 

 

Natural Environment context 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2: Four-dimensional Model of Place Attachment (Raymond et al., 2010:425) 

 

2.2.3 Importance of Place Attachment 

In the first place, development of attachment to places is considered to be very important for 

the individual itself. According to Orr (2005:93), “knowledge of a place – where you are and 

where you come from – is intertwined with knowledge of who you are”. This quote can be 

1. Place 
identity 

2. Place 
dependence 

3. Social 
bonding 

4. Nature 
bonding 
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interpreted in two directions. At first, people who are emotionally engaged with a place will 

be more motivated to deepen their knowledge about this place and their roots, if the place 

refers to the place of residence or origin (knowledge of a place – where you are and where 

you come from). The second direction, which derives as a consequence from the first, is that 

place attachment can contribute to forming and sustaining the identity of a person (knowledge 

of who you are). Thus, place attachment can stimulate people to expand their knowledge 

about this place and explore their identity (Lewicka, 2008; Orr, 2005). Lewicka (2008) 

supports that attachment to places, is of great significance for people’s psychological balance. 

In other words, bonds with a place provide people with psychological tools for stability and 

adaptation in changing conditions. Especially for old people who have experienced many 

changes in their life, place attachment protects their self identity, self-esteem and helps them 

maintain a positive attitude (Rubinstein and Parmelee, 1992). Forming of personal identity 

due to place attachment is considered to be very important especially nowadays, where 

traditions and cultural roots are weakening. In addition, more and more people immigrate, 

feeling rooted less (Jack, 2010). For instance, findings of a research (cited in Jack, 2010) 

indicate that children, who did not manage to develop an attachment with a place, suffer from 

feelings of rootlessness and do not have a clear self-identity. Moreover, an emotional bond 

with a place gives a feeling of safety to the people they are attached to it. This security 

derives from the familiarity of what the place can offer; either concerning its facilities, or it 

can work as a psychological shelter for difficult times through one´s life (Jack, 2010; Low 

and Altman, 1992).  

Furthermore, Orr (2005) contends that there is a difference between a resident and an 

inhabitant. Residents have a weak connection with the place where they live and little 

knowledge and care for it. On the other hand, inhabitants are deeply connected with their 

home place and this connection is expressed with their whole self. Inhabitants tend to show 

higher respect for their places and tend to create a positive local atmosphere in their 

community. Under this umbrella, the relationship between place attachment and 

environmental behaviour has also been examined. When talking about environmental 

behavior, we refer to a sustainable way of living and acting (Vaske and Kobrin, 2001). 

Researches indicate that high levels of place attachment can be a motivation for positive 

environmental attitudes or a reason for pro-environmental behaviour (Kudryavtsev et. al, 

2012a). For example, Rioux (2011) resulted in significant correlation between neighborhood 

attachment and pro-environmental behavior. Specifically, teenagers between 13 and 17 years 

participated and the recycling of used batteries, as environmental behavior was taken into 
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account. Furthermore, Vaske and Kobrin (2001) conducted a research concerning the 

influences a youth program can have to the variables of place identity and pro-environmental 

behavior. They concluded that increased place identity levels were connected with increased 

pro-environmental behavior. Participants were also young people from 14–17 years old. 

Similarly, Halpenny (2006) found significant evidence that development of place attachment 

can contribute to people’s environmentally-responsible behavior. Moreover, the importance 

of place attachment at formulating residents’ attitudes, concerning environmental changes in 

their community, has also been examined with positive outcomes (Vorkinn and Riese, 2001). 

In other words, residents’ lack of sense of place (place attachment and place meaning), 

results in devaluation of place’s value. In other words, the place can be affected both socially 

and environmentally, if sense of place is absent in the community (Semken and Freeman, 

2008). What is more is that Vaske and Kobrin (2001) suggest that development of place 

attachment represents a way to grow responsible citizens. That is why environmental 

educators should aim towards this direction and not aim to higher level of knowledge about 

environmental issues. In addition to environmental education field, Sobel (1996) supports 

that children should first meet the environment, develop environmental empathy and explore 

it, starting from their region, from the places near school and home. As they get older, during 

adolescence they can start acting for the environment or meeting new places further from 

their community. But if love for the natural world does not come first, then knowledge for 

what it suffers from and actions to heal it will not come. The bonding with a place, or the 

attachment with a place, is without doubt a love relationship. Orr (2004) when defining 

biophilia, indicates that pure love with all its good qualities should exist, in order to develop 

biophilia. Biophilia is a relationship of love and friendship with the natural world. It is a 

special connection with nature (Orr, 2004). Finally, place attachment involves also the social 

interactions and memories people have at a specific place. Therefore, it can represent a 

common cultural identity or a symbol for a group of people (Low and Altman, 1992).  

 

2.3 Place Attachment and Children 

“Children are attached to a place when they show happiness at being in it and regret or 

distress when leaving it, and when they value it not only for the satisfaction of social needs 

but for its own intrinsic qualities”, as given by Chawla (1992:64). According to Jack 

(2010:758), “Place attachment depends on developing clusters of positive cognitions linked 

to the meaning of specific places”. This means that the settings of a place are not enough for 
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developing place attachment. Whereas, direct and continuous contact with places during the 

childhood years, as well as social interactions that give meaning to this environment 

contribute to experiencing place attachment (Jack, 2010:758). 

Under the condition that a healthy development of place attachment occurs and based on 

the western way of living, children tend to develop attachment to places gradually. During 

early childhood, they are more connected with the most familiar places, like the home 

environment. As children grow up, place attachments expand to more distant places (but still 

places that are part of the community), showing preference to open spaces, parks, sport fields, 

playgrounds (Chawla, 1992; Jack, 2010). Meanwhile, children tend to explore more the 

physical environment (Chawla, 1992). Teenagers, on the other hand, prefer to spend time 

mostly indoors at places located downtown than outdoors, in nature. However, when they are 

outdoors they enjoy solitude, or being with a few friends in places that offer isolation 

(Chawla, 1992). Moreover, during adolescence and in later years, attachment to places of 

origin or places where they grew up becomes conscious. Young people feel that they belong 

to these places and identify themselves living in these places, since they are part of the 

community and descendants of the people who were living there in the past (Chawla, 1992). 

Accordingly, Sobel (1993) had similar conclusions in his exploration of children’s 

special places. To begin with, Sobel (1993:161) supports that “the sense of place is born in 

children’s special places”. Children have the need to identify a special place for them that 

have the following characteristics, as narrated by adults, based on childhood memories: 

 “Special places are found or constructed by children on their own” 

 “Special places are secret” 

 “Special places are owned by their creators” 

 “Special places are safe” 

 “Special places are organized worlds” 

(Sobel, 1993:95-96)  

Depending on children’s narrations, Sobel (1993:11, 36) presents that children referred to 

“bases, houses, treehouses, treeforts, playhouses and play shops”, when talking about their 

special places (made by them). The interest in these places decreases after 11 years old. Then 

children prefer mostly places which provide them with isolation and quiet. They enjoy more 

being by themselves, feeling independent. Moreover, Sobel (1993) tries to interpret 

children’s behaviour and their need for connection with a special place, representing Pearce’s 

matrixes of human development. “Each matrix provides the individual a safe place within 
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which to reside, a source of energy, and a place from which to explore out into the world, 

most specifically into the subsequent matrix”, stated by Sobel (1993:54). Children, until the 

age of 7 years old, feel secure in the family matrix, so the family house is in the centre. 

However, around 4 years old, they start to find interesting aspects in the outdoors. After the 

age of 7, they tend more to exploring the natural and social environment, away from their 

family. Then, their development moves on to the earth matrix. Sobel (1993:160) illustrates 

this transition by stating that “As we bonded with our parents in the early years, we bond 

with Mother Earth in middle childhood”. Growing older, children at the age of 11, belong 

completely to the earth matrix, moving forward to the self matrix. Therefore, when moving 

from middle childhood to adolescence, children feel safe in the natural world, where they 

start exploring themselves. Then, children, or adolescents now more, start to move from the 

natural environment to the social one. At this age, they start caring more about their social 

image and their social interactions, instead of exploring places in the outdoors. 

 

2.4 Connecting the Theories 

2.4.1 Outdoor Education and Place Attachment 

In this part of the literature review I will try to connect the theories of outdoor education with 

the one of place attachment, depending on the information stated in 2.1 and 2.2. 
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Table 2.4: Connecting the Theories 

 

Where? 

The definitions for outdoor education, which were presented previously, place outdoor 

education in the outdoors (natural or human environment). Specifically, Higgins and Nicol 

(2002) suggest that some lessons can be better taught out of the classroom. Priest (1986) 

emphasizes though the need for indoor learning to support students’ outdoor experiences. 

Thus, the “where” can stand for any place indoors, or outdoors. In this study, attachment to 

the natural surroundings nearby school is investigated. 

 

 

 

 Higgins and Nicol 

(2002) 

Ford 

 (1986) 

Priest 

 (1986) 

Place attachment 

Where In the outdoors In the outdoors In the outdoors Natural 

surroundings 

nearby school 

What Environmental 

education 

About the 

outdoors 

Adventure – 

Environmental – 

Interdisciplinary 

education 

Place identity – 

Nature bonding 

How Outdoor activities Outdoor 

activities 

Sensory learning – 

Cognitive, 

affective, motoric 

learning 

Place dependence – 

place identity – 

social bonding 

Why Personal and social 

development  

For the 

outdoors 

Interpersonal, 

Intrapersonal, 

Ecosystemic, 

Ekistic 

Relationships 

Place identity – 

social bonding – 

nature bonding 
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What? 

The topic of outdoor education is the outdoors, according to Ford (1986). Independently, of 

what lesson is being taught, teachers use the environment to accomplish the educational 

purposes. For instance, Ford (1986:4) states: “The topic is the interrelationship of the human 

being and the natural resources, upon which societies depend, with the goal of stewardship in 

mind”. Accordingly, Higgins and Nicol (2002) present environmental education as one 

dimension of outdoor education, from which real knowledge can derive. Priest (1986) sets 

outdoor education under an interdisciplinary umbrella, where outdoor education can be either 

adventure or environmental education. Both of them include direct connection with nature. 

Therefore, nature bonding can be fostered through adventure and environmental activities. In 

addition, direct connection with the place and time, spent in the outdoors, are also involved, 

which can result to development of place identity.  

 

How? 

The means to implement outdoor education are activities that take place in the specific place 

of learning. The experiential way of learning and the use of cognitive, affective and motoric 

domain of learning are also involved in the learning process. The activities that children do 

during the courses can help them to develop place dependence towards the place of learning. 

In other words, the experience in this place can provide them with inspiration and motivation 

for future use of the place, either for leisure or adventure activities. Moreover, the sensory 

experiences, students have during outdoor courses, fill them with memories, which can 

stimulate them to visit this place again in the future. 

As mentioned in 2.1.2, outdoor education and especially adventure education is highly 

connected with fostering self esteem, self-awareness and development of interpersonal 

relationships, through team work activities. Therefore, personal and social development of 

students can be achieved. Similarly, personal development can be achieved through 

developing of place identity. Place identity, as a dimension of place attachment offers to 

children a sense of self identity that is formed through the continuous contact with a place. 

Moreover, social bonding refers to the social interactions, situated in a specific place. These 

social interactions are highly promoted in outdoor activities, as stated in 2.1.2.  

 

Why? 

Finally, outdoor education aims at personal and social development of children, like self-

awareness, self-esteem and interpersonal relationships (2.2.1) (Higgins and Nicol, 2002). 
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Similarly, Priest (1986) refers to the development of interpersonal and intrapersonal 

relationships, through the learning process in outdoor education. In addition, it contributes to 

development of sensitivity towards the environment and awareness of the interactive 

relationship, between nature and human beings. Ford (1986) explains that the purpose of 

outdoor education is “for the outdoors”. In other words, he suggests that using a holistic way 

of learning, as mentioned in the previous paragraph, students will realize and adopt a 

sustainable way of interacting with nature. Furthermore, Priest (1986) includes the 

understanding of many natural processes, as aspect of outdoor education, as well as the 

interactive relationship between people and nature (ecosystemic and ekistic relationships).  

Place attachment involves also personal development, through the development of place 

identity. What is more is that social bonding as a dimension of place attachment is 

successfully achieved through outdoor education experiences, which involve interaction, 

team-building activities and cooperation. Finally, the environmental approach of outdoor 

education purposes can lead to nature bonding, by spending quality time in nature, interacting 

with it and increase awareness about natural processes.  

Outdoor education deals with a place where children spend time and gain experiences, so 

that students will be developed personally and socially. Place attachment occurs when people 

have experiences in a specific place. These experiences provide them with emotions, 

memories, knowledge about the place. People tend to depend also on special places for the 

activities they can have there. Researchers have shown (as mentioned in 2.2.4) that place 

attachment contributes to personal development (form personal identity) and to social 

development especially when the place belongs to the community. Accordingly, personal and 

social development is part of outdoor education’s main purposes. Moreover, outdoor 

education offers to students, direct connection with natural places and opportunities for 

exploration and use of local places. Hence, there seems to be a common line between outdoor 

education and place attachment, when connecting the two theories. It remains to find clues by 

researches. 

 

2.4.2 Importance of Connecting the Theories 

Fägerstam (2012:27) explains that “one reason why place theory is significant to outdoor 

teaching and learning is the focus on nature as a place of learning”. In other words, teaching 

in the outdoors includes the use of a specific place, in order to achieve specific learning 
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outcomes. Thus, the place plays an important role for out of the classroom courses 

(Fägerstam, 2012).  

Place-based education theory, developed by Sobel (2005) emphasizes also the importance 

of place in education. Place-based education suggests the use of local community and 

environment, integrated in the school curriculum. In that way, schools can provide students 

not only with interdisciplinary and experiential learning, but also stimulate them to act in 

their local society (Sobel, 2005). Furthermore, measuring sense of place is regarded as a way 

to evaluate a basic characteristic of place-based education. This basic characteristic refers to 

the bond developed between the students and the place where educational process is situated 

(Semken and Freeman, 2008). 

Fägerstam (2012:28) outlines the need for studies that connect place theory and outdoor 

education theory. In her study (2012), Swedish and Australian teachers expressed their 

perceptions concerning the possible connection between outdoor education and place 

attachment. Specifically, they tend to believe that outdoor teaching contributes to enhance 

student’s place attachment to the local environment. Additionally, the Australian teachers 

expressed the belief that outdoor education, which takes place in the nearby natural 

environment, lead children to develop place identity. 

All in all, the connection between place attachment and education, as well as its important 

role, has already been recognised by school teachers and scholars (Ardoin, 2006; Fägerstam 

and Blom, 2012; Sanger, 1997; Semken and Freeman, 2008). Sanger (1997:5) contends that 

“teachers can provide a crucial element in good education and sense of place, by taking 

students outside to experience whatever accessible natural processes exist around them”. 

Therefore, specifically outdoor education’s role is emphasized in fostering sense of place to 

children through real experiences in the local community.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

3.1 Introduction  

This part of the thesis aims to present in detail the process of the research. Thus, information 

about the participants of the research, the tools used to collect the data, the process of the 

collection the data and the analysis of them, are included in this chapter. Moreover, ethical 

considerations about this study and validity and reliability issues are discussed. All the 

information in methodology chapter refers to the purpose of the study and the research 

questions that are included in Chapter 1. 

 

3.2 Research Process  

I will now present the process I followed to answer the questions of my study. The research 

process followed in this study is based on the one indicated by Bryman and Cramer (2009) 

and Bryman (2012). They present the process which a quantitative research should follow. 

The following figure (3.2) represents the process especially for an experimental design study, 

since my study uses social experiment as a method: 
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             Theory 

 

 

Quasi-experimental design 

 

Operationalization of Concepts 

 

Selection of research site 

 

Selection of participants 

 

Collection of Data 

 

Process and Analysis of Data 

 

Findings 

 

Figure 3.2: Research Process, Bryman and Cramer (2009:4), Bryman (2012:161) 

 

As shown in the figure, the process tends to correspond with both deductive and inductive 

approach. The design of this research is based on theoretical evidence about both place 

attachment theory and outdoor education theory. Yet, the findings of the research will also 
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approve or disapprove the connection of the two theories attempted in the literature chapter. 

This strategy is defined by Bryman (2012:26) as iterative; “it involves a weaving back and 

forth between data and theory”. However, the small range of this study represents a high 

limitation of generating a theory or generalizing its results. That is to say that the aim of the 

study is not to ground a new theory. A continuous linking of theory and data and vice versa 

will be a main strategy followed in this study. 

 

3.2.1 Program Development 

To begin with, theory was extensively used to develop the program; I found and got 

inspiration from literature, activities and games for children. However, the main inspiration 

both for this study and for the development of the program was the “Landfull Framework” 

developed by M. Baker (2005). This framework is addressed and was developed for 

adventure based programs, aiming at landfull activities. Specifically, these activities enable 

students to achieve direct contact and connection with the land. The land that they visit for an 

adventure program is an unknown place for them, in which they reside only as long as the 

program takes place. Based on this fact, Baker (2005:267) specifies the goal of the 

framework: “The Landfull framework 

 recognizes that people come to know a place in different ways,  

 challenges students to develop an intentional, not convenient, consciousness of the 

land and to actively consider their relationship to it, 

 enables students to discover and develop their own definition of landfull (…) and to 

become self directed in moving through the levels of landfullness”  

The framework consists of 4 levels: 

(a) Being deeply aware: learn more about this place (Where? What? Who?) 

(b) Interpreting Land History – Natural and Cultural History: give a cultural 

and natural identity to this land over time (How, What, Who... in the past?) 

(c) Sensing Place in the present: Connection to the place (Unique character of 

the place, Evolution of this place, Meaning for participants) 

(d) Connecting to home: Connect the unknown place with home place 

Baker (2005:275) concludes that providing children with landfull experiences may lead to 

“an ongoing relationship with the land that is integral to their everyday lives”. Accordingly, 

place attachment is defined, by Hidalgo and Hernandez (2001:274), as “a positive affective 

bond between an individual and a specific place, the main characteristic of which is the 
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tendency of the individual to maintain closeness to such a place”. Thus, after studying 

Baker’s (2005) article and place attachment’s theory, I identified a possible causal 

relationship between place attachment and landfull framework. That is the reason why I 

decided to develop the A.L.N.L. program according to this framework. Although, the 

framework refers to engagement with an unknown place, its implementation is possible for a 

local place, by excluding the last level of landfullness, which seems irrelevant. To sum up, I 

created the program depending on the levels of landfull framework. Consequently, the 

criteria in searching for activities were activities that fulfil the goals of each level, but also the 

dimensions of place attachment that were measured. Briefly, the activities should: 

 Promote direct connection with the land and give children a chance to learn more 

about this land, so that they will develop emotions and feel that they belong to this 

place (place identity), 

 Let the children spend time in this natural landscape and let them find out the 

possibilities of that place for future use, as an area which allows them to fulfil their 

needs, goals or do some activities (place dependence), 

 Team building activities that promote development of bonds among the group of 

children participating (social bonding), 

 Take place in the outdoors and specifically in natural places. Activities that promote 

direct connection with nature (nature bonding). 

Apart from aiming at the fulfilment of the above dimensions of place attachment, the 

program included activities that are interdisciplinary and correspond with the Swedish 

curriculum. Therefore, each lesson obeyed to the above criteria and goals. The table below 

presents in general the working subject of each outdoor lesson and its goals.  
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Table 3.2.1: A.L.N.L. Program – Goals  

 

Lessons What? Why? 

1st Nature Meeting Working with the trees Being deeply aware – 
Learn more about this place 
(micro-macro scale) 2nd Nature Meeting Working with the 

microcosm 

3rd Nature Meeting Working with the history of 
this place – exploring the 
bioregion of the place 

Interpreting Land History – 
Natural and Cultural 
History 

4th Nature Meeting Topo naming – Exploring 
Special places 

Sensing Place in the 
present 

5th Nature Meeting Mapping the place Sensing Place in the 
present 

Each lesson included one or two team building activities 

 

In Appendix 2, the “Nature Diary” exercise book that was developed especially for this 

program is included. This small book was distributed to children and represents some of the 

activities we did in more details. The activities’ main aim is for children to have direct 

contact with the land and the activities were chosen based on the criteria mentioned 

previously. The activities included in the “Nature Diary” represent examples of outdoor 

activities that can be implemented to promote connection between the students and the place. 

The reason for including this “Nature Diary” in my thesis appendix is to provide the readers 

with more information about the program. The program is the influential factor examined. 

Thus, the reader should have a clear view of the outdoor education program implemented 

with the participants.  

 

3.2.2 Quasi-Experimental Design 

The method used for this research was experimental design – case study. The idea of an 

experimental design is that the researcher manipulates on purpose a group of people, in order 

to examine if a relationship of cause and effect exists (Bryman and Cramer, 2009). In this 

specific study, the cause was the outdoor activities (A.L.N.L.) and their effect on place 

attachment levels was investigated. In order to implement this social experiment, the children 
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were separated in two groups. The one group of children took part in the outdoor activities 

that aim at place attachment. That was the experimental group. The other group which did not 

participate in the activities was the control group. Both groups completed a place attachment 

measurement questionnaire, before and after the implementation of the A.L.N.L. As 

mentioned later (3.2.4), the experimental and the control group were not selected randomly. 

The selection was based on practical issues. That is why the research design of this study is a 

quasi-experimental design. A table that represents the whole process of the experiment is 

following. As shown on the table, the pre-questionnaires were distributed two days because 

of absences of some students during the first day of distribution. The program started on 27th 

March and lasted until the 29th April. Three of the hours used for the program were English 

lessons hours for both groups and the rest of the hours were free for the students. Thus, the 

control group that did not participate in the program followed the schedule of either English 

lessons indoors, or free time indoors. One day after the program the post-questionnaire was 

handed in to the students. 

 

Table 3.2.2: Important Dates during the Experiment 

Important Dates 14 and 27 March 27 March–29 April 

(7 hours) 

30 April 

Experimental group Pre-questionnaire A.L.N.L. Post-questionnaire 

Control group Pre-questionnaire Free time or English 

lesson indoors 

Post-questionnaire 

 

The selection of the experimental design relies on the following reason. There was a 

possibility that children had already experienced a level of place attachment, because the area 

which was examined is close to their school. This means that students had already spent time 

there. Hence, using the experimental design, I examined the significance of the program itself 

to the development of a possible higher level of place attachment. As a result, the only 

influencing factor that changed and directed the research is the A.L.N.L.The other factors, 

like the time spent before in this place and during school hours, and the possibility of 

previous education about this natural place are the same, since children are students of the 

same class and of the same school. Moreover, the role of the control group is really to control 

the experiment. Having two groups, an experimental and a control group, gives the 
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possibility to exclude other factors that might influence the effect and lead to a fake causal 

relationship, between the two variables examined (Bryman and Cramer, 2009).  

 

3.2.3 Operationalization of Concepts 

The term of Operationalization used by Bryman (2012:161) is as following; 

“Operationalization refers to the operations by which a concept is measured”. In this specific 

study, the concept of place attachment needs to be measured. Therefore, a questionnaire 

which measures the place attachment was used as a tool, in two different timelines. The study 

is focused on examining 4 dimensions of place attachment (see more in chapter of literature 

review). Therefore, the questionnaire measured place attachment according to these 

dimensions (place identity, place dependence, social bonding, nature bonding). This means 

that each statement in the questionnaire refers to one of these dimensions. In total, it consists 

of 16 statements. The possible responses, for each statement, obey to a multiple–indicator 

measure. Specifically, Likert 5 point scale was used (strongly disagree/disagree/neither agree 

nor disagree/agree/ strongly agree). 

There have been developed many questionnaires for measuring place attachment, in 

previous studies, but most of them were designed for adults. Moreover, there has not been 

conducted either a similar research, or a similar multidimensional place attachment 

measurement with quantitative data to children of the same age (as far as I know). That is the 

reason why I could not use an already developed questionnaire in its concrete form. Instead, I 

chose to use some statements that suited my research and the participants. Two statements 

were also self-developed, so as to address the social bonding direction with more statements, 

instead of just one, used in previous developed questionnaires, which was appropriate for my 

study. 

There were two main challenges with the final form of the questionnaire. Firstly, the 

statements needed to be as simple as possible and correspond with children’s development at 

this age. Therefore, I had to adapt some statements to the participants. For example, “I am 

very attached to the Natural area around my school” was transformed to “I have strong 

feelings about the Natural area around my school”. Secondly, the questionnaire was 

translated in Swedish by native speakers, so that children will understand each statement and 

no language restrictions interfere while filling it in. Some statements could not be translated 

exactly word by word. As a result, the questionnaire includes some statements which are not 

the same, but similar or paraphrased compared to the original statements, found in previously 
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developed questionnaires. For example, “The Natural area around my school is a very special 

place for me” was transformed to “The Natural area around my school is a very important 

place for me”. The reason was that native Swedish speakers felt that the word special can 

have a negative meaning in Swedish language. Furthermore, one reverse statement (included 

in the number of 16 statements) was included in the questionnaire, in order to examine how 

reliable are participants’ responses. However, this statement did not take part in the analysis, 

because it proved to decrease the internal consistency of the research tool, when included 

(See 3.3). Specifically, the questionnaire used in the research consists of 16 statements 

derived from the following references, shown in Table 3.2.3: 

 

Table 3.2.3: Statements of the Questionnaire and References 

Number of statements Reference  

11 Raymond et al., 2010 

2 Williams &Vaske, 2003 

1 Kyle et al., 2005 

2 Self-developed 

 

As indicated on the table, the questionnaire is mainly based on Raymond’s model. The other 

statements were included to support the identity of my research, since some statements in 

Raymond’s model seemed irrelevant with my study. Finally, measuring demographic data 

like gender and age were considered important. Firstly, the gender of the participants is 

necessary, in order to examine any possible difference in response because of that. Secondly, 

the age of the participants was confirmed, so as to place the results in this specific age group.  

 

3.2.4 Selection of Participants and Research Site 

For the needs of the research, a group of 31 students (20 girls and 11 boys) participated. All 

are studying at a Swedish primary school. The selection of the sample can be considered 

convenient, because of previous cooperation with the school, for one hour teaching course, as 

an internship during my studies. Moreover, the school was surrounded by a natural 
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landscape, apart from the manmade schoolyard. This natural area is very close to school and 

is also part of the community. Therefore, it represented an ideal site for this research. 

The children who participated were attending the 6th grade of primary school. The age of 

the children at this grade was 12–13 years. Firstly, the choice of the age is considered as a 

solution in a practical issue, concerning the language skills. I was the instructor of the 

program and I was unable to use Swedish language at a good level. Children at this age speak 

English well enough, which made it possible to use English language during the program. 

Furthermore, the older age gave the opportunity for a more advanced level of land full 

experiences. This means that the activities could have an interdisciplinary character. 

Moreover, the members had a higher level of knowledge in different courses, which was used 

as a basement for the program. 

The participants were divided in two groups. The teacher chose how to separate the 

children depending more on practical issues. So, one group consisted of 17 children (10 girls 

and 7 boys) and the other consisted of 14 children (10 girls and 4 boys). The reason for this 

division was that I used two hours of their English lessons, in order to implement the 

program. During English lessons children are already separated in these two groups. 

Therefore, teachers thought that it is more convenient just to substitute one English class 

instead of choosing some children from both groups. The English teacher of the 17 children 

group agreed to replace her lessons with the program courses. Thus, this group was the one 

who participated in the program. 

Before I end this part, I would like to mention that at first the students participated were 

32. Finally, 31 questionnaires were used for the statistical analysis. One questionnaire was 

excluded. The student who filled in this questionnaire was a member of the control group. 

The reason for excluding was that his/her answers were the same at all statements, in the pre-

questionnaire. It was not possible to respond positively to all the statements because there 

was one reverse statement, which was, in fact, the opposite of another one (See Apendix1 – 

Questions 6 and 11). Furthermore, this student was absent the day of the post-questionnaire’ 

distribution. So, that was another reason for confirming its exclusion.  

 

3.2.5 Collection of Data 

As mentioned earlier, a pre-questionnaire and post-questionnaire was used for the collection 

of data. These two questionnaires were given in two different timelines, to both experimental 

and control group. The first questionnaire was filled in from the majority of the participants 
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on 14th of May and the rest of them on 27th of March. The same questionnaire was filled in 

again on 29th April from all the participants, one day after the completion of the program.  

 

3.2.6 Process and Analysis of Data 

After gathering the pre-questionnaires, data was coded and inserted in the statistical program 

SPSS. Similarly, the same process was followed after gathering the post-questionnaires. 

Therefore, in the end of the experiment, two questionnaires needed analysis. One was the pre-

questionnaire which was filled in before the program and the other after the program. The 

main aim was to compare the questionnaires of two groups. Also, comparison in gender took 

place. As stated before, the statistical program SPSS (version 21) was used for the analysis of 

data. Descriptive statistical analysis took place, in order to compare the means between the 

groups’ responses and the two questionnaires. Non parametric tests were conducted for the 

analysis of the data collected. The reason for this choice is that the small sample cannot give 

information about its distribution. Thus, Wilcoxon Signed Rank test for non-parametric data 

and two related samples was conducted, so as to compare the same group’s responses of pre 

and post questionnaire. The same test was also used to compare the groups’ responses, using 

gender as an influential factor. Moreover, Mann-Whitney U test for non-parametric data was 

implemented. This test aims at comparing two independent samples. In this specific study, 

the experimental group was compared with the control group, concerning their responses at 

both the pre and post questionnaire. The analysis of the data is presented, with more details, 

in the chapter of Results. The charts were developed using Microsoft Excel 2010. In the end 

of the research, when the results were available, connection of the findings and the existed 

theory took place (Chapter 5). 

 

3.3 Validity and Reliability of the Research 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the instrument is based by 69% on Raymond et al.’s 

(2010) scale. In his research validity and reliability was examined. Indeed, they state that 

“The model presented does however provide researchers with a valid and inclusive method to 

measure place attachment in rural and natural settings” (p.433). Therefore, the measurement 

scale of this study can support its validity and reliability through the previous researches. 

However, reliability test using Cronbach’s alpha as a tool was implemented. Specifically, 

each group of statements for every dimension measured was tested. The results are illustrated 

in the following table: 
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Table 3.3: Cronbach’s Results 

Dimension Cronbach’s Alpha 

Place Dependence 0,790 

Place Identity 0,882 

Social Bonding 0,620 

Nature Bonding 0,910 

 

Acceptable values for Cronbach’s alpha range from 0,70–0,95 (Tavakol and Dennick, 2011). 

Specifically, according to George and Mallery (2003:231) Cronbach’s alpha can be 

interpreted as following: 

“_ > .9 = Excellent, 

 _ > .8 = Good, 

 _ > .7 = Acceptable, 

 _ > .6 = Questionable, 

 _ > .5 = Poor,  

 _ < .5 = Unacceptable” 

Depending on the above interpretation only social bonding dimension seems to have 

questionable Cronbach’s alpha value. Generally, the scale used in the study’s questionnaire to 

measure place attachment seems to be reliable. As far as place dependence dimension is 

concerned, one statement was not included in the analysis process, because it proved to 

decrease the Cronbach alpha to 0.61. As already mentioned in 3.2.3, this statement was only 

used in order to examine how reliable are participants’ responses. All in all, the fact that the 

questionnaire consists mostly of previously used statements that have been tested for their 

validity, in addition to the reliability test implemented, increase the level of reliability and 

measurement validity of the study.  

Furthermore, internal validity can also be supported, due to the control group. The role of 

the control group is to indicate if there are other factors that influence the result apart from 

the intervention that the experimental group had. Therefore, the control group helps to 

conclude to a more valid result concerning a causal relationship examined, like the one in this 

study; the causal relationship between outdoor education and place attachment. On the other 

hand, the fact that this study is a case study, with a small number of participants, does not 

give possibilities for generalization of the findings. As a result, the external validity of this 

study is not high. Similarly, ecological validity cannot be fully claimed for this study. 

Although, the experiment is conducted in a place that is part of the students’ everyday life, it 
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could have a higher ecological validity, if their regular teacher would have been the 

instructor. Additionally, if the outdoor lessons were really part of their school indoor lessons 

and not just compatible, the experiment would have been very close to everyday lessons and 

not special lessons with a special teacher.  

 

3.4 Ethical Questions Concerning my Research 

In my research, 12–13 years old children participated. Therefore, it was very important for 

me to be very careful in every step of my research. The discussion concerning the ethical 

issues will be based on the four ethical principles presented by Bryman (2012). According to 

these principles there are four main areas to consider when referring to ethics in a research: 

 

1. Harm to participants 

This first principle refers to the harm, physical or mental, that participants might experience 

due to their participation into a research. This study is based on a group of teenagers 

participated. Every action along this study was planned carefully, so as to avoid any possible 

side-effects. At first, the program designed for the study as an intervention included outdoor 

lessons. Thus, a need to deal with safety issues is obvious. Indeed, lessons taking place in an 

outdoor environment require a greater consideration of safety and security issues. That is the 

reason why a “Nature Contract” was designed. Specifically, this contract included rules that 

everybody should obey while being outdoors, in order to reassure the safety of the whole 

group (See Appendix 2). Since I was the instructor, I tried to reassure that none of the 

activities will set participants in a dangerous situation or harm them mentally. 

Another issue that must be discussed within this principle is the participation of the 

experimental group only, in the outdoor activities and a possible mental harm which can 

derive from this fact for the control group. Lankshear and Knobel (2004:111) support that in 

a quasi-experimental design students might be harmed “through omission”. There is a 

possibility that the participants of the control group felt a kind of rejection, by not attending 

any outdoor lessons and follow the regular school program. Lankshear and Knobel (2004) 

suggest, as a solution to the above ethical consideration, a later intervention to the control 

group, after the completion of the study. Unfortunately, it was difficult to interfere into the 

school program in order to repeat the program with the students of the control group. 

Moreover, time constraints concerning the completion of this study and budget limitations for 

the needs of transportation did not allow me to spend more time in the school. However, the 
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whole class received an hour of outdoor teaching some months earlier, from me and my 

classmates, during our master studies’ internship. 

 

2. Lack of informed consent 

The second principle represents the need of informing the participants that they are going to 

participate into a research and receiving their consent form. In my study, 12–13 years old 

students participated. Hence, apart from the agreement of the participants, I had to ask the 

consent from their teachers as well, since the program implemented would be included in the 

school hours. To begin with, I gave detailed information to two main teachers (teaching in 

this class) about the purpose and the methodology of my research. I also presented to them 

the questionnaire and a detailed program of the activities that children would do during the 

A.L.N.L. Later, I informed children about my plans, by giving general information 

concerning the purpose and the process of the experiment. I asked them if they want to take 

part in the research and especially the program, making clear that it is voluntary and they can 

stop at any time. Furthermore, I asked the teacher to send consent forms to the parents, but 

he/she decided that it was not necessary. Finally, during the program, children were free to 

take a decision concerning their participation in each lesson. For example, a student asked not 

to participate in the 4th outdoor lesson and I respected his/her decision. Generally, as a 

teacher of the lessons, I tried to encourage children to participate, by showing to them 

enthusiasm and maintaining a pleasant spirit in the group, like every teacher should do during 

the teaching process. All in all, participants were informed about the research and the process 

of it, as well as their teachers and the school community. 

 

3. Invasion of privacy 

Protection of privacy considers being a very significant ethical issue when conducting a 

research. This principle secures the right of privacy that each participant has and addresses 

the attention of the researcher at avoiding any type of invasion of privacy during the research. 

According to Bryman (2012), this principle is highly related to issues concerning anonymity 

and confidentiality. I ensured that no invasion of privacy would occur, by asking children to 

use nicknames, when answering the questionnaires. Moreover, nowhere in my thesis is 

mentioned the name of the school or its exact position. Therefore, the right for privacy of the 

participants, the teachers and the school participated is highly supported in my study. 
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4. Deception 

Deception refers to the possibility of deceiving the participants when conducting a research. 

Deception can take place in various ways, but it is mostly about reducing the level of 

participants’ understanding concerning the purpose and the process of the research (Bryman, 

2012). The participants of this study had clear awareness about the process of the research 

and some more general information about the purpose. The aim of the experiment conducted 

was not stated specifically, but generally to the participants, in order not to influence them. 

However, the teachers were aware of what the research is about and informed in detail about 

the purpose and the process of the whole study. Additionally, I had a continuous contact with 

the teachers during the implementation of the program, so that they were always informed of 

the program’s process.  
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Chapter 4: Results 

4.1 Introduction 

After collecting both pre and post questionnaires, I started the analysis. All the results 

presented in this chapter, aim at answering the research question. The research question is: 

“How significant is the role of Outdoor Education for developing or enhancing the level of 

place attachment to the natural place next to the school?”  

Hence, the main goal is to examine if any significant difference appears in the level of 

place attachment, after the experimental intervention. The analysis will focus on the 

experimental group. However, I will also demonstrate comparisons with the control group. 

The main reason for doing this is to identify or reveal other factors that might have 

influenced both groups. Thus, if there have been other influential factors, then a difference in 

both groups will be detected. On the other hand, if only the participants of the experimental 

group appear to have a different attitude in the post-test, then there is a great possibility that 

the experimental intervention is responsible for this. In addition, the level of place attachment 

will only be interpreted in comparison with the pre and post-test and the different dimensions 

of place attachment. The different dimensions are Place Identity, Place Dependence, Social 

Bonding and Nature Bonding. As mentioned in Chapter 2, the dimensions represent either the 

type of place attachment, or the reason for developing place attachment. Moreover, during 

this chapter the means of the participants’ responses will be presented, for each dimension. 

These means are based on the 5-Likert Scale: Strongly disagree=1, Disagree=2, Neither 

Agree nor Disagree=3, Agree=4, Strongly Agree=5. The means then, represent the sum of all 

the statements’ responses that are parts of each dimension divided by the number of 

statements. Furthermore, depending on the above numbers that each response represent, the 

sum of the means, for each dimension, can range as shown below (Check also Appendix 3): 

Place Identity: Min. 5 – Max. 25 

Place Dependence: Min. 4 – Max. 20 

Social Bonding: Min. 3 – Max. 15 

Nature Bonding: Min. 3 – Max. 15 

Finally, SPSS 21 and Microsoft Excel were used for the analysis and the presentation of the 

results in charts. Mann Whitney U-Test was conducted in order to compare independent 

samples (experimental and control group) and Wilcoxon Rank Test in order to compare 

related samples (pre and post responses of the same group).The Pre-Test and Post-Test 



[34] 
 

represent the questionnaires, distributed to the participants before and after the experiment 

respectively. 

 

4.2 Analysis 

4.2.1 Place Attachment Level 

I will start by presenting the level of place attachment the participants had. The table in 

Appendix 3 depicts the results for means of the different dimensions of place attachment. 

Looking at the minimum and maximum response each dimension could have, it seems that 

students had generally a medium or slightly higher level of place attachment. When summing 

up the prices for all the dimensions, the mean price ranges again slightly above the medium 

level both in pre and post test. The chart below shows clearly that for both groups the level of 

place attachment is more than 45 (both for pre and post responses), but close to this price, 

which is the medium price of place attachment they could have.  

 

Chart 4.2.1: Place Attachment Level – Experimental and Control Group 

 

After conducting the Mann Whitney Test for independent samples, I ended up that the level 

of place attachment was statistically significant higher in the pre-test, in favor of the control 

group. As shown in the table below, the p-value is smaller than 0.05. Thus, it is more than 
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95% possible that the control group had a higher level of place attachment, than the 

experimental group, in the beginning. The table below informs the reader of the test’s results 

and specifically the exact price of p-value, indicated in the analysis. 

 

Table 4.2.1: Mann Whitney Test – Place Attachment 

Place Attachment 

 Mean Score U Value P-Value Significance Level 

Experimental 

group 
45,65 

64,5 0,029 0,05 

Control group 50,51 

 

4.2.2 Comparing Experimental and Control Group – Before and after the 

Program 

The groups were also compared for each dimension independently. The comparison refers to 

both the pre-test and the post-test. Below in the chart, the means are represented for both 

groups, before and after the program. One can notice by looking at the chart that although the 

means of the control group, were higher than the ones of the experimental group in the pre-

test, the post-results indicate a different attitude. Specifically, concerning place identity, the 

groups tend to be at the same level, after the program. Furthermore, dimensions of place 

dependence and social bonding demonstrate an increase for the experimental group’s post 

responses. However, the opposite happens with the control group. Finally, comparing the 

nature bonding dimension, the groups tend to be the same, since control group’s mean 

reduced and experimental group’s increased.  
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Chart 4.2.2: Mean – Experimental and Control Group 

 
Mann Whitney test for independent samples was conducted, in order to investigate if there is 

any significant difference, between the groups and the two tests. The test demonstrated only a 

significant difference, for place identity dimension, in the pre-test responses (p-value<0.05). 

Particularly, the control group had higher place identity level than the experimental group, 

before the program started, for 5% significance level. In the following table there is 

information about the price of p-value the test resulted in. The p-value is less than 0.05. This 

means that there is a higher than 95% possibility, that this difference in place identity was 

statistically valid and not random. 

 

Table 4.2.2: Mann Whitney Test – Place Identity 

Place Identity 

 Mean Score U Value P-Value Significance Level 

Experimental 

group 
15,65 

66,5 0,036 0,05 

Control group 18,14 
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4.2.3 Experimental Group – Means before and after the Program 

I will continue with presenting the results for the experimental group. At first, the means 

were calculated, both for the participants’ responses before and after the experiment. They 

are depicted in the following chart. 

 

Chart 4.2.3: Experimental Group – Means before and after the Program 

It is obvious, looking at the chart, that there is an increasing tendency at all dimensions after 

the experiment. None of the means decreased. A Wilcoxon Signed Rank test was 

implemented in order to designate the increase appeared at all dimensions. However, no 

significant difference was proved. 

 

4.2.4 Control Group – Means before and after the Program 

I will now present the results concerning the means of the control group, before and after the 

experiment. As depicted in the chart, all the means of the four dimensions examined 

decreased.  
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Chart 4.2.4: Control Group – Means before and after the Program 

 

A Wilcoxon Signed rank test was also implemented; so as to examine the significance of the 

difference appeared in the means. The results of the Wilcoxon test indicate a statistically 

significant reduction in the mean of social bonding, concerning the post-test responses in 

comparison with the pre-test responses. This result indicates that the decrease of the mean of 

social bonding is 95% (p-value<0.05) possible to be significant and not random. As far as the 

other dimensions are concerned, the test indicated a possibility more than 5% that this 

increase indicated in means might be random. On the other hand, the possibility of error for 

social bonding was only 1.7%, as presented in Table 4.2.4. 

 

Table 4.2.4: Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test – Social Bonding – Control Group 

Social Bonding 

 Mean Score Z Value P-Value Significance Level 

Pre-Test 11,43 
-2,378 0,017 0,5 

Post-Test 9,79 
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4.2.5 Experimental Group – Gender 

In addition, differences depending on the gender were examined. To begin with the 

experimental group, a significant increase in social bonding and nature bonding was detected.  

 

Chart 4.2.5 (a): Experimental Group – Girls 

 
As demonstrated in Chart 4.2.5 (a), the means of girls’ responses increased at all dimensions. 

A Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was conducted to designate the significance of this rise. As 

mentioned previously, the results concluded in statistically significant increase, concerning 

the dimensions of social bonding and nature bonding, for 5% significance level. This 5% 

indicates that the hypothesis of significant increase of these two dimensions is more than 

95% possible. Indeed, the possibility that this increase was random and not statistically 

significant is 2% for social bonding dimension and 3.1% for nature bonding dimension 

(Table 4.2.5). 
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Table 4.2.5: Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test (Social Bonding, Nature Bonding) – Experimental Group – 

Girls 

 Mean Score Z Value P-Value Significance Level 

Social Bonding 

Pre-Test 9,27 
-2,399 0,02 0,05 

Post-Test 10,82 

Nature Bonding 

Pre-Test 7,27 
-2,176 0,031 0,05 

Post-Test 9,2 

 
In addition, the means for boys, who took part in the experimental group, are represented in 

the following chart. Looking at the chart 4.2.5 (b), one can identify that the pre and post-test 

means, for boys, are slightly higher for place identity. On the other hand, the post-test mean 

of place dependence, represent a slight fall. Similarly, the means of the other two dimensions 

of social bonding and nature bonding decreased in the post test. After implementing the 

Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test, no statistical significant difference was demonstrated for any of 

the dimensions. 

 

Chart 4.2.5 (b): Experimental Group – Boys 
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4.2.6 Control Group – Gender 

The gender was examined as an influential factor for participants’ responses in the control 

group as well. Starting with the female participants, no mean showed rise in their post-test 

responses compared to the pre-test. All the means decreased, at all dimensions, as 

demonstrated in the chart below 4.2.6 (a). Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was used to examine, 

if the changes appeared in the post-test responses are statistically significant. However, no 

significant change was indicated. 

 

Chart 4.2.6 (a): Control Group – Girls 

 

As far as the boys of the control group are concerned, the means of their responses are 

depicted in the chart below 4.2.6 (b). Their post-test responses demonstrated a drop at all 

dimensions. Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was conducted; so as to examine the significance of 

these changes appeared. However, no dimension appeared to change statistically significant.  
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Chart 4.2.6 (b): Control Group – Boys 

 

4.3 Summary of Results 

Taking everything into consideration, the post questionnaire responses in comparison with 

the pre questionnaire ones, were generally different for both the experimental and control 

group. Generally, both groups showed from the pre-test a medium price of place attachment 

level. As far as their post responses are concerned, the experimental group indicated an 

increase comparing to its previous prices. The opposite happened with the control group, 

whose responses decreased. However, the control group had indicated statistically significant 

higher level of place attachment in the beginning, when comparing with the experimental 

group’s level of place attachment. Moreover, a statistically significant difference in the 

dimension of place identity was detected, in the pre-test responses. Specifically, the control 

group seemed to have higher place identity than the experimental group, in their pre-

responses. The significance level for this probability was 5%. Generally, when comparing the 

means between the two groups in the two different timelines, there seems to be a rising 

tendency for the experimental group, at all dimensions, after the experiment. However, the 

control group appears to have a decreasing tendency, in their post-responses. The 

experimental group showed no significant difference after the implementation of the 

program. On the other hand when examining the gender as a factor, female participants 

appeared to respond higher in the level of social and nature bonding, in their post responses. 

The significance level for this increase was 5%. Male participants showed no particular 
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significant change in their responses, after the experiment. As far as the control group is 

concerned, a significant decrease in the level of social bonding dimension was indicated, for 

5% significance level. No statistically significant difference appears, either for boys, or for 

girls, when examining the gender as an influential factor.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

In this part of the thesis, the results presented in the previous chapter will be discussed. 

Moreover, the limitations concerning the study results will be discussed and suggestions for 

future studies will be put forward. I will begin with discussing the findings for each group, 

gender differences and then the results after the comparison of the groups. 

 

5.1 Discussion of the Study Results 

Place Attachment 

I will start the chapter of discussion by commenting the level of place attachment the 

participants had. As shown in the results, the students of both groups had a medium level of 

place attachment before the experiment. The reader should bear in mind that the participants 

have been studying in this school for 6 years, and they have been using the place quite often 

in spring and some times during the rest of the year, for outdoor lessons and recreational 

activities (depending on informal information from teachers and children). Moreover, this 

natural area is part of the community, so it is possible that children had spent time there alone 

or with families and friends, apart from the school time. Having this in mind, I was expecting 

that the participants would indicate a high level of place attachment. Lewicka (2011) supports 

that the most positive predictor of place attachment is the length of residence at this place, or 

the amount of time spent at this place. Semken et al. (2009) concluded in similar results, 

when correlating the level of place attachment with the frequency of visiting a place. Thus, 

the frequency and the amount of time spent in a place can be a reason to develop a strong 

bond with a place. This means that even if children have spent time there during their school 

years and their school is next to this natural area, they declare only a medium level of place 

attachment.  

There are two possible explanations why they indicated a medium and not high level of 

place attachment. At first, there is the possibility that children have not finally spent enough 

time at this place, or they have not spent quality time there. As mentioned previously, the 

frequency and the amount of time spent there, are considered to be the best predictors for 

place bonding. Thus, if children were visiting the place frequently and a lot during these six 

years, then probably place attachment would be higher. In addition, when referring to quality 

time, I mean that children should work with the place and not just standing in a natural space. 

They need to give meaning to it, in order to become their place (Resor, 2010). Dahlgren and 

Szszepanski (1998:19) contend that children should have authentic experiences with the 
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natural and cultural aspects of the outdoor environment and not facing the outdoors like “a 

museum view of nature and culture”. Additionally, Baker (2005:274‐275) claims that 

“Sensing place is the continuous development of a personal connection to a particular place 

that evolves from not only spending time there, but also from learning about its land history”. 

Taking all the above into consideration, the value of outdoor education activities like the ones 

included in the program and long-lasting interaction with a place seem important, in order to 

foster to children a strong bond with a natural or any other place. Another possible reason 

that explains these results in the level of place attachment can be the fact that children at this 

age are in the transitional stage from middle childhood to adolescence. Thus, they seek to 

spend time and do activities more in the city than in nature (See 2.3). Indeed, they care more 

about their social image than about exploring natural places. This theory can also explain 

why it was difficult to end up to a statistically significant increase, for the experimental 

group, after the program. Specifically, after the implementation of the program, no significant 

change in the level of place attachment was indicated, either for the experimental, or the 

control group.  

 

Experimental group 

As far as the experimental group is concerned, it was the one expected to demonstrate more 

changes. As shown in the results chapter, all the dimensions increased slightly, but not 

significantly, after the group’s participation in the program. It was mentioned previously that 

the age of the participants can indicate a possible limitation for a significant change after the 

program. Furthermore, the short length of the A.L.N.L. program can also be an extra 

limitation. Particularly, place identity, as one type of place attachment needs time to be 

developed, since the concept of place identity involves also the feeling of considering the 

place as part of oneself (Hammit et al., 2006; Williams and Vaske, 2003). Taking this into 

account, it feels difficult to develop place identity, after a short-time program, like A.L.N.L. 

Moreover, place dependence refers to the functional attachment one has with a place. This 

means that place dependence represents the connection people have with a place, thanks to 

the activities or needs one can accomplish there. Bearing in mind the transitional stage that 

children are going through during this age, it seems hard to persuade 12–13 years old children 

to spend time in nature and not in places downtown which let them have high social 

interaction.  

However, social interaction and enhancing the relationship among the participants was 

another goal of the program. Social bonding is considered to be also a reason for developing 
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place attachment to a place (Raymond et al., 2010). The results, though, indicate that the 

A.L.N.L. program was an influential factor in enhancing the level of social bonding among 

the participants, but only for girls. Additionally, female participants responded significantly 

higher than their first responses, in nature bonding dimension, after the implementation of the 

program. Raymond et al. (2010) state that nature bonding can be correlated with place 

identity. However, they suggest that there are some distinctions that need to be examined. 

Lewicka (2011) reviews numerous studies that have indicated people’s preferences in natural 

places. This result concerning the nature bonding dimension indicates a bond that female 

participants developed, in the end of the intervention. The fact that the experimental group 

came in contact with nature and became familiar with the natural processes thanks to the 

program can be a possible explanation. As far as the significant increase that girls presented 

in this dimension, there is no obvious interpretation. Thus, it needs to be researched further.  

 

Control group 

Concerning the control group, a significant decrease in the level of social bonding was 

indicated, in the post-test responses. This decrease reveals that there is a factor that 

influenced the participants of the control group and not the ones of the experimental. There is 

a possibility, then, that both groups would have shown the same attitude, in their responses at 

this specific timeline, if the program did not influence positively the experimental group. A 

possible factor explaining this attitude can be again the entrance in adolescence, when 

teenagers seek for different kind of social interactions with their friends, or even for new 

friends. Another possible explanation for the decrease indicated by the participants of the 

control group is the feeling of omission that they could have probably experienced, as 

mentioned later in 5.2. According to Lankashear and Knobel (2004) children might have felt 

disadvantaged because of not participating in the program, when the rest of the classmates 

participated. As a result, their answers might indicate a disappointment for filling the same 

questionnaire twice, concerning this specific place, without having experienced anything at 

this place during this time period. However, we cannot be sure for the above assumptions. 

Many possible explanations can exist which need further investigation. Finally, no significant 

difference, in responses of females and males participants, was shown, for the control group. 

Concerning the gender as an influential factor, I would like to quote Raymond et al.’s 

(2010:432) statement that informs the reader that “there is little empirical evidence that place 

attachment is significantly related to gender”.  
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Comparing the groups 

When comparing the groups, it seems of great importance to mention that the control group 

scored higher than the experimental group in the pre-test, at all dimensions, but only place 

identity was proved to differentiate significantly. Thus, the participants of the control group 

seemed to have had been more attached to the natural surroundings of the school, in their pre-

responses. In addition, the comparison between the two groups indicated no significant 

difference after the implementation of the program. The reason for this can be that the 

groups’ responses differentiated from the beginning, as mentioned previously and so, the 

comparison then was not so clear. Moreover, as a result of this initial difference, the 

responses of the control group became almost equal with the ones of the experimental group, 

after the program. This happened because the experimental group scored higher in the post-

questionnaire, in contrast with the control group, which scored generally lower.  

 

5.2 Limitations  

To begin with, I have chosen to use quantitative method for data collection and analysis. As a 

result, the findings can provide only a clue that there might be a causal relationship between 

outdoor education and place attachment. Consequently, the results are superficial and not 

studying this relationship into depth. It is possible that a qualitative analysis might be more 

appropriate to get more clear results. The reason for this is that questionnaires can examine 

only some part of the concept and not holistically. Moreover, the fact that the participants 

were children, questions the reliability of their responses and their ability to conceive the 

concepts, although it was constructed to be as simple as possible.  

Furthermore, the implementation of the program could be more precise and successful, if 

the instructor would be the regular teacher of the students. Then, the connection with the 

curriculum and what children have already learnt would be higher. Thus, the program might 

have been more experiential for children, since they would have worked with exactly what 

they have learnt in classroom. Moreover, the regular teacher is more aware of the students’ 

preferences and personalities, in order to adjust the program specifically for them. In 

addition, if the instructor is familiar and enthusiastic with the place and has already a 

connection with it can enhance the success of the program (Semken and Freeman, 

2008:1046). Therefore, the choice of the instructor is very important. In the specific field 

experiment, I was the instructor, mainly for convenient reasons. During the whole process of 

the program implementation, I tried not to influence the participants, to reach my 
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expectations for the study results. However, it might have happened unconsciously. 

Consequently, this can also be considered as a limitation for this study. 

Furthermore, this was a small sample case study, with a majority of girls participating. 

Consequently, the results cannot be generalized, since the sample cannot be representative. 

The small number of participants and the domination of female participants might have 

influenced the general results. In addition, the short time of implementing the program should 

be considered as a limitation to conclude in significant results. Finally, another limitation that 

has to be considered, is that the day of filling in the pre-questionnaire, it was snowing, in 

contrast to the day of distributing the post-questionnaires that it was sunny and warm. The 

weather can play a great role when considering about an outdoor place. Hence, this factor 

might have influenced the participants’ responses.  

 

5.3 Suggestions for Future Studies 

Depending on the previously mentioned limitations, it would be of great interest if a similar 

research was conducted using qualitative method of collection and analysis of data. 

Moreover, I would like to examine if the results will differentiate a lot, when the instructor of 

the program is the regular teacher of the class and the researcher remains uninvolved to the 

implementation of the program. Additionally, it would also be interesting to examine the role 

of outdoor education that takes place in urban local areas, at developing place attachment to 

the local community. This setting would have been more realistic, since only a minority of 

schools, across the world, is surrounded by a big forest and other natural aspects, like the one 

that took part in this research. Finally, I would also like to investigate the results of a similar 

study to younger children. As mentioned in the literature part, younger children are more 

interested in exploring natural places. A study like this with positive results would emphasize 

the significance of fostering place attachment to children from the early childhood, during the 

school time, by having place-based lessons.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

 

The purpose of this research was to answer the following question: 

“How significant is the role of Outdoor Education, taking place in the natural landscape next 

to the school, for developing or enhancing the level of attachment to this place?” 

At first, I would like to mention that the reader should consider that a small sample of 

participants took part in this experiment. Consequently, the results of this study should be re-

examined, in order to end up to more clear conclusions. However, this small scale research 

indicates that outdoor lessons can have positive results in developing or enhancing place 

attachment level, mainly for girls. It is important though to highlight that the program 

included activities that encourage connection with the land. Therefore, outdoor educators 

should integrate activities of this kind into their outdoor lessons, in order to seek a deeper 

connection between the students and the place of learning.  

Especially, nowadays, it seems that children need more than ever, opportunities to follow 

the natural process of development in the natural and social world, as described in Chapter 2 

(2.3). According to children participated in Jack’s (2010) study, their independent exploration 

of local places contributed to developing their personal and community identity. Thus, 

educational system should also take care and respect children’s developmental process and 

needs for exploring places. In other words, schools should contribute by providing young 

children with activities that aim at developing empathy towards nature. Later, in middle 

childhood, students should have the opportunities to explore the natural world and encourage 

them for social action, when they enter adolescence (Sobel, 1996). Furthermore, today’s 

children face some restrictions that prevent them from exploring places, losing the 

opportunity to develop a special bond with a place. High parental surveillance, because of 

high crime rate and traffic, especially in urban places, leads to lack of freedom for children to 

explore the local places on their own (Jack, 2010). According to children participated in 

Jack’s (2010) study, their independent exploration of local places contributed to developing 

their personal and community identity. In addition, nowadays, children have a variety of 

indoor entertainment to choose, which results in preventing them from playing outdoors and 

exploring local places. Moreover, restrictions concerning the use of public outdoor places in 

the city, in combination with a system of high surveillance, in these places, discourage 

children from using outdoor places to play. (Jack, 2010) 
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Apart from the above restrictions children have to deal with, the reader should bear in 

mind that development of place attachment considers to be very important for children’s 

personal development and psychological balance (See 2.2.4). In addition, attachments to a 

place developed during childhood are stronger than the ones developed in adulthood 

(Morgan, 2010). Therefore, as Chawla (1992:84) claims, what children need is; “the 

combination of memories of a well-loved childhood place and an adult who reinforces its 

value’’, in order to nurture to children place attachment. The outdoor educators, who use 

outdoor places for the learning process, can be those adults that will provide children with 

opportunities to explore places, and will contribute to fostering to them, a deep connection 

with natural places.  
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1. Questionnaire 

Hur gammal är du? How old are you? 

Flicka? Girl?                      eller pojke? Or boy? 
Nicknamn Nickname 
 
 

 5-Likert scale 
Jag håller inte alls med – Jag 

håller med helt och hållet 
I strongly disagree – I 

strongly agree 
1. Jag tycker om naturen runt skolan. 

 
No other place can compare to the Natural area around my 
school. * (Raymond et al., 2010) 

 

2. Jag gillar att besöka naturen runt skolan än något 
naturområde. 
 

I get more satisfaction out of visiting the Natural area around my 
school than any other natural area. (Williams and Vaske, 2003) 

 

3. Naturen runt skolan är mycket viktig för mig. 
 

The Natural area around my school is very special to me. 
(Raymond et al., 2010) 

 

4. Jag har många fina minnen från naturen runt 
skolan. 
 

I have a lot of fond memories about the Natural area around my 
school. (Kyle et. al., 2005) 

 

5. Naturen runt skolan passar för aktiveteterna som 
jag gillar att göra. 

 
I would not substitute any other area for the activities I do in the 
Natural area around my school. (Raymond et al., 2010)
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6. Naturen runt skolan passar bättre för aktiveteterna 
som jag gillar att göra än något annat område jag 
känner till. 
 

Doing activities in the Natural area around my school is more 
important to me than doing them in any other place. (Raymond et 
al., 2010) 

 

7. Naturen runt skolan betyder mycket för mig. 
 

The Natural area around my school means a lot to me. (Raymond 
et al., 2010) 

 

8. Jag har starka känslor för naturen runt skolan. 
 

I am very attached to the Natural area around my school. 
(Raymond et al., 2010) 

 

9. Aktiveteterna jag gör med mina klasskamrater i 
naturen runt skolan betyder mycket för mig. 
 
The activities I do with my classmates in the Natural area around 
my school mean a lot to me. 

 

10. Jag har et kommit närmre mina klasskamrater på 
grund av tiden vi har spenderat i naturen runt skolan.

 
I have a strong connection with my classmates because of the 
time spent all together in the Natural area around my school.

 

11. Något annat naturområde passar bättre för 
aktiveteterna som jag gillar att göra än naturen runt 
skolan. 

 
The things I do at the Natural area around my school I would 
enjoy doing just as much as at a similar site. (Williams and 
Vaske, 2003) 

 

12. Jag känner att naturen runt skolan är en del av 
mig. 

 
I feel the Natural area around my school is a part of me. 
(Raymond et al., 2010) 
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13. När jag spenderar tid i naturen runt skolan 
känner jag ett starkt band till naturen. 

 
When I spend time in the Natural area around my school, I feel a 
deep feeling of connection with nature. (Raymond et al., 2010)

 

14. När jag är i naturen runt skolan känner jag att 
den är som en del av mig.  

 
I learn a lot about myself when I spend time in the Natural area 
around my school. (Raymond et al., 2010) 

 

15. Jag skulle känna att svagare band till naturen runt 
skolan om djuren och växter som liver där försvann. 

 
I would feel less attached to the Natural area around my school, 
if the animals and plants that live here disappeared. (Raymond et 
al., 2010) 

 

16. Naturen runt skolan passar bäst för aktiveteterna 
som jag gillar att göra. 

 
The Natural area around my school is the best place for the 
activities I like to do. (Raymond et al., 2010) 

 

Tack så mycket för din hjälp! 
 

*The statements have not translated exactly from English, but paraphrased. 
Check Methodology Chapter. 
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2. A.L.N.L. Program Material 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

This diary belongs to 
 

…………………………………. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Have fun in Nature!  
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Nature Contract 
 
 

 I stay always close to the group. 
 I make sure that I can see Irå and my 

classmates at all times working in nature.  
 I inform always Irå, if I want to go back to 

school for toilet or for any other reason. 
 I feel free to talk to Irå, if I am annoyed or I 

didn’t like something during the nature 
courses. 

 I feel free to ask if I do not understand. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Signature 
 

…..………………. 
 
 
 

Our nature meetings 
 

Day Time  
Wednesday 27th 
March 

8:10–9:30 Working with 
the trees 

Wednesday 10th 
April 

8:10–9:30 Working with 
the microcosm 

Monday 15th 
April 

13:20–14:40 Working with 
the history of 
this place – 
exploring the 
bioregion of 
the place 

Wednesday 24th 
April 

8:10–9:30 Topo naming – 
Exploring 
Special places 

Monday 29th 
April 

13:20–14:40 Mapping the 
place 
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1st nature meeting 
Date: 
Weather: 
 
Activity: Hug a tree (Cornell, 1998:28) 
The tree I hugged is a ………… tree 

 Felt like ……….. 
 Looked like (represent the silhouette of your tree 

with your body) 
 
 

Pick up a leaf from the ground that belongs to your 
tree and stick it in the circle! 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Activity: Measure tree’s age 
 
Instructions 

1. I measure the tree’s circumference 1.35 meters 
above stump level 

 
Circumference=…………………cm 
 

2. Convert the circumference from cm to inches.  
1 inch=2.54 cm 

 
Circumference = …………inches 
 

3. Do you know how to find the diameter?  
 

The diameter is ………………….inches. 
 

4. I calculate to find the tree age 
 

 
Growth factor for silver birch trees= 3.5 
 

Result 
The tree’s age is ………………… 
 
 

diameter X growth factor = Tree Age 
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During Easter Holidays I become a journalist! 

 
 
I take interviews from my parents/grandparents or older 
people or I search online. 
I try to find information about the school forest, like: 

 What people used to do in the school forest 
 Funny Stories from previous students 
 How the school forest looked like in the past 
 Any stories or information you can find about 

the school forest 
Be ready to present a story to your classmates on Monday, 
15th April! 
 
 

 

2nd Nature meeting 
 

Date: 
Weather: 
 
Activity: Micro-hike (Cornell, 1998:50) 
It is time to explore the microcosm of this place! Find the 
most interesting ground and span your string over there. 
This will be the path to examine it with magnifying lenses. 
Try to answer the next questions: 
 
What kind of world are you travelling through right now? 
Who are your nearest neighbors? Are they friendly? What 
are they doing? 
How would it feel like to live in this micro world? 
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3rd Nature meeting 
 

Date: 
Weather: 
 
Activity: Finding your own Bioregion (Berg, 2005:126) 
It is time to make a simple map by showing some of the 
basic natural characteristics of this place, which is part of 
your town. 
Instructions: 

1. Put an X in the middle of the paper. This represents 
the place where you are now.  
 

2. Orientation: Try to identify where the north, south, 
east, west direction is. In the upper right hand 
corner of the paper make a symbol with these 
directions like this: 

                                 
3. Wind: Draw an arrow in your paper next to the 

above symbol to show the direction of the wind 
today. 

 
4. Water: Use the blue color to draw the closest 

source of water. It can be a lake, a river, the sea. Try 
to think where this water comes from. Show it with 
drawing some arrows. 

4.1. Is this source of water connected with 
another source of water, for example 
another bigger or smaller lake, river, or 
the sea? Try to include them in the 
map. 
 
 
 

 
  

 
 

5. Soil: Now paint with another color the soil found in 
this area. Is there the same type of soil in the whole 
place? Or, is there also sand, or stones found? Use 
different colors for different types of soil. 
 

6. Plants: Draw some native plants that you can find a 
lot in this area. 

 
7. Animals: Draw some wild animals (not pets like 

dogs and cats) that live in this area. 

Don’t forget to make a note in the 

upper left hand corner of the paper 

to show what each color represents 
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8. People: People are also part of this place, so you 
have to include them in the map. Draw: 

8.1. Some of the activities that people do in 
this place, 

8.2. Something bad that people do in this 
place and put this place in danger, 

8.3. Something good that people do for this 
area. 

 
Do the same map for the past. How would this map 
be 100 years ago? 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4th Nature meeting 
 

Date: 
Weather: 
 
Activity: Exploring Special places (Cornell, 1998:126) 
Walk around. Try to find a place in this area that you feel 
it’s special.  
My journey to ………………………………... 
Explorer(s)……………………………………
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First Impressions 
After choosing a special area, take time to wander around 
and just have fun. Then choose a comfortable spot, where 
you can sit and think about your place. Try to answer the 
following questions. 
What are some of the first things you noticed about your 
site? 
…………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………… 
 
How do you feel being here? 
…………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………… 
 
PICK A NAME that suits your place. You can change it 
later, if you think of something better. 
THE NAME OF MY PLACE IS 
………………………………………………… 
 
 Find the best view and give it a special name. Then 

sketch (draw) the view in this space. Later, you will 
see if a friend can find your “best” view by using 
your drawing as a guide. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Find the best place to listen for nature sounds. Then 

see how long it takes to hear at least five different 
natural sounds. Can you understand what makes 
these sounds? 
Write down the sounds you listened (and who made 
them) 
1……………………………………………. 
2……………………………………………. 
3……………………………………………. 
4…………….……………………………… 
5……………………………………………. 
 

 Find the oldest or a special tree in your place. Draw 
the tree and tell why it’s unique. 
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It’s unique 
because…………………………………………… 

 
 USE YOUR HANDS to find the warmest and 

coldest places. Also look for the wettest and driest 
sites. Can you find the windiest and calmest places? 

 
 STOP AT DIFFERENT places. Close your eyes and 

focus your attention on the sense of smell. Find 
three different smells. Can you find out where they 
come from? 
 
1…………………………………………… 
2…………………………………………… 
3…………………………………………… 

 
 FIND something that: 

 
 Is small and has many colors 

 
 Makes you smile 

 
 VERTICAL POEM 

Choose a word that describes the feeling of the 
place you have chosen. Then use each letter of the 
word to begin a line of your poem. For example, 
let’s say that when you see the place the word 
spring comes in your mind. So the poem can be like 
this: 
 
S pecial place 
P lace that I like 
R aise  
I n my mind 
N ow flowers 
G oing, going in the sky. 
 
 
Now write the word you have chosen with one letter 
on each line. 
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5th Nature meeting 
 

Date: 
Weather: 
 
Activity: Emotional and memento map 

1. Choose the place you want to create a map for. It 
can be as small or big as you want. You need to 
have in mind that you have first to represent the 
place on the paper and then add some feelings and 
memories for this place. 

The purpose of a map is to guide other people to this 
place. So, make it as simple and easy as possible! 

2. Start with setting your place in the horizon. Include 
this symbol on your map. 

 
 
 

3. Draw a simple map of the place. Try to include as 
many details as possible. Don’t forget to include 
characteristics of this place that makes it different 

from the others (for example a special tree, a special 
design). Make a notification about what is 
represented in the map. See the example below. 
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4. Try to remember what you have done in this place 
in the past. Recall memories and represent them on 
the map. You can represent them by drawing of 
what you have done there or writing some words 
about it. 
 

5. Walk around the place and take notes about the 
emotions you have in each spot. Include them in the 
map using different colors or faces with 
expressions. Don’t forget to make a notification 
explaining what each color or face means.  
 
Examples: happy, surprised, angry, scared, lonely, 
tired, sad, confident , etc. 

 
 
 

 
 

 Give a nice name to your place and write it on the 
map. 

 
End with a smile! Give the map to your friends to guide 
themselves in the place…… 
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Additional activities……. 
Activity: Use your senses 

 
Try to identify… 

 3 sounds 
 3 smells 
 3 feelings 

 
 This place…. 

 Sounds like ……….. 
 Smells like ………… 
 Feels like ………….. 
 Looks like …………. 
 Tastes like …………. 

 
Activity: Recipe for a forest (Cornell, 1998:58) 
It’s time to make your own forest. What ingredients will 
you use? 
Examples: horses, birch trees, willow trees, rainbow, rain, 
snow etc 
Don’t forget to include important things that will help your 
forest survive for a long time! 
 
 
 
 

My ingredients are: 
 
 
Now close your eyes and imagine your forest! How does it 
look? Is it healthy? Does it have everything it needs to 
survive? Is it beautiful? 
Invite your friends to taste your forest! Mums!!!!! 
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Thank you! 
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Absences during the outdoor lessons 

1st Lesson 1 student 

2nd Lesson No one 

3rd Lesson 1 student 

4th Lesson 3 students 

5th Lesson No one 

 

This information concerning the absences of students during the lessons show that there was 
generally no significant loss of lessons. Moreover, the students missing were each time 
different. Thus, no student lost more than one lesson.  
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3. Table of Results (Means) 

 

Dimension Group Pre-Test Post-Test Min-Max 
 

Experimental 

Place Identity 15,65 16,65 5-25 

Place Dependence 11,53 11,82 4-20 

Social Bonding 10,41 10,65 3-15 

Nature Bonding 8,06 8,75 3-15 

Place Attachment  45,65 48,29 15-75 

 

Control 

Pre-Test Post-Test Min-Max 

Place Identity 18,14 16,36 5-25 

Place Dependence 12,64 10,57 4-20 

Social Bonding 11,43 9,79 3-15 

Nature Bonding 9,86 8,50 3-15 

Place Attachment  52,07 45,93 15-75 

 


