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Abstract

This study aims to evaluate a Scandinavian approach to outdogntgavhich
isusedi n t he UK. The approach, known as
and young people spending regular time in natural woodland working on
practical projects. Forest School promotes a eleitd ethos, so children are

encouraged to choose their own actest{Forest School Association, 2013).

A Realist Synthesis (Pawson, 2006) was undertaken to develop an
understanding of how Forest School works, according to existing research.
Features of the context, change mechanisms and outcomes were abstracted to
form a set of hypotheses. In line with a Realistic Evaluation (Pawson and Tilley,
1997), these hypotheses were tested through a case study of Forest School
involving 1416 year old pupils with special educational needs (SEN). Drawing

on interview, observatiorquestionnaire and documentary evidence, the initial
programme specification was refined through thematic analysis (Braun and
Clarke, 2006) to create programme specification 2. Participants checked this in
a Realist Interview (Pawson and Tilley, 1997) aadfinal programme

specification was produced.

The final programme specification presents findings through context +
mechanism = outcome configurations. The study extends existing research by
finding that Forest School can support confidence, sociakskidhguage and
communication, motivation and concentration, physical skills, knowledge and
understanding of the world and emotional wading and behaviour in young
people aged 146 with SEN. The study further indicates that Forest School
works differently for different pupils, depending on their individual
characteristics. Strategies for best practice were illuminated which may be
useful to other Forest School practitioners, such as a high level of adult practical
skills. The evaluation has implicatiorsr professionals working with young
people as it highlights how Forest School can promote positive outcomes for

some young people aged-18 with SEN.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

This thesis presents research undertaken during the second and third year of a
Doctorate of Applied Educational Psychology (DAEP) at the University of
Nottingham, while working in a West Midlands Local Authority (LA) as a Trainee
Educational Psychologist (TEPThe crux of the current study is to evaluate a
Scandinavian approach to outdoor learning, known in the United Kingdom (UK) as

OFor est School 6.

A scientific realist perspective is taken and Realist Synthesis (Pawson, 2006) is used
as a method of reviewgn the extant relevant literature to extract the existing
understanding of how Forest School may work. The available literature is based
predominantly on research with ggehool and primary age pupils, so a Realistic
Evaluation (Pawson and Tilley, 1997)vastigates the extent to which these findings
apply to a small group of 146 year old pupils who attend a special school within a
West Midlands LA.

1.1 Researcher Identity & Background to the Study

On reflection, annterest inthe potential of outdooexperiences to impact upon child
development stemmeffom a variety of personal andrgfessional experiences.
Childhood memories of playing happily alongside peers in natural environments may
have played a role in triggering this professional interestjcparly as awareness
grew of the potenti al threats to childre
of computer games, loss of green spaces and parental restrictions due to safety
concerns (Edgington, 2002; Louv, 2005; Gill, 2011).

An interes in working with children who have special educational needs (SEN) also
developed, particularly how creative and flexible adaptations to the environment
and/or curriculum may support engagement and inclusion (Lloyd, 2007). Experience
of working as aeachng assistan{TA) in a special schoaheantl supporteda range

of alternative curriculum programmesfor pupils aged 716 with emotional and
learning needs. These programmes often utilised outdoor environments which seemed
to facilitate positive relatiomsp building between staffand pupils, something |

hypothesised to benportantwhenworkingto engage/ulnerablepupils.
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Later, as a mainstream Key Stage 1 (KS1) teacher, | was offered the opportunity to
train as a O0For e sThistfioimgceoabled ime & deaiveweekly F S L)
Forest School for pupils aged13, which continued for three years. Pupils and staff
generally enjoyed attending Forest School and there were opportunities for curriculum

l inks and to noti ce palpavd =én sedppaem gntah s |,
environment placing greater value on academic achievement. However, this
understanding did not develop beyond anecdotal experiences and ceased after

enrolling on the DAEP.

As part of my current role as a TEP | provide p®jobical services to ten schools
including primary schools, a secondary academy and a secondary special school. The
secondary special school (referred to as
invests in alternative curriculums to provide bespaducational packages for its
pupils. One of the alternative curriculums on offer is Forest School, which has been
provided for the past five academic yeal
pupils. Due to prior experience of Forest School with stegam primary pupils, |

was instantly intrigued to learn more about the pupils who go to Forest School, their
experience of the programme and whether or not it improves pupil outcomes. | was
also particularly interested in the potential of Forest Sclmprdmote inclusion and
maximise engagement and learning for young people with $fNhis a priority for

work as a TEP.

Aside frompersonal interestand values as a TEP, | waager to contribute to the
knowledge base of tHeducationaPsychology Sevice (EPS) who currently supervise

my training Forest Schoobccursacrosshis LA in a myriad of waysi.e. eitheron or

off school grounds, with leaders who may or may metsbhool teachers and with
heterogeneous groups of childrénresearctproposal was presenteéal the Principal
Educational Psychologist (PEP) and a panel of Senior Educational Psychologists
(SEPs) who agreed the proposalhilst highlighting key areas for further
considerationsuch as the use of photographs to illustrateestual features of the
programme (where pupil and parent informed consent is gained). Interestingly, the
PEP and SEPs all knew of several schools in the LA using Forest School, and felt that
evaluation was required due to a limited evidence base, dedpigd avestment in

the programme. Developing evidergased practice (EBP) is a key function of a
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scientistpractitioner such as an Educational Psychologist (EP) (Hoyos, 2012),
therefore undertaking an evaluative study of Forest School was thought tikely
support the devel opment of the researche
the LA and Forest School evidence base.

1.2 Rationale and Aims of thisEvaluation

The role of an EPften involves supporting children indirectly through the adults
working with them(Conoley and Conoley, 1990This has unavoidablynfluenced

this evaluation which subsequently aims to gain information abbatv a Forest
School programme works, so that practitioneam make use of this information.
Research whichocuses solely on the outcomes of Forest School for a small group of
participants will not be generalisable or particularly useful to other settings because of
failing to gain detail abouhow the programme may have caused any outcomes.

Therefore, an approh able to capture this information was sought.

As a researcher | consider that there is value in understanding causality through a
rigorous methodology whilst simultaneously considering and accounting for the
impact of contextual factors which are embediavithin real world contexts (Robson,
2011), and which will inevitably be encountered in an applied psychology career.
Therefore, an epistemology of scientific realighason and Tilley, 199appears the

best fit to my own values as a researcher andieappsychologist. Using a Realistic
Evaluation framework (Pawson and Tilley, 1997) within this epistemology to support
the understanding diwhat works for whom in which circumstancg®awson and
Tilley, 1997, p.86)will therefore meet the aims of thigaduation.

1.3 Overview of the Thesis

Chapter 2 gives a brief historical account of the education system in the UK including
how and, to some extent, possible reaswigy outdoor education and specifically
OForest School 6 has become embedded in s
and critical account of the existing available research and theory underpinning Forest
School in the UK is presented and factors in thierdture relating to the context,
mechanisms and outcomes are extracted to form an initial programme specification
(Pawson, 2006).

12



Chapter 3 describes and justifies the epistemology and methodology used in this study
before Chapter 4 presents the firgirand gives key data extracts which illustrate how
evidence has been used to refine the initial programme specification developed in the
Realist Synthesis. Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the findings, methodological
limitations, areas for further reseh and implications of the findings for professionals
working with children and young people. Finally, Chapter 6 offers concluding

reflections on the research journey.
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Chapter 2. Forest School: A Realist Synthesis

2.1 Introduction

Through working as a Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP) in a West Midlands
Local Aut hority (LA) I have provided ps
changed to protect participant anonymity). Oak School is a special schoch whi
provides alternative provisions for young people who have Special Educational Needs
(SEN). One alternative curriculum on offer for Key Stage 4 (KS4) pupils at Oak School
is a form of outdoor education promoting a cHéd approach, known in the UK as
Forest School é (Forest School Associ at i
the Forest School programme commissioned by Oak School, starting with a review of
the literature and existing Forest School evidence base.

2.2 Structure of the Realist Syithesis Literature Review

The literature review is structured in two key parts. Firstly, a brief historical and
theoretical account of child vs. addirected education in the UK is offered and it is
suggested that outdoor environments can facilitate rexqgi@l learning. Outdoor
education is briefly explored, including theoretical underpinnings and what is learned
from research into outdoor learning with children in the UK. A Scandinavian approach
of regular childled outdoor learning is discussed, leadinto the Realist Synthesis.

The second part of the literature review defines the Danish programme ofechild
outdoor | earning, known in the UK as O6Fo
of outdoor education. Research into the impact oégtoBchool on children and young
people in a variety of UK contexts is presented, summarised and critiqued and then
information from this research is drawn
process unique to Realist Synthesis (RS). RS is an swge@opular alternative to a
systematic literature review Rf{croftMalone, McCormack, Hutchinson, Decorby,
Bucknall, Kent, Schultz, Snelgrov@larke, Stetler, Titler, Wallin and Wilsor2012)

and the application of RS to the Forest School research is described and justified below.

2.3 A Realist Synthesis (RS) of Forest School Research

The extant research into Forest School was sourced by searching databases for papers

containing relevant tersn(outlined in search strategy below). As would occur in a
typical literature review, relevant papers are described and critiqued to give a current

14



account of the impact of Forest School on child development. However, within a RS,
theories are also genesdt from the existing literature by deconstructing current

research findings to develop a detailed understanding of the programme by considering:

1 Whatis it about the programme which might produce change?
1 Which individuals, subgroups and locations might benefit most readily from the
programme?
1 Which social and cultural resources are necessary to sustain the changes?
(Pawson and Tilley, 1997, p. 85)

Therefore, information within the existing Forest Schiasearch will be extracted to
devel op a 6programme specificationd, whi
to address the points above and attempts to explain in detail how Forest School works
(Pawson, 2006). A programme specification presentsotlieomesof a programme
alongside how features of the programeonatextset upmechanismsf change (Pawson

and Tilley, 1997). Table 2.1 presents how contextual features set up conditions for

mechanism$o produce amutcome using igniting gunpowder as &xample.

Table 2.1 lllustration of a Context + Mechanism = Outcome Configuration (C+M=0)

(adapted from Pawson and Tilley, 1997)

Context + Mechanism = Outcome

Gunpowder is dry, | Chemical reaction occurs Explosion
compacted and
sufficient in amount
Oxygen is present.
Heat is applied.

Pawson and Tilley (1997) propose that the formula (C+M=0) can provide a framework
for evaluating social programmes, which attempt to undergtenchultitude of aspects
influencing how a programme works. Rather than only focusing on the outcomes of
social programmes, RS is also concerned with establiginhyg a program worksor
whom and i n wh &awseniamddilleyn $998 m rviienvever, existing
research, which has approached Forest School with a different theoretical framework,
will vary in the amount of information it presents relating to contexts, mechanisms and

outcomes:

15



fisome studies will be relatively revealing about uhdeg mechanisms, some will
concentrate on outcomes, others may describe context in depth. The review is
concerned with juxtaposing the evidence as, for instance, when one study provides the
process data to make sense of the outcome pattern noted inramothe

(Pawson, 2006, p. 74)

Therefore, the programme specification developed from reviewing the existing Forest
School literature will reflect elements of the context, mechanisms and outcomes, drawn
from a variety of sources. RS is an alternative to a traditional systematic reuew, b
comparable in terms of robustness (Pawson, 2006) and a bedfellow to the method of
evaluation used in this study, OReal i st
The RS will provide information to inform the RE research questions, by highlighting
gaps in existing research, for example in terms of the methodologies or participant
groups used. A more detailed description and justification of the epistemology and
methodology chosen for this research is provided in chapter 3.

2.3.1Search Strateqy

The following databases wesearched to offer a comprehensive account of the research
into Forest School:

1 Medline 1 Embase

1 Psychinfo 1 Google Scholar
1 Science Direct 1 Google

1 Web of Science

The terms used as keywords in this search were:

=]

Forest SchoolfofiDani sh Educationo
Forest EducaqiOwtdoor Educationbd
Woodl and Schegod®utdoor Learningo
Woodl and Edu¢ansSkoméne haveod (Danish)
Dani sh Scho ok ofUdeskol® (Danish OutdooEducation

5t

5t

= =A 4 A -2
o

=]

Details of the relevant Forest School research papers found (n=20), including a brief
summary are presented in appendix 8.1. The Danish terms used in the literature review
search strategy (6Skovbornehaved ankd 6Ud

16



were only published in Scandinavian langasand inaccessible for accurate review
(e.g. Bentsen, Mygind and Barfoed Randrup, 2008; Droddietson, 2006)

2.3.2 Methodof Review

All accessible and relevant Forest School literature will be used to shape the initial

program specification as part of the RS (Pawson, Greenhalgh, Harvey and Walshe,
2004), but evidence which is deemed more methodologically sound will be drawn more
heavily ypon. Therefore, it is important that all research studies are examined critically

(2007) Weight Evi

supporting the process éfappr ai sing the contri

and Goughos of dence (\

buti on
developings y n t h(Basvsos, 2006, p. 87). Gough (2007) suggests there are three
review criteria (A,B,C) which lead to an overall assessment (D) of the quality and
appropriateness of research Ta

a paper .

which supports theeview process.

Table 2.2 Gough (2007) Weight of Evidence Framework

Weight of Evidence Implications for current review

Criteria

AT quality of
research to draw

conclusions

Research which has been pesviewed and published is likely
to offer more robust evidence to shape C+M=0 developmel
Research which takes steps to reduce potential bias and in

the trustworthiness of findings is deemed higher quality.

B i appropriatenes
of the evidence an(
relevance to
participants in

current study

Research conducted within the past 10 years is likely to be
relevant to the RE due to reflecting a more current use of F
School in the UK. UK research into Forest School with your
people within the age ranges of-1@ years old ashwho have

SEN is highly relevant to this research due to similarities wi

pupil participants.

C1i relevance to

research question

In order to provide evidence for the development of a
programme specification, the literature must attempt to exp
howthe programme works, with reference to context and

mechanisms, as well as outcomes (Pawson and Tilley, 199
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Goughoés (2007) WoE framework (Table 2.2
drawing more heavily upon high quality research which is relevant to the case study
participant group. However, as Forest School is not well represented in published
literature (Svarbrick, Eastwood and Tutton, 2004), information from less rigorous
studies was also included in order to provide sufficient information to develop an initial
programme theory. Despite this potential threat to validity, the RE methodology
(Pawson and Tilg, 1997) encourages testing and refining of theories as an iterative
process. Therefore, if the programme specification from the RS draws upon findings of
poor quality research which prove unsupported by the data collected in the RE, then
these initial C+MO configurations can be discarded as part of the refinement process,

and will not pose a further threat to validity (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).

This section has intended to provide essential information explaining how the existing
Forest School research has been reviewed in this RS. The following section now returns
to the starting point of the literature review, which aims to present a briefibadt
discussion of childed vs. adult led education, with a focus on cield outdoor
learning. Forest School will then be introduced as a form of -tdddbutdoor learning

and research focusing on the impact of Forest School in the UK will be e sarnd

used to develop an initial programme specification (Pawson, 2006).

2.4 Child-led versus Adultdirected Learning in the UK

Since the UK government passed the Education Act (1870) making education of

children aged 83 compulsory, there has been aebabout the best wdg educate
children and young people (Gillard, 2011). This debate revolves primarily around what
should be learnt and the extent to which education should be delivered within a teacher
centered or learnarentered paradigm (McManu001). Early compulsory UK
education typically concentrated on the
(Gillard, 2009). In contrast, the Hadow Reports (Hadow, 1926; 1931) recommended
that teachers provide experience and activity within educatiom] #ese
recommendations were written into legislation within the Education Act (1944).
However, this legislation also introduced competitive testing for places in Secondary
Grammar schools via the administration of the 11+examination (Tomlinson, 2085), an
therefore teachers continued to focus on adiuicted teaching of core subjects to

support success in the exam (Galton, Simon and Croll, 1980).
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The 1960s saw a period of more cHidl education, supported by the Plowden Report
(Central Advisoy Coundl for Education (CACE), 1967), which had similarities to the
Hadow Reports (Hadow, 1926; 1931). This experiential approach is thought to facilitate
learning because knowledge develops from abstract to concrete concepts, due to the
continual testing of kneledge through experiences (Kolb, 1984). Lewin (1943)
proposed that behaviour is a function of a person in their environment and feedback is
gained through experience, which enables individuals to evaluate the consequences of
their actions. Dewey (1897) pited that experiential learning supports maturation due

to its ability to transform impulses into considered actions and Piaget (1976) also

acknowledged that a child is active in its environment (Piaget, 1976).

Despite the support from aforementionedyghologists and educationalists, the
experiential approach of the 1960s was sheed, possibly due to the lack of
practitioner under st a-led educgtiono(Cree @rdi Myz®ree,q u a
2012). By the late 1960s the UK government proposetl ahhigher standard of
education required more formal teaching methods, and this became embedded in
legislation in the 1980s (Education Act, 1986, no.2). Classioased and adult
directed education prevailed, particularly when the Education Reform AR8) %8t out

the first centrally controlled UK curriculum. A revision of the National Curriculum
(Department for Education and Employment (DfEE), 1999) meant some of the content
was reduced but the curriculum remained prescriptive and allowed UK teadtiers li
freedom (DfEE, 1999). This was in contrast to other countries, such as Denmark and
Finland, which have better educational outcomes than the UK (Office for Standards in
Education (OFSTED), 2003).

In the current UK education system the benefits okarptial learning are recognised
for children under 5 (DfE, 2012). However, when children in the UK become statutory
school age teaching becomes more formal and -ddeltted, possibly due to the
pressures on teachers for academic results (Shields,.Zl04i6)occurs despite recent
primary curriculum reviews (The Cambridge Primary Review, 2011; R28@9)

advocating the use ekperiential learning for children throughout their primary years.
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The <current government 6s n e for ehoolaged a |
children, due to be implemented from September 2014, has been developed by drawing
on education systems in tgerforming countries (DfE, 2011). One of these named top
performing countries is Finland (DfE, 2011), where the curriculumuded regular
experiential learning opportunities (OFSTED, 2003). Although this level of experiential
learning is not an explicit requirement of the new UK curriculum (DfE, 2013), it
pr op os elberetishtimé and space in the school day and in each, werek and
year to range beyond t he nXE ROA3H &2). Tlisur r i
suggests that UK teachers should have time to deliver activities outside the statutory

curriculum and could therefore include experiential activities withiriithetable.

In summary, formal classroctased and aduled education has historically been
presented as the answer to comparatively low UK educational standards, but has not
provided the desired results (Gillard, 2009). Therefore, it is argued that some
experiential learning should be considered for statedgey children in the UK within

the new curriculum (DfE, 2013). The following section explores the use of outdoor
environments to facilitate this experiential approach, as parfiobaa | ancedn c ur |
di g@Gillp2011, p.20) for children in the UK.

25Chi l drendés Experiences of OQutdoor Lear i

The potential of outdoor environments to facilitate learning is not a new concept,
il lustrated for exampl e iaboutRftectigescduaation.s (
Outdoor environments have been central to the learning environments in early
Kindergartens (Froebel, 1912), nurseries (McMillian, 1919; Montessori, 1967) and
Steiner schools (Steiner, 1947). Despite the efforts of these eadstieshalists, many
preseday writers have expressed concern a
play in the outdoors (Rickinson, Dillon, Teamey, Morris, Choi, SandedsBenefield

2004; Louv, 2005; Waters and Begley, 2007), and the poor practicaissed
opportunities when outdoor activities are on offer (Bilton, 2010; Maynard and Waters,
2007).

The decline in frequency of childrenbds
social changes (Gill, 2011) such e popularity ofcomputer gmes (Public Health
England (PHE), 2013) angarental concerns about abduction, which aften fuelled
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by the media (Edgington, 2002). Cont@bout the lack of opportunities for children

engage inexperiential learningnay have ledo support forthis within the previous
Governméprtadsing Outside t(OECMODepatmentoo m Me
Education andSkills (DfES), 2006) Although the LOtCM was not a statutory
document, its publication by tlgovernment at the timguggested some comtmient to

more learningoutside the classrooDfES, 2006) which was also aewmuragedby
OFSTED (2008).

The LOtCM defi nes theousetoflpiaces otHeretream the clagsr@oma s
for teachingand learninigp ( Df ES, 2006, p .nbttherefdrenproposed e f i
t hat 6outdoor | earningé has to be actua
outdoor learning is construed differently by different professionals, ranging from
teachers implementing lessons away from the usual classroooutdoor adventure
activities such as 06Go Aped (Go Ape, 2
provide at least some experiential learning, but the frequency of lessons outside depends
on the particular teacher and outdoor adventure programmes tbadtwoff or short

term (Knight, 2009; Donnelly, 2013). The lack of clarity in the LOtCM (DfES, 2006)
when defining édoutdoor | earningd and t he
new curriculum (DfE, 2013) suggests that outdoor learning is cootently well
defined, despite governmental claims of drawing on educational systems in top
performing countries which use a regular experiential outdoor approach (DfE, 2011;
OFSTED, 2003; Bentsen et al, 2009).

2.6 Theory and Research dderpinning Outdoor Learning

The thinking of the aforementioned educationalists (Rousseau, 1762; Froebel, 1912;
Steiner, 1947) supports the o6Biophilia
suggests that people have an innate affinity to be part of the naturdl &nd that
destruction of the environment and other factors which reduce the relationship between
humans and nature may have detrimental consequences for quality of life (Kellert and
Wilson, 1993). Public Health England (PHE, 2013) found a significanativeg
association between time spent accessing computer games and wellbeing, suggesting
that more time spent on activities away from technology is beneficial. This may be

particularly pertinent in a time when there are concerns about the mental health of
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children and young people, as research suggested that 10%bofeéar olds in the UK

have a Oment al di sorder 6 (Meltzer, Gat wo

The reported positive effect of being in environments away from technology may be
explained to some xt e nt by OAtt ent iKapan R¥®S),twhichat i v
suggests that urban environments can cause attention to fatigue, but this can be restored
when attention is not effortful. Neeffortful attention occurs when individuals are
intrinsically faseated and opportunities for this are particularly suited to a natural
environment (Herzog, Black, Fountaine and Knotts, 1997). Restorative effects are
defined as 6tending to restore strength
exposure to aatural environment can provide greater restorative effects than exposure
to urban environments or relaxation techniques (Hartig, Mang and Evans, 1991). Faber
Taylor and Kuo (2009) also found that young people with Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder ADHD) showed significantly enhanced levels of concentration
after exposure to nature in comparison to other environments, further supporting the use

of natural environments to restore attention.

Natural environments may have cognitive as well as restoeati benef i t s, a s
(2999) theory of multiple intelligence includes naturalistic intelligence and suggests that
children need opportunities to learn about the outdoors and can succeed in this aspect of
learning, even if they are less able in othexaar of intelligence. Outdoor learning
provides opportunities for children to socialise with peers and adults (Rickinson et al,

2004) which, according to Vygotsky (1978), is key to cognitive developmieaty e r y

function in the childbdés cultural devel op
|l ater, on t h ¢Vygotaky, iL978, @ H8a | l evel o
Vygotskyodos (1978) theory of social |l ear

zone of proxmal development (ZPD) and that more knowledgeable others mediate this
learning through offering support when required. This suggests that learning is
supported by social interaction, which occurs frequently during free play (Moyles,
2010) and whichcanbeaci | itated by a natur al out
Murray, 2005). Therefore, children are likely to benefit from access to natural

environments in groups to support their emotional (Kaplan, 1995), social (Moyles,
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2010) and cognitive development (@aer, 1999; Vygotsky, 1978) and also to fulfill

their innate need for a relationship with the outdoors (Kellert and Wilson, 1993).

In a review of 150 studies examining fieldwork visits, outdoor adventure and outdoor
school or community projects, Rickms et al (2004) found that outdoor education
promotes increased knowledge and skills, social development, enhanced confidence,
improved health and physical development and a positive change in atfitele.
National Wildlife Fedeaition (2010)lsofound that outdoordearning supported positive
behaviour and young peoplebs motivation
found that outdoor activities i mproved
pupil exclusions from school, which has increasethe UK (Gordon, 2001). However,

it must be acknowledged that this research (Rickinson et al, 2004; The National Wildlife
Federation, 2010) received funding from organisations with potentially vested interest

in publishing positive findings, so these clusions should be treated cautiously.

As aforementioned, outdoor |l earningd ar
lessons in a different location from the classroom to outdoor adventure (e.g. Go Ape,
2014). Clearly, not all outdoor learningpportunities use natural environments or
promote childled learning, and according to Bilton (2010) these may not therefore be
considered O6high qualityd outdoor exper.|i
(2009) describe high quality outdoor leanmgias involving children and staff talking as
equals with the child only seeking adult help when required to meet their purposes.
However, these views appear to be based on opinion and anecdotal evidence rather than
research. Although practitioner viewsutd be considered high value due to their
position to know the children involved and note changes, anecdotal case studies are
considered less reliable than research which takes steps to reduce threats to validity

(Aslam, Georgiev, Mehta and Kumar, 2012

The following section turns the focus to Scandinavia, where the quality of life and
educational outcomes are better than the UK (OFSTED, 2003; Organisation for
Economic Ceoperation and Development (OECD), 2013) and where regular;lefild
outdoor educa@n is embedded within the curriculum for young people, often

throughout their educational career.
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2.7 Outdoor Learning in Scandinavia

In Scandinavia there is a cultural commitment for children to experience regular (often
daily) child-led opportunitieso learn in the outdoors, throughout their time in education
(OFSTED, 2003; WilliamsSiegfredsen, 2012; Bentsen, Mygiadd Randrup2009;
Bentsen et al, 2010). Many young children in Denmark experience regular use of the
outdoors in all weathers when theyt t end o6 Skovbornehaved
(Williams-Siegfredsen, 2012). There has also been a push for Danish young people aged
7-16 to experience a day a week or fortnight on curriculalated tasks in natural
environments (Bentsen et al, 2009). Irernark, this experience is known as
6Udeskol ed (Outdoor Education). A nati on
that 28% practice oO6Udeskoled with a fur
weekly outdoor experience within the next three y@aestsen et al, 2009). In a review

of the Scandinavian | iterature on oO0Udesk
cites findings which include increased physical activity, more explorative language and
increased positive social interactions. Heese the studies are only briefly summarised

and rely heavily on case study reports.

I n Denmark there is a social pedagogy or
to O0fresh ai-8i elgiffreedd s@Wi, | 12i0aln2s) . Thiee eff
reflected in an overall review of population wbk#ing as, according to the OECD
(2013) DenmarkisTon t he 6Better Life Index8, for
The following seven pedagogical principles of educational practice in Denanark

supported by the use of outdoor environments (Willi@iegfredsen, 2012).

.A holistic approach to childreno6és | ear
. Each child is unique and competent

. Children are active and interactive learners

. Children thrive in childcentered environments

1

2

3

4. Children need redlfe, first-hand eyperiences

5

6. Children need time to experiment and develop independent thinking
7

. Learning comes from social interactions
(Williams-Siegfredsen, 2012, p. 9)
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These seven principles reflect the ideology of influential thinkers such as Rousseau
(1762), Vygotsky (1978) and Froebel (1912) and mirrors some of the messages within
the LOtCM (DfES, 2006), with the emphasis on #idal experiences.n order to learn

more from Danish practice, a group of staff from Bridgewater College, Somerset,
visited a Danish ¢6Skovbornehavedé in 1995
in a woodland for young children was introduced to the UK (Bridgewatdiege,

201 3; O6Brien and Murray, 2006) . The t e
describe this approach (WillianisSiegfredsen, 2012; FSA, 2013).

2.8 Definition and History of Forest Schooln the UK

Sincethe Bridgewater College visittodani sh O6Skovbornehaveo6 (
2013)there has been growing interestHorest Schoal n  t he UK ( O6Br i et
2007) potentially |Iinked to the increasi
play (Louv, 2005; Maynard, 2007d&jorest Schoaositesare developingcross the UK

(Gill, 2011); in 2006 it was reported that there were approximately 140 Forest Schools
in the UK (O6Brien and Murray, 2006) a
Leaders (FSLs) have been trained (Ritchi6l®. Early years and primary aged
childrenin the UK most commonly access Forest Sch@ohight, 2011a) however

some secondary and special provisions @@ginning to usehe approach withtheir

young peofe (Knight, 2011a; Archimedes Training, 2012811b).

Forest School is a unigue method of outdoor education where children or young people
spend regular time in a woodland area on -isdfifated activities (FSA, 2013)
According to Cree (undaoedtally different is tts p&lagagy o |
(p.23) to other forms of outdoor learning because adults stand back and act as a
6facilitator 6, not as a Oteacherd. Thi s
particular objectives (Maynard, 2007a) and Cree (2009, p.23) acknowledgesakes it t
Agr eat wasteprbackandfacilitate. Forest Schealefinedas

Aian i nspirational process t hat of fers
opportunities to achieve, and developnfidence and sedsteem through hanas
learningexper ences i n a woodland environment. 0

(O6Brien and Murr a
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In order to accessthee O-band®ar ni ng e xspeter buddng, ére 6 s |
lighting or the use of sharp tools, pupils must have engaged with sombasati
teadhing. However, onceshownthese key skills children decidew they choose to

spend their time at Forest Schoas the practitioners involved recognise the benefits of
play (Moyles, 201Q)Indeed, there are links between the Forest School ethos and
principles of play therapy, as both suggest that children need independence and self
direction to be themselves which is facilitated by a therapeutic relationship with a FSL
(Axline, 1947) and having responsibility for their own development (Landreth, 2002).

There is a specific set of criteria which need to be met before outdoor learning can be
considered &orest Schoo(FS), outlined as follows by the FSA (2013):

AFS is a longerm process of regular sessions, rather than eofiner infrequent
visits; thecycle of planning, observation, adaptation and review links each session.

AFS takes place in a woodland or natural environment to support the development of a
relationship between the learner and the natural world.

AFS uses a range of learrmamtered procegs to create a community for being,
development and learning.

AFS aims to promote the holistic development of all those involved, fostering resilient,
confident, independent and creative learners.

AFS offers learners the opportunity to take supported rigikgropriate to the
environment and to themselves.

AFS is run by qualified Forest School practitioneviio continuously maintain and
develop their professional practice. (FSA, 2013)

The FSA was formed in 2012 as a national governing bodidogst School and is a
source of information for training, resources, news and information. Knight (2011b)
who is part of this governing bodstates that:

AForest School is on the cusp of becomi:H
schools forall ages of children and young people, as well as moving out into the
community as a way of wor k({Kmgt 2011k, n 599)u | n e

Knightdos (2011b) view suggests that mor e
the Fores6 c h o o | movement away from the Ocuspd6é

respected practice, if indeed that is where it belongs. In order to develop an evidence
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base for Forest School and, in particular, outcomes for children and exactly how they
are suported by Forest School, robust research activity is required. The following
section aims to present the existing Forest School research and illuminate any gaps in
the existing evidence base, which might be filled by the current study.

2.9 The Forest Schol Realist Synthesis (RS)
The previous section has aimed to present an account of the development of outdoor

learning opportunities for children in the UK and some of the theory and research which
may underpin this. The following account aims to focusemewing the research with

has specifically addressed Forest School, as defined by the FSA (2013) criteria.
Goughoés (2007) framework was applied to

be used to develop the initial programme specification (app@&n2ijx

With the aim of developing some order to the RS, the available literature will be
presented in approximate ascending order of target participant age. This is also likely to
reflect the research chronology, as Forest School in the UK was firstwitbedarly
years pupil s, t o Slovbbneechta vietbs (WKse giht , D2 1©
Siegfredsen, 2012).

2.10Research and Evaluations obJK Forest School with Early Years Children

Massey (2004) conducted a participatory case study to evaluate the Forest School
experience for 8 children aged43years old attending an independent nursery. This
small scale study observed the children at Forest School over one academic year and
gainedinformation through structured observations with video recording, interviewing
children, staff, Forest School leaders and parents andpgste programme
guestionnaires to parents. Massey (2004) highlighted key themes from the data to
illustrate the perce’/d changes in the childrendés | ev

Findings suggest that children appeared to develop positive relationships with peers and
adults, were observed working more as a group and considering the needs of others.
Forest School proviet opportunities for children to develop social interaction skills,
such as asking others for help when moving heavy objects (Massey, 2004). Massey
(2004) noted that, over ti me, chil dreno:
statementtshi(siid)o otko aquest i on g referiing $o atfok a t I
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being nocturnal). The Forest School environment seemed to provide a real context for
language use and vocabulary development and children appeal@dketop confidence

in seltinitiation and choosing. The balance of adult support andisiifted activities

led children to consider risk taking and a safe-t&dng environment was created
because supportive adults didnot interf

children and prvided small and achievable tasks (Massey, 2004).

Massey (2004) further indicated that children demonstrated perseverance for a sustained
amount of time on projects they were motivated to complete and adults at Forest School
were able to assessthechidnds skill s and understandi
(2004) also highlights some of the contextual features of Forest School, including a
child-led approach, which is useful for the programme specification development.
However, no detailed summary waffered about how skills in risk taking, language

and social development could be transferred to other contexts, such as the nursery
classroom. These findings (Massey, 2004) should be treated very cautiously as any
i mprovements i n dédudtadmaturatios, ans this $rdale studyu | d

was not published or peesviewed.

Waters and Begley (2007) investigated the effects of Forest School -schu@l age
children, through a case study considering the-taking behaviours of two childne

(both 4 years 4 months old) at Forest School, in comparison to the nursery playground.
Waters and Begley (2007) gathered data through narrative observations of the two
children in both contexts (Forest School and the nursery playground). The researchers
spoke their observations into Dictaphones before transcribing the recordings and using
thematic analysis to develop codes and themes (Braun and Clarke, 2006). The children
and their classmates attended Forest School for half a day each fortnight and were
observed over a-fonth period. The two participants were selected by their teacher,
based on prexisting risktaking characteristics. Participant A was male and was
considered to take risks in his play which often concerned adults due to the danger
createl to himself and others. Participant B, in contrast, was female and noted to rarely,
if ever, take risks in her environment, preferring to focus her attention on keeping to

rules and avoiding reprimand.
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The results of the study suggested that more apipteprisk taking occurred at Forest
School for both children (Waters and Begley, 2007). Child A received fewer reprimands
at Forest School in comparison to the playground, whereas Child B took more risks at
Forest School in comparison to other environmeeand her excitement about the Forest
School experience was also noted. It was observed that the rules of the school
playground altered slightly according to which adult was supervising, which may have
led to confusion for the children (Waters and Begk807). However, at Forest School

the adults were consistent so the rules were constant, which meant that children were
more likely to understand the rules and less likely to be reprimanded (Waters and
Begley, 2007). The study attempted to avoid bias layvirg on intewrater reliability

for the identification of data themes and this attempt to enhance validity is valued in
terms of Goughodés (2007) framewor k. Howe

selection may have caused bias due to the requirenrgmiefexisting characteristics.

2.11Research and Evluations of UK Forest School with Primary Age Qildren

Davis and Waite (2005) reported the findings of research undertaken by seven
undergraduate students who had acted as partiaipsedrchers durg the delivery and
evaluation of Forest School in three different settings in Devon, with children from
Reception and Year 1. A range of methods were used (observations, questionnaires and
interviews) and the studies focused on identifying any changeshid | dr en 6 s
skills, play, language and cognitive development. Programmes lasted 6 weeks, with the
children either attending a morning or afternoon session once per week. The research
provides rich information in the form of quotes and observatioatd, dvhich was
triangulated by gathering the views of parents (n=15), children (n=60), teachers and

FSLs (numbers not specified).

Positive developments were noted in each area of functioning explored and suggestions
made for future development, includingrawing more upon the Forest School
environment for delivering the curriculum. Despite the potential need for more
opportunities to link activities on offer at Forest School to the national curriculum
(DfEE, 1999), WilliamSiegfredsen (2012) suggests thiais can occur naturally, for
example children observe seasonal changes to the site and are intrigued by the evidence

of the presence of animals (Willianssegfredsen, 2012).
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In addition, Davis and Waite (2005) cannot guarantee the quality otdlgation due

to reliance on other peopleds work in s
evidence gathered by the undeachgrograhmat e s
varies according to the child attending, the leaders and supporting stafitd used

and the weather experienced(Davis and Waite, 2005, p. 2). This suggests that
multiple elements can impact upon Forest School programme development and success,
offering further C+M=0 data that could contribute to the initial programme
specifcation for the present study.

A study by Lovell (2009a, 2009b) investigated the frequency of physical activity at
Forest School with a single group of 26 children agdd $ a Scottish primary school.

The research aimed to find out whether ForesbSet si gni fi cantl y i |
frequency of physical activity, given that low levels of physical activity can be linked to
health problems (Currie et al, 2008). Using a-phase mixed methodology design
Lovell (2009a; 2009b) initially measuredchd r e n6s physi cal activ
comparison to a normal school day using an accelerometer and then by interviewing the
child participants in pairs to understand more about their experiences and perceptions of
physical activity during and awdgom Forest School. Lovell (2009a; 2009b) found that
children were significantly (p<0.001) more active at Forest School in comparison to
normal school days, even when children had physical education (P.E). At Forest School

their activity was more continusurather than in short bursts.

Significant differences between boys and girls were found on school days but a gender
effect was not found on Forest School days, suggesting that the Forest School activities
on offer appeal equally to both sexes (Lov2009a; 2009b). The results of the semi
structured interviews suggested that children particularly enjoyed active games and the
opportunity to be outside and get dirty. This qualitative information appears to support
the &6Biophilia hwisantlh98)sas thedchildréhedpdriedrenjoyimgn d
being outside. The findings may also support the notion that the opportunity to be active
for a longer period of time (a day rather than a single lesson) is a key element of Forest
School, particularly consating the effect physical activity may have on improving a

personbés mood (Byrne and Byrne, 1993).
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Lovell 6s (2009a; 20090b) research invest
School can offer, and used technology to gain accurate measuremenisytaithe
accelerometers sometimes failed. Lovell (2009a) provides a succinct report published
by the Forestry Commission, a group potentially with a vested interest and more likely
to promote positive findings. Lovell (2009b) is an unpublished Doctoraistlaes! is

one of few studies into Forest School which has quantitative data, albeit on a single
aspect of the Forest School experience. The study is helpful for programme
specification development due to attempts to use control to enhance validity (Gough,
2007) but is limited by a small sample size and has difficulties generalising results

because participants were from a single school.

Vandewalle (2010) describes how Forest School was used in a single school in
Hertfordshire (UK) where all children fromursery to Year 6 access the programme.
The author is a teacher in the school and a trained Forest School Leader. Parents of
children attending Forest School were asked to complete questionnaires and their
children were interviewed. The findings indicatatt parents noticed their children were
enthusiastic about Forest School and talked about their experiences, whilst the children
also reported several specific activities they enjoyed, including den making. Vandewalle
(2010) reports how the National Cuuiom (DfEE, 1999) is easily drawn into the
Forest School programme, but does not elaborate on the extent to which children are
directed to curriculunrelated activities in this programme, which may be concerning as
the criteria for a Forest School is tlativities are childed (FSA, 2013; Knight, 2009).

This short report does not make this important feature of Forest School clear, and other
key information such as sample size, method of analysis and limitations are also not
included. Due to these restians, the findings of Vandewalle (2010) will be used

sparingly and cautiously in the initial programme specification (Gough, 2007).

More recently, Ridgers, Knowles and Sayers (2012) adopted a case study approach to
focus on the natural play of 17 chibuir aged & years in a Forest School site of a UK
primary school. Children were asked about their experiences of play through child focus
groups (23 children in each group) before and after the children attended a Forest
School programme. The results reled that, prior to Forest School, the children
generally considered natural play to occur indoors and to involve freedom and choice to
play what they wanted to. Pgstogramme data suggested that children had become
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more aware of the range of opporturstfer play in natural environments. At both data
collection points, children demonstrated awareness of barriers to natural play, which
were mainly around parental fear for their safety, such as dangerous roads, fears of
abduction and injury. The weather svaited less frequently as a barrier to play post

Forest School, in compaon to baseline (Ridgerknowles and Sayerg012).

Ridgers, Knowles and Sayei20(2) conclude that natural environments, such as those
used during Forest School, provide diverse and challenging plajithae st s c¢c hi |
competencies, enables them to manage their own perceptions,ddiniskelps their
creativity, observation and mt or  @Rklgels,|IKaowles and Sayerd012, p. 60).

The authors claim that the children gave evidence to suggest that they now seek to
access the natural world for play. This research provides helpful outcome data for
programme specification developntend the authors took steps to enhance the validity

of their data by using inteater reliability checks. However, opportunities to enhance
the research by triangulating information from other sources such as parents and

teachers were missed.

Murray (2003) reported the outcomes of a participatory evaluation project with Forest
School leaders from Wales, which aimed to build a picture of how Forest School works.
The participants met as a focus group to develop hypotheses about the outcomes of
Forest Schol, and then tested these hypotheses in their settings. The practitioners
collected case study data from children attending two primary schools (participant
numbers not given) and to support transition of 34 Year 6 students from other schools.
The case sidy data was used to test out the initial hypotheses developed in the focus

group. Findings suggest that there are six key outcomes of Forest School, as follows:

1. Forest School I nesteemasdesafonfcdéncel dr ends s el
2. Forest School improvesann d i vi d u al @ksoopédatively and/incteasesw o
their awareness of others.

Forest School counters a lack of motivation and negative attitude towards learning.
Forest School encourages ownership and pride in the local environment.

Forest School encourages an improved understanding of the outdoors.

S L

Forest School increases the skills and knowledge of the individuals who take part.
(Murray, 2003, p. 13)
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Murray (2003) also posited that ten success factors were necessaryefstr $a@rool to

meet the aforementioned outcomes:

1. Trained and experiendd~orest School Leaders recogrdsand accredited by
the schoolsvho are confident to deliver sessions.
2. Encouraging adults to attend each session to ensure a low child to adult ratio
3. The same Forest School Leaders for each group or cohort throughout a series
of sessions
4. Close contact and good communication between the school staff and the
Forest School Leaders.
5. A prepared and established site where all the sessions are delivered
6. Good acess to the Forest School
7. Link activities to the school curriculum
8. Familiar routines and structures to sessions
9. Enjoyment by the teachers and Forest School Leaders
10.Parent and carer involvement in Forest School activities
(Murray, 2003, p. 23)

This bottomup approach resulted in the production of a-apfraisal form which

practitioners could use to evaluate their practice. However, some of the participants may
have had a vested interest in promoting the success of Forest School due to their
employment as FSLs and therefore the results may have been positively biased. Murray
(2003) constitutes O6Phase 106 of a study
OPhase 26 by OO6Brien and Murray (2005; 2

O6Br i en a(@ab5; 2006; 2087y describe how the initial data gathered from
FSLs in phase 1 (Murray, 2003) was tested to see whether the same findings applied
el sewher e. O6Brien and Murray (2005; 20
children aged ® across seveschools in Oxfordshire, Shropshire and Worcestershire

to understand whether the six outcomes of Forest School from phase 1 (Murray, 2003)
were present in these other settings. The research was conducted over 8 months using ar
action research framework éBson and Bradbury, 2011) and appreciative inquiry
(Cooperrider, Whitney and Stavros, 2003).
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The action research cycle consisted of three key phases as follows:

1. The

product iooanr dodf

establish ahared theory of change.

bay &S takreyhbo | dirorderto t e a-

Data collection through practitioner observation of 24 children over 8 months in

seven different Forest Schools in Oxfordshire, Worcestershire and Shropshire. This

was supplemented by parent and teacher interviews.

The productioro f

a

6Refl ecti on

discuss findings with stakeholders prior to reporting back to commissioners.

From

t hi s,

O6Bri

Posterdo in ord:¢
(fromO6 Bri en and Murr
Murray (200rBst 20(

en and

School apart from other forms of outdoor education, particularlyskeeof a woodland,

freedom forchild-led exploration andegular contact wit Forest School over time. The

research offered another suggestion for best practice around the usedt#nsaather

than piece of land attached to the school, due téither e at er
(O6Brien

provi

des

and

Murray,

advenitur e
2005, p . 7

2006; 2007) concluded that eight areas relating to child developneeatemhanced by

the Forest School experience, as illustrated in Fig. 2.1.

by

Figure 2.1 Outcome themes identified
1l 2. 3. 4.
Confidence Social Skills Language and Ci Meotivation and Concentration

Characterised by the self-
confidence and self-belief
that comes from children
having the freedom and
the time and space to
learn, grow and
demonstrate their

Characterised by an increased
awareness of the
consequences of actions on
other people (peers and
adults), the acquired ability to
undertake activities with others
either by sharing tools and
tasks, or by taking part in co-

Characterised by the development of more
sophisticated uses of both written and spoken
language (vocabulary and syntax) that is
prompted by the visual and other sensory
experiences of a child taking part in Forest
School. At the same time these experiences can
stimulate and inspire conversation amongst
children who are otherwise reluctant to engage in

Characterised by keenness to participate in
exploratory, learning and play activities, as
well as an ability to focus on specific tasks
and to concentrate for extended periods of

time. In conversation at school or at home
they display a positive attitude towards
Forest School in particular, and towards

learning in general.

ind d .
indepencence operative play. meaningful dialogue with peers and adults.
5. 6. Tl 8.
Physical skills Knowledge and und ding New Perspectives Ripple Effects beyond Forest School

Characterised by the
development of physical
stamina and gross moter
skills - the physical skills
and co-ordination allowing
the free and easy
movement around the
Forest School site, as well
asthe developmentof fine
motor skills — the effective
use of tools and the ability
to make structures and
objects (e.g. shelters, dens
or creativeart projects)

Characterised by a respect for
the environment and an
interest in their natural
surroundings; making
observations and insights into
natural phenomena such as
seasonal change and the
ability to identify different
species of flora and fauna.
This can be reflected in
improved academic
attainment.

Forest School can give teachers and practitioners a
new perspective and understanding of the child as
they observe them in a different setting. A different
relationship can develop between children and
teachers as children see the teachers in a different
setting, and coping with some of the same
challenges as them.

The Forest Scheol setting also provides the
evaluative space to identify the individual learning
styles of the children.

As aresult of taking an active partin Forest
School teachers gain the opportunity to inform
their own practice, and to adapt their
approaches to outdoors learning.

Due tochildren’s enthusiasm forForest School,
they bring the experience 'home’. This can
result in changes to out-of-school routines and
behaviour with parents taking their children

‘outdoors’ more.

Parental interest in and attitude towards Forest
School can change over time; it gives them the
chance to obtain a different attitude towards
the outdoors such as their perception of risks.

(O6Brien

34

and

Murray



This study was commi ssioned by the Fores
2006) but conducted by independent researchers and published after peer review
(O6Brien and Murray, 2007) . It used obs:
stakeholdeviews to identify and track changes for the children involved. Although the
participatory nature of the research may have compromised researcher objectivity, it
could be argued that by gaining information from teachers and parents who know the
children well meant that developmental baselines were known, enabling the researchers
to have better insight into the effects of Forest School for individual children observed.
The authors acknowledged that failing t«

their study, and suggest that future research should include this.

O6Brien (2009) provides a further anal ys
(2005; 2006; 2007) and considers in more déjotivchanges occur at Forest School for
three of the thmes identified: motivation and concentration, social skills and new
perspectives. For example, OO6Brien (20009
to peers and learn that more can be achieved together when presented with tasks at
Forest School ragring more than one pair of hands, such as moving heavy logs. When
considering the theme of O6motivation an

following explanation of change:

Figure 2.2 Summary of motivation and concentration development att FRcheol
(O6Brien, 2009).

Forest School is a place where . ..

e Subjects on the school curriculum are set in a context that is distinct from the indoor
classroom environment.

o Child led and initiated learning is encouraged allowing for imaginative, and
exploratory activities to take place.

e The focus is on how the whole child can benefit from their Forest School experience.

Changes that can occur include . ..

e Children become eager to participate, and are inspired to explore and learn in a
sometimes unfamiliar woodland environment.

e Children initiate their own learning and play activities.

® The children focus and concentrate for longer periods of time on tasks and issues that
are of interest to them.

This is often manifested by ...

e Children keen to come back to Forest School.

e Children who are excited about setting off to Forest School and actively look forward
to 1t

e Children who talk about Forest School back in the classroom and with parents and
relatives.

(O6Brien, 200
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The theme dnew perspectivesd i sdepthfeces c on
on what the Forest School environment p
thinking and, finally, how this is amifested in their behaviour. Although based on the
data collected in O6Brien and Murray (2
causality is attributed to the changes observed, rather than a more simplistic focus on
what the outcomes are. Although mhewas no justification given for why these
particular three themes were selected ou
more information about the optimum conditions for a Forest School environment, such
as a focus on the whole child and emeging childled learning (fig. 2.2). The findings
from Murray (2003) O6Brien and Murray (2
importance to programme specification development because of the fochiewon
Forest School produces certain outcomes &l ws the rigour from continuous
refinement of their findings (Gough, 2007).

In order to understand more about the effects of Forest School in other settings,
Borradaile (2006) undertook research in Scotland, which had two overarching aims: to
considerwhether the results of Forest School with children in England and Wales
(Murray, 200 3; Murray and O6Brien, 2005
popul ation and to understand how Forest
educational devepment. The data consisted of field observations, interviews with key
stakeholders, parental questionnaires and discussions with key practitioners within local
authorities. The participants were pupils from local schools from both typically
developing grops (n=50) and those with additional needs (n=6). The findings suggest
that the Forest School experience provides opportunities for children to develop
curriculumrelated knowledge, have respect for the site and improve their behaviour
(Borradaile, 2006).

Borradaile (2006) also found evidence to
nati onal priorities for educati on, I ncl u
for Learningbé6, OSupporting l nclusi on an
0Learning for Lifeo. The report present s

and threats) analysis of the process of embedding Forest School as an opportunity to be
available to all children in Scotland, and reveals some practical dilemmas SuaWw as
quality is assured in programme delivery and how funds are sourced to support training
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and high adult to child ratios. Borradaile (2006) is in favour of enabling access for all to
Forest School, and summarised he evi dence fr omthdibcae st
make a significant contribution to developing confidence and creative thinking, with a
positive and heal thy attitude to |I|ife
(Borradaile, 2006, p. 32Although a large sample is used including g#pants with
additional needs which is relevant to the current study (Gough, 2007), the evidence

presented is heavily anecdotal and did not seek the views of the children involved.

2.12 Research and Evluations of UK Forest Schoolwith pupils with Special
Educational NeedgSEN)
The Forest &hool experience is gradually ihg made available to other groups of

children across the countryincluding pupilsof secondary agand those with SEN
(Knight, 2011a). Forest School research with this populasidmnghly relevant to the
group of participants in this case study, especially with children over 12 years old
(Gough, 2007).Cullen, FletcheiCampbell, Bowen, Osgood and Kelleher (2000)
suggest that a small proportion of young people in KS4 may notitesl slueto the
demands required by GCSEs, and so some schools are exploring and investing in
alternative curriculum packages to enable these learners to access education and achieve
(Cullen et al, 2000; Knight, 2011a). Knight (2011a) sought contributivos
practitioners over the country using Forest School to support adolescents with social and
emotional needs, often as part of an alternative curriculum package. One contributor
(Cree, 2011) suggested that once young people had developed a positiugstamgl t
relationship with the FSL, they experience success throughtlekildctivities and by
feeling comfortable to talk about their feelings in a supportive and safe environment
(Cree, 2011).

A training cente in the North of England describéhe Forst School experience of 6
Year 9 pupils from a Pupil Referral Unit (PRU) who had all been excluded from
mainstream schoolAfchimedesTraining, 2018). These pupilsexperiencedrForest
School for3 days a weelover one academic yedt.was reported thathé provision
fulfilled National GQurriculum (DfEE, 1999)demandswhile also supportingocial and
emotional development. Five of the pupils finished the course, and therere@stad
improvement in behaviour at honaad at the PRU according to the aduttgolved,

suggesting that the effects of the programme may be transferdahlis involved in
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the project also commented that tpepils experienced opporturgd to share their
success andevelop newskills and confidence. They commentidtht Forest &hool
seemed to removearriersto learning which some of thpupils faced.However,
information avaihble about this project is brief and consistamécdotal evidence from
adults invohed, therefore it contributes little to the programme specificatiooprding

to Goughoés (2007) framewor k.

The same training centre (Archimedes Traihipgvided a 14week programme (1 day

per week) for children attending a special sch&sbgrammeaims were to develop
relationships with peers and positive adult roledels, and to raise the confidence of

the learnergArchimedes Training, 2011bKey reflections from the FSLs wetbat

more social interaction was observed asphegramme developeand children were

less likely to ned prompting to help each other (Anmedes Training, 2011b)he

FSLs alsonoted a consistent threstage pattern of behaviour, beginning with an
acclimatist i on stage involving Oneutr al beha
novel environment. The second stage consisted of boundatyg, where some
challenging behaviour might be observed, but finally an improvement stage was noted,
where children either returned pedmdrehei r

appropriate behaviour (Archimedes Training, 2011b).

This patten of behaviousuggest that Forest School may need to run for a minimum of

14-weeks in order for Forest School to begin to have an effect. Archimedes Training
(2011b) propose a minimum of 30 weekly visits to Forest School is required for young
people to rperience positive outcomes. However, the case study is extremely brief,
highly anecdotal and does not offer further information on the case study participants.
Therefore, this case study will be drawn on cautiously for programme specification

development.

Ritchie (2010) briefly reported a project in a London secondary school where Forest
School was used for a variety of purposes, including team building for new form groups
and alternative curriculum for pupils with SEN at risk of exclusion. Again, thertrés

highly anecdotal and brief, with no specific information about methods of data
collection or participants. Ritchie (2010) indicates that the aims of Forest School in this

context were to boost emotional literacy, increase attainment and supposianc
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Findings suggest that FSLs running the project felt it was cost effective and had a
positive impact on pupils (Ritchie, 2010). An independent evaluation of Forest School
by the school s Educational Ps yauped-orestg i st
School 6s effects on academic attainment,
interventions alongside Forest School, but the programme seemed to result in fewer
exclusions, raised pupil attendance and improved pupHesedem (Ritchie2010).
However, full details of this evaluation are not provided so it cannot contribute much to

the programme specification.

Sussex Wildlife Trust, Brighton and HoveMut h  Of f endi ng Tok&m (Y
(a substance misuse service in Brighton awddHfor under 19sjyised a case study to
investigate the effects of a Forest School programme (Action for Children, 2010). Data
was gathered in the form of discussions between FSLs and FSL reports on young people
attending the programme. Tpeojectoffered Forest School to young peopleo were
known to thO©k¥Y®T/( oumldd&u gor tanowteekpduriny 2008e d )
2009. The reported outcomesn c | uded i mpr ov e mavalltbeingand y o u
enhanced confidence with independent or groaged working. No major incidents of
aggression or dangerous behaviour were
Forest School and all stakeholders (including the young people) wantedahtinue

(Action for Children, 2010).

Action for Children(2010), Ritchie (2010) and Archimedes Training (2011a; 2011b)
provide case study accounts which are limited in detail but which report positive
impacts of Forest School on young people with SEN. Although the RS is inclusive in its
approach to using all avable literature for programme development (Pawson, 2006),
accounts such as these which are lacking in detail provide limited information on the
quality and trustworthiness of the findings (Gough, 2007). Additionally, the potential
for bias due to possiblvested interests of researchers means that findings need to be
treated very cautiously. Therefore, the programme specification developed from the RS

(appendix 8.2) reflects a limited dependence on these poor quality accounts.

Weaknesses in the evidenioase of Forest School, particularly when used with older
children or those with SEN, reflects the relatively new development of Forest School as
an alternative provision for young people with additional needs (Knight, 2011a). Indeed,
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the literature searcievealed only two research papers reporting on the impact of Forest
School for pupils with SEN which have been published after peer review (Roe and

Aspinall, 2011a; Roe and Aspinall, 2011b), which are described henceforth.

Roe and Aspinall (2011a) contted a controlled study with 18 Z/karolds to
understand the effects of Forest School experience versus conventional schooling on
childrends mood and their ability to re:-
split into two groups basedonscheot af f 6 s rating of Dbehavic
6goodd behaviour group consisted of n=6
The O&6époord behaviour group were recruit
school (n=4) and a residential speciah@d for boys with behavioural difficulties

(n=8).

The Mood Adjective Checklist (MACL) (Mathews, Jones and Chamberlain, 1990) was
used to assess mood through ratings of
tone. OPersonalB3Pr wpsctus@d( Lot talss,esbs9 yolu
their personal goals. All assessments were taken pre and post a Forest School day and
compared with scores pre and post a conventional school day. There were no significant
differences found between thgroups on préntervention MACL measures. Post
intervention MACL results found significantly more positive mood after young people
had attended a Forest School day in comparison to a conventional school day (anger
p=0.02; energy p=0.007; stress p=0.05 dedine) and hedonic tone p=0.007).

The &effect sizes were significantly gre
versus O0good behaviourdo for energy (p-=I«
borderline for hedonic tone (p=0.05) and no sigaificdifference was seen between the
groups for anger (effect size not available). There was a positive trend for reflection on
personal goals, although no main effect. This research therefore suggests that exposure
to Forest School had positive effectstbe mood of 1dyear old pupils, particularly if

they had existing teacher rated poor behaviour. Roe and Aspinall (2011a) attribute this
to the Forest School ethos and exposure to a natural environment, but only briefly
explore how these features may haeeised the changes observed. Also, it appeared

t hat measures were only taken on four 6s

and convention school days), potentially limiting the validity of findings.
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Roe and Aspinall (2011b) further observed ¢neotional responses of eight boys (aged
10-12) ethnographically over a-r@onth period at a Forest School. The participants
attended a secure residential special school in Scotland for suppofiseitre trauma

and mental disorder (ibid, p. 539) and Foet School was part of
curriculum. Data gathered focused on the functional properties of the environment, for
example a tree being O6climbabl ed and the
to elicit an emotive response ihet pupils. The authors felt that, due to participant
vulnerability, it was not appropriate to record or directly observe them, so data was
collected at the end of the session, when the researchers recorded their memories of the
day into a Dictaphone. Thimay have meant that only salient points of the day were
recall ed, and pupil 6s exact speech may h
their actions were justified due to ethical considerations of avoiding causing distress to

participants (Britie Psychological Society, 2010).

Over time, Roe and Aspinall (2011b) reported that trusting relationships, social
cohesion and explorative activity contributed to the positive affect experienced by the
boys at Forest School. The field data generated A§fnces of emotional reactions,
which Roe and Aspinall (2011b) considered to fit into the following themes: trust, joy,
anticipation, surprise, anger, fear, disgust and sadness. Roe and Aspinall (2011b) found
that over time, there was an improvement irthyoung peopl eds s
explorative behaviour, creative activity and a reduction in behavioural outbursts at
Forest School. Roe and Aspinall (2011b) further postulated that attention restorative
theory (Kaplan, 1995) could be used to explainréstorative effect of Forest School,

as the environment seemed to elicit curiosity in the young people which, according to

Kaplan (1995), requires effortless attention and triggers a restorative effect.

Due to the signif i c aronalneedd Roe ad Aspinalp(20d1b)i c i
were unable to gain comparative data by also observing the pupils in the residential
special school, reportedly because the frequency and severity of emotional outbursts in
the school were too great. This may suggest tiine restorative effects of Forest School

did not transfer to the school setting (Roe and Aspinall, 2011b), or that pupils were
calmer at Forest School so they could cope with the presence of researchers there. As
Roe and Aspinall (2011a; b) have beeblmhed, use a methodological framework and
investigate the effects of Forest School on young people with SEN, these studies are
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relevant to the case study population and therefore feature confidently in the programme
specification(Gough, 2007).

2.13Forest School Research Targeting Forest School Practitioners

As FSLs are involved in running Forest School programmes over time, they are in
good position to have an understanding of the contextual features of the programme, the
outcomes for children ahhow these may have come about. Therefore, research
targeting FSLs is included here and in the programme specification.

Although Waters and Begley (2007) suggest that Forest School could improve
chil drenbés appropri at e ardssekposingdhiidrengto riskd i f f
were found between Forest School leaders and teachers in a study by Maynard (2007a).
Maynard (2007a) interviewed two FSLs and two early years teachers about the
programme they were running for 25 children (16 in Reception il a special
teaching facility aged-%). The children in the special teaching facility had a range of
6signi ficant and complex | earning diffi
FSLs and ran for 16 weekly sessions in natural woodland. Thendaided interviews

with the teachers and FSLs before and after the project and follow up interviews with

the teachers after the project ceased.

Maynard (2007a) explored the relationship between early years teachers and FSLs using
discourse analysis. Thenalysis showed a complex relationship between teachers and
FSLs, stemming largely from differences in opinion about the amount of risk children
should be exposed to and managing the balance betweenlegdahd childed

learning (Maynard, 2007a). Findja suggest that FSLs wanted children to make their
own decisions, in contrast to teachers w
and direct their play (Maynard, 2007a). The teacheesp pear ed t o have
control and were both direstie a nd p(Mayhaedc2007a; @ 885).

In contrast, the Forest School leadéfsver e observed to adop
facil it dMaynard 2007a,\pl386). Although this caused some tension between
the professionals involved, particularly @rhteachers intervened when they felt the risk

was too high, by the end of the programme the teachers had begun to question their
approach in terms of how directive they were. The teachers acknowledged that this was

a result of constraints on their praetias set by strategic policy documents, such as the
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National Curriculum (DfEE, 1999). This study therefore highlights not only some
potential frictions caused by practitioners with different approaches and agendas, but
also the potential of Forest Schoolwork systemically, not only impacting on children

but on the teaching professionals in terms of giving them time and stimuli to reflect on
their own professional practice. This research supports programme specification
development by illuminating characistics of FSLs which enhance the programme
(Gough, 2007). It is also is likely to be relevant to Forest school programmes which are
run and facilitated by teaching staff, but the small sample makes the findings difficult to

generalise.

Swarbrick, Eastwod and Tutton (20048imed to explore the hypothesised link between
Forest School, sesteem and learning through administering questionnaires to FSLs in
Oxfordshire. Of the 100 questionnaires sent out, 29 were returned from FSLs working
with pupils fromnursery to KS4, including pupils with SEN. The report highlights
responses from FSLs in relation to the effects they had noticed for the children they
were working with. For example, it was reported that a child with severe speech and
language difficultis was heard speaking more clearly and loudly at Forest School,
despite making little progress with intensive speech and language therapy. Another FSL
reported that a disaffected teenager became enthusiastic about Forest School enough tc
write and deliver @resentation on it to others (Swarbrick, Eastwood and Tutton, 2004).

Swarbrick, Eastwood and Tutton (2004) also provide some helpful insight into what are
considered Onegative mechani smsdé (Pawson
as the relu@nce of some children to want to get dirty, or difficulties staffing high adult

to child ratios required. The evidence gained, however, was highly anecdotal in nature
and consists of case study information from practitioners. There was also evidence of
pat entially | eading and c¢closed questions
opinion would the Forest School experi el
have contributed to overly positive answers or limited the detail of response. However,
the practitioners completing the questionnaires know Forest School well and therefore
are a group that should be targeted for providing information (Pawson and Tilley,
1997). Therefore, despite the methodological flaws in this study, some of the findings

areof value to the initial programme specification of the present study (appendix 8.2).
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Another study focused on the views of three FSLs working with children a§ea8rs
(Maynard, 200@b). Maynard (2007b) gathered data by analysing programme
documentatn and conducting serstructured interviews with each FSL about their
view of the aims of Forest School. The interviews were coded according to the features
of Forest School described, such as children attending over time and the activities and
gamesused Each practitionerds individual p e
was explored which led to identification of three main outcomes for children: self
esteem, seltonfidence and independence (Maynard, 2007b). An additional element
was encouraginghildrenton appr eci at e, care for and r e:
(Maynard, 2007b, p. 323). Each FSL discussed their view of how these changes
occurred, which included views on the importance of the natural environment, positive

adultchild relationsips, the availability of natural play and opportunities to take risks.

However, Maynard (2007hb) not ed subtl e
particularly in relation to the emphasis
esteem, thedentification of different learning styles and how some projects can
overlook the opportunities to learn about the natural environment. FSLs description of
contextual features of Forest School in Maynard (2007b) is helpful for programme
specification develpment (Gough, 2007), for example the notion that Forest School can
support children in accessing the EYFS curriculum (DfE, 2012). However, the small
sample size limits generalisation and a lack of triangulated evidence using other
stakeholder perspectivesuch as parents, teachers and children creates limits to the

findings of this study.

In order to define the Forest School experience, Knight (2011b) conducted a thematic
review of fourteen accounts by FSLs (Knight, 2011a) which reflect the use of Forest
School with children from-29 years in a variety of settings in the UK, including &hos
with SEN. Through this, Knight (2011b) aimed toa@mnstruct the implicit features of
Forest School using grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006) before testing the transferability
of these features for use with particular groups of young children. Once kegsthem
were identified, observations and interviews with children and Forest School
practitioners were used to refine the themes (Knight, 2011b). Through thematic analysis

of the information gained from FSLs, Knight (2011b) developed an overlapping
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conceptuaframework to illustrate the domains to which Forest School has relevance
(Fig. 2.3).

Figure 2.3 Knightdés (2011b) overlapping

Qutdoors,
Environment
& Adventure
Experiences

Eco-
therapy

Sustainability

Neuroscience

Biophilia

(Knight, 2011b, p. 594)
Some of the elements identified (Fig. 2.3) feature in the literature presented thus far, for
exampl e Forest School 6s role in facilit
restorative therapy (Roe and Aspiynal | ,
being outdoors (Biophilia) (Lovell, 2009a; 2009b). However, other key features have
been identified in this ' iterature revi
framework, such as the opportunity for social development (Murray, 2003) and
improe ments in behaviour (Roe and Aspinal/l
framework presents a coherent picture of the features of Forest School. This could be
used to support FSLs in their thinking about the opportunities provided at a Forest
School, and would perhaps enable them to evaluate its outcomes. The conceptual
framework supports the devel opment of 0

programme specification.

45



2.14Discussion and Critical Reflections on thd&Research

The literature eview suggests that Forest School can facilitate positive outcomes for
children from a range of settings, includingurseries (Waters and Begley, 2p07
mainstream primaryschools(Lovell, 2009a; 2009b), mainstream secondary schools
(Ritchie, 2010) speciaschools (Roe and Aspinall, 2011a; 2011by groups in the
community, such as the YOT (Action for Children, 201Rgsearchers have targeted
different age groups of children in the UK, including preschoolers (Massey, 2004),
primary age pupils (Ridgers, Kmtes and Sayers, 2012) and pupils in Key Stage 3 with
SEN (Roe and Aspinall, 2011a; 2011b). However, it would appear that research is
somewhat lacking with mainstream secondary age pupils and Key Stage 4 pupils with
SEN.

Most research studies reviewed/bdocused on the outcomes for the child using multi
met hod qualitative approaches to triangl
Murray, 2005; 2006; 2007). Some have focused on the perspective of particular groups,
such as FSLs and teachers (Maynaf07a; 2007b) or only sought the views of the
children (Ridgers, Knowl es and Sayers, 2
suggested that future research should include the voice of the children, although some
researchers have chosen to rejecs idea on the grounds of ethical working when
pupils are extremely vulnerable due to their past experiences (Roe and Aspinall, 2011b).
Studies which have taken an explorative, qualitative approach (Murray, 2003; Massey,
2004 ; O6Br i en an6d20MuMaynardg, 2007D)0rdpéit;a sidildrOrange

of outcomes for children and young people, particularly in their confidence, motivation,
social development, knowledge of the world and language development. Other
researchers report other positive effectd antcomes for example in the domains of
appropriate riskaking (Waters and Begley, 2007), development of play (Ridgers,
Knowles and Sayers, 2012), restorative outcomes (Roe and Aspinall, 2011a) and
increased physical activity (Lovell, 2009a; 2009b).

Same studies took steps to address validity issues such as collecting data which can be
put to statistical test (Lovell, 2009a; 2009b; Roe and Aspinall, 2011a) or using critical,
independent others to analyse their themes (Waters and Begley, 2007; RidgergsK

and Sayers, 2012However, much of the researizhstill based on anecdotal evidence,
case study data and descriptions of practice (Ritchie, 2010; Vandewalle, 2010) which is
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not triangulated or refined through scientific measures (Swarbrick, Eadtwod
Tutton, 2004; Massey, 2004; Knight, 2011a). Therefore, 1 would concur with
Swar brick, East wood and Tuttonds (2004)
represented in the academic literature, even a decade after they first made this

observation

2.15 Findings of the Realist Synthesis (RS)
It is acknowledged that a limitation of the RS is that the initial programme specification

was developed by a singlesearcher, who ultimately decidashich elements of
previous research to use for prograenrspecification development. However, a
systematic search strategy was taken to ensure searching for appropriate literature was
thorough and Goughodés (2007) Wei ght of E
deciding which studies were of higher quality aetkvance, and therefore used more
extensively to develop the initial programme specification. Alsot pf theRE is that

initial theories are refined, refuted or accepted through a cycle of re¢Panebon and

Tilley, 1997), so if any initial CM@s fromthe RS prove irrelevant to the current study

there is opportunity teefine these based @videne gathered in the RE.

The aim of this RS was to address the re
report about features of the context, mechanisms and outcomes of a Forest School
programme?d The full answer to this que
speification (appendix 8.2) which is the first set of context+ mechanism = outcome
configurations (CMOCSs) attempting to explain how Forest School works. This is
included in the appendix because it is very large, and also because the programme

specification wll change as a result of the RE.

The RS programme specification presents nine themes relating to areas of development
which may be improved due to the Forest School experience. These are confidence,
social skills, language and communication, motivataord concentration, physical

skills, knowledge and understanding, emotional iseihg and behaviour, new
perspectives and ripple effects. Eight of these themes (all except emotionbaeingll

and behaviour) were explicitly outlined in a large action nefegaroject into Forest
School (O6Brien and Murray, 2005; 2006 ;
arose from the identification of aspect
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such as low levels of staff enthusiasm for Forest School in leadher (Swarbrick,
Eastwood and Tutton, 2004) and the possibility that children may be frightened by an
open woodland (Davis and Waite, 2005). However, some information was lacking from
the research reviewed, which meant that the initial programme spéoifidor Forest
School is incomplete, as illustrated by an extract from the outcome theme of

O0knowl edge and understandingdé in table 2

Table 2.3 Extract from the Initial Programme Specification (appendix 8.2)

Context Mechanism Outcome Source
Opportunities for ? Skills, knowledge Murray (2003)
skills and knowledge gaine and understanding |O0Br i en a
at Forest School to be linke are transferred into | (2005)
to other contexts other contexts Ridgers, Knowles ar]
(e.g. school/home) Sayers (2012)

As other CMOCs also featured missing elements, particularly mechanisms which are
often O6hiddené (Pawson and Till ey, 1997
initial programme specification. It is hoped that this will gain further evidence which
can be used to add to, disregard or support parts of the programme specification and
enable CMOCs such as those presented in table 2.3 to be completed.

2.16Context of this Study
Despite some concerning methodological issues, the overarching messag#drom

available literature is that Forest School can lead to some positive outcomes for children
and young people, which suggests it is worthy of further study. The literature review has
highlighted gaps in the existing research in terms of participantray@eeds, in that
studies have not yet investigated the impact of Forest School with young people over 12
years old who have SEN. Therefore, in order to fill this gap in the literature, the current

study aims to investigate Forest School with this popariati

Borradaile (2006) has demonstrated that it is possible to study whether previous
understanding of Forest School out comes
transfer to other settings. In line with RE, the information gained in the RS about how
Forest School works for younger children will therefore be tested to understand the
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extent to which it applies tesecondary age learneis KS4 who have SEN.
Additionally, the existing dominance of anecdotal evidence in the current literature
suggests thatmor e ri gorous scientific methodol c
worl doéo (Robson, 2011) context is require
study will extend existing Forest School research by being the first to consider Forest
School through C+M=0 configurations, and therefore possibly one of the first to

attempt to present Forest School in such a high level of detail.

2.17 Study Aims andResearch Questions

It is envisaged that the results of teealuationwill extendthe growing body of
researchinto Forest School in the UK, and could be used to infthenpractice of
secondary mainstream and speaahoolswithin the LA setting of the research and

similar contexts further afield’he research questions this studysio address are:

1. What are the important context, mechanism and outcome configurations of Forest

School with young people aged-18 who have SEN?

1.1What are the features of the Forest School context which set up mechanisms of
change?

1.2What are the mechamis which enable outcomes to occur for the young people?

1.3What are the outcomes for-14 year olds with special educational needs who
attend Forest School?

1.4What are the most critical context, mechanism and outcome configs;ation

according to key stakelders?
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Chapter 3. Methodology

3. 1lintroduction

This chapter begins by offering a detailed account of the epistemological background of
this evaluatienti hiamel galbi s mOAkeywaemwstloasn a n
section is to explain why this approach has been adopted in preference to other
epistemologies and methods which might have provided frameworks for developing an
understanding of how Forest School works. This chapter begins by egpiesitures of
traditional evaluation before explaining and justifying the use of Realistic Evaluation
(RE), which offers a generative model of causation within a scientific realism paradigm
(Pawson and Tilley, 1997). RE is thdefined in relation to theucrent studywhich

leads to justification for the choice of methodology and data collection tools employed
to address the research questions identified in the Realist Synthesis (RS). An account of
the procedure is presented with regard to data colleciiod analysis.Ethical
considerationsire explained and discussasl a critical element of the research. Finally,
threats to validity and reliability are discussed alongside steps taken to address them.

3.2 Evaluations and Research

Evaluatiors and resealc are conducted across disciplines and cultures in order to
understand more about the world in which we live andtohance peopl eds
and potential(Pawson and Tilley, 1997Pawson and Tilley (1997, p. x$tatethat
Anowadays, tohvee nteanstk tahfr oiumgphr under st andi n.
indicating that a drive for knowledge is commonplace and well regarded in the current
social and political cultureEvaluations and research atm drive knowledge forward

and therefore imprav decisbn making by providing evidendmsed answerfo a

variety of question§Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011

Evaluatiors and research are fundamentally striving for understanding,sbbtle
differences in terms of iming may exist between them, as evaluations are more
commonwhen programmes aadready occurringwhereas research often happens prior

to programme launch, particularly within the medical community (Cohen, Manion and
Morrison, 2011) Although the operatnal aspects ofevaluation and research have
similarities, there are differences between their conceptual and political features (Cohen,
Manion and Morrison, 2011). Differences can often relate to the audience for whom the
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work is intended, their scope @uations beingienerally more limited) antthe purpose
and use of the workCohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011). There app¢arise some
trends towards evaluatienwithin education as researchers are often required or
motivated to evaluate the effectiveaed particular programnseor interventiois once

they have starte@Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 201Rozic and Crossland, 2012

Although evaluating the effectiveness of interventionprogrammeslready occurring

is necessary for the understandingpoéctitioners and policy makergalidity can be
compromised if commissioners have a vested interest in gaining positive results from an
evaluator. Evaluations which are independentfinfncial, political or pragmatic
influences of a sponsor are therefdikely to be more valid and reliable (Cohen,
Manion and Morrison, 2011)f'he RS highlighted some examples of research which
may have been commissioned by organisations eager to promote Forest School, but the
driving force behind the current study is ras#er motivation to understand how the
programme works. Therefore, the current study is free of ties which eigbardie
researcher independence, although it is acknowledged that researcher interest and
previous experience of Forest School may infleehow the programme is viewed.
Therefore, wherever possible steps have been taken to avoid bias including piloting,
inter rater reliability, triangulation of evidence and a high level of motivation by the
researcher to ensure the research is as robustaée@nd scientific as possible.

3.3 Epistemology

Epi st emol ogy fthes thedrne oriscenak ofatlse méthod of grounds of
k nowl d@kigprd &nglish Dictionary, 2013and is therefore concerned witlow
knowledge and truth is constredt Aresearh er 6 s 0 wabouth@wkoodedge s
can be gained influences their actighsoughout researchnd the methods used to
gather and analyse data within the research deggigimen, Manion and Morrison,
2011) Positivist inquirers hold a view that there asscientific truth whichcan be
discovered byontroling variablego ascertairtausality (Cohen, Manion and Morrison,
2011). Although positivists may be likely to claihs ci ence provi des
cl earest possi bl(€ohandvamn andMbrrisenn201i) ped ijas O
beencriticised because high levels of control ignore the subtleties or heteibgef
participant groups andan vyield different results when replicated (Concato, Shah and
Horwitz, 2000 Pawson and Tilley, 1997 Traditional metaanalyses of positivist
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has not givenfias t oc kpi | e

of
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ut i
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awsadn,e2009, p. 42) therefore, an alternative is sought.

to t

Interpretivism arguablyat the other end ohe epistemologicakpectrunto positivism

considers that reality is constructed individually through the interpretatioreahing
(Goodman, 1978; Molder, 2010). This therefore suggbstisa shared truth does not

exist, but ists onlyas it is experieced byindividuals essatially reducing social

science to

individual

interpretation of meaning (Sayer,

2003s a shared

h

understanding of reality is sought in this evaluation, realism is proposed as an area of
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individual idiosyncrasy can be accounted for whilst also striving for a shared

ddl e

scienti fic (Pawsgn! 2006a p.17p wbere contextual factors such as

grofuamdpat Ist iacistvaadgaonsteiativist accounts of

understanding of truth (Bhaskar, 2008). Davies (2011yoffehelpful summary of the

features of these three described epistemological dimensions, sourced from Thistleton
(2008) and Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007).

Figure 3.1 Comparisons of Epistemological Dimensions (Davies, 2011)

Dimensions of

Ontology and Epistemology The role of

comparison social science
Positivism The world exists and is knowable as it really is. Discovering
This conflates ontology and epistemology and universal laws
ignores epistemology of human
Ontology is flat since what is observed is all that behav_mur and
. of society
exists
Realism Realism holds that reality exists independent of Inventing
social actors and observers theories to
explain the real
There is a distinction between: world and
i o . : testing these
+ the intransitive dimension (the objects of  theories by

Interpretivism

science) and

« the transitive dimension (the
understanding of the intransitive
dimension, including theories of science)

rational criteria

Because our understanding of the world may
change this does not mean that the world itself
changes

Ontology is stratified and the world is characterised
by emergence

There is no objective reality since reality can only Discovering
be constructed through a conceptual system how different
people

This conflates ontology and epistemology and
ignores ontology

interpret the
world in which
they live

(Davies, 2011, p. 102dapted from Cohen,

52

Research

Experimental or
quasi-
experimental
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theory

Explanation is
concerned with
how Mechanisms
produce events
and in what
circumstances

The search for
meaningful
relationships and
the discovery of
their
consequences for
action

Human behaviour

Social Scientist is an
observer of social
reality. Respondents
are treated as
objects, informants
or producers of data

Observable human
behaviour is
characterised by
underlying intention
and choice.
Understanding this is
part of the research
process

The importance of
viewing the meaning
of experience and
behaviour in its full
complexity is
stressed

Research
Methods

Quantitative
methods

Mixed
methods. The
researcher
chooses the
method which
best fits the
investigation

Qualitative
methods

Manion and Morrison, 2007 and

Thistleton, 2008)



Positivism and interpretivism are rejected in this study as not able to satisfactorily
meet the aims of the evaluation, as neither can take account of critical contextual
features and meelnisms while striving for a shared understandingwdfy a program
worksf or whom and i n (Rawsonhand Tilleyc 1997 spt xvin Thes s 0
understanding can be gained through a realist perspective, which stresses the
fimechanics of explanation Pawson and Tilley, 1997, p. 55) and can therefore be
generalised (to some extent) to other settings who may be considering how to
implement successful programmes (Pawson, 2006).

Therefore, this study aims to identify features necessary for a successst 5chool
programme with young people aged-116l with special educational needs (SEN), as
well as providing the case study school with some outcome data. These aims require a
realist view that reality exists yet our view of it can change and is modifredgh a
cyclical process where theories are developed and tested (Pawson, 2006). An action
research framework (Reason and Bradbury, 2001) could have been employed within the
realist paradigm, but this has also been rejected on the grounds that thehezsdaes

not aim to alter the current programme.

3.4 Scientific Realism

Realism develops and tests theories in order to understand how social programmes work
(Sayer, 2000; Bhaskar, 2008). It strives for a truth based on evidence which is gathered

to mee the aims of the evaluation, aimingfioc o mbi ne sci enti fi ¢ me
soci ol ogical v i e w (Shepherd] adtlla p. &6).nSsiéntific dlismo n o
(Pawson and Tilley, 1997; Pawson, 2006) measures what is present and measureable at
a point in time and provides results i

Crossland, 2012), presenting outcome pasteather than regularities (Pawson, 2006).

It can, therefore, be criticised for failing to propose a stable and generalisable truth, but
suggests that social programmes constantly vary due to a range of aspects, such as
individual characteristics, whictvould rarely be the same on replication. Indeed, the
theory is likely to change and develop when applied to other settings bdtauser
actions are always prone to «¢Pawsang2006tphe ¢

18). Social programmes are infliegd by a range of factors, as illustrated in Fig. 3.2.
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Therefore, an epistemological framework which captures and values this complexity is

required when attempting to understand phenomena in the real world.

Figure 3.2 Programme Complexity (Pawson, 2006)

Contextual *,
s influences
s

(] [0
' Programme !

transformation

Realists consider that the variety of factors illustrated in Fig. 3.2 influencing

programmes meané w e can

contemporaneous, macrand micraconditions that have influenced the situation we

Programme self-

e __4 exchanga |
Frogramme
Programme
Versions negotiation
————————— e
Policy-maker Practitioner Subject
thaanas theories theories
SR .
L] n apas "
. Self-fulfilling/

1-. denying effects

(Pawson, 2006, p. 36)

never exercise control

wi s h t o (Pawsgn) 2806,mp018). Therefore, realists reject a positivist approach

which they consider faildo account for the complexity of these open systems.
Methodologies employed within a scientific realism framework strive to critically

consider the evidence which should enable hypothesised theories to be accepted,

rejected or refined (Pawson and Till&yg97). A RE develops theories by drawing out

evidence from the data iteratively to test out the hypotheses raised in the Realist

Synthesis (RS) to ultimately accept, reject or refine elements of the programme

specification. This view of causation is diat to a more traditional, linear X Y

approach as it draws upon

a

system of

programme specification development (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).
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3.5 Generative Causatiorand RealisticEvaluation (RE)

RE views causation as O0gener at i o#odmes &eheer a-
results of actions following from a mechanism acting in a particular conéesxt
presented diagrammatically in Fig. 3.3.

Figure 3.3 Generative Causation (Pawson and Tilley, 1997

context

mechanism

is causal only if...

outcome

...its putcome is triggered by a mechanism acting in context

(Pawson and Tilley, 1997, p. 58)

Pawson and Tilley (1997) explain that theories about how programmes work are made
up of a set of context tnechanism = outcome configurations (CMOCS). In order to
explain this, the authorsefer to the example of thgnition of gunpowder, as also
illustrated in chapter Z2awson and Tilley (1997, p8) suggestthai gunpowder
within it the causal potential to explode, but whether it does so depends on it being in
t he r i ght Thereforeaithbuglo gurspowaer has the potential to ignite, if the
corditions are not right (i.e. it idamp, insufficient powder or oxygen) will fail to.
Pawson and Tilley (1997) propose that the same is true for social programmes; although

individuals may havéhe potential to change, this depends on the correct conditions.

Pawson and Tilley (1997) offer an example with human participants where contextual
factors altered human thinking (the change mechanism) to produce an outcome. They
describe a scenario wieecameras were installed in a car park and the frequency of car
theft and damage reduced. Clearly, the cameras do not physically act to stdputheft,
theyimpact upontheihi vi dual 6 s t Isandsybbsequentlg may alterithe m
outcome, i.e. the pential thief or vandal does not commit a crime. Although
superficially a simple example, Pawson and Tilley (1997) suggest there are several
potential mechanisms at work, including individuals being concerned about being
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caught, car users being more likébyuse a car park with CCTV and the requirement for
CCTV to be monitored may bring security officers to the car park more frequently,
presenting an additional deterrent. Even in a seemingly simple scenario, there may be
several mechanisms at work. Propots of RE argue that these often hidden
mechanisms can be illuminated through targeting individuals who are likely to know

what these mechanisms are (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).

Although Pawson and Tilley (1997) focus their examples on crime prevestidn
offender rehabilitationevaluatorshave more recently demonstrated successisg of

RE within children and family services (Thornbery, 2012; Bozic and Crossland 2012;
Davies 2011; Webhy 2011; Soni, 2010Thistleton, 2008).RE is a theorybuilding
evalwation (Thornbery, 2012) whicéxplores the mechanisms of change for individuals

or groups within a specific contextafer tha focusing solely on outcomes, REows
researchers to develop an understanding of the necessary conditions fes $Bozéc

and Crossland, 2012) which can be disseminated to practitioners striving to gain
positive outcomes from programmes or interventions (Thornbery, 2012).

3.6 Context, Mechanisms and Outcomg€MOSs) in a Realistic Evaluation

Within RE, theories are built and tested through a cycledebeloping context,
mechanism and outcome configuratiof@VOCs) which explain how programmes
work:ipr ogr ammes work (have successful 6ou
the appropriate ideasand pportuni ties (6dmechani sms?©®)
soci al and cul tur alPawsoo mrddiTillay,019%7, p( /Ao nt e X
complete set of CMOCs makes a Oprogr amme¢
continuously refined after new infoiation is gathered. Contextual features include the
individual capacities, interpersonal relationships, institutional settings and the wider
infrastructure which is relevant to the intervention or programme under scrutiny
(Pawson and Tilley, 1997). The eobf these four factors to the context is represented in

Fig. 3.4.
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Figure 3.4 The intervention as a product of its context (Pawson, 2006)

Infervantion Infrastruciure

\

_ Institution
Interpersonal relations

Individuals

(Pawson, 2006, p. 32)

REs acknowledgghat programmes are complex and have different meanings for
different people, i.e. a Forest School programme will be viewed slightly differently by
programme designers, implementers, commissioners and young people involved
(Pawson, 2006). Therefore a design which can capture this complexity through

understanding multip viewpoints as contextual features of the programme is required.

Mechanisms are described asthe ngi ne of expl anatPawson, i n
2006, p. 23) andthe choi ces and capacities which |
b e h a v {Pawson and Tilley, 1997, p. 216). This might occur throighh e i de a s
opportunities which ar e i fThonbedyu20kdp. 3l)h r o L
and describe how the resources offered generate outc8miestific realists appreciate
thatipr og)oeamdo not wor k t he (Bopzcmaed Cvosshand,f or
2012, p. 8) so individual differences between people for whom the programme is

intended to effect would be likely to impact upon the mechanism (Soni, 2010).

RE assumes variation in multiptaitcomes, which are the intended and-mianded
products of a social programme within a particular context (Soni, 2010). Positivist
research may focus on outcomes, but in aflREut comes are not i n
order to see if programmes work, buteaanalysed to discover if the conjectured
mechani sm/ cont ext t(Fawsonr ane Eilleya 19@7, pc 211).f Tihis me ¢
suggests that outcomes are not seen as separate but embedded in the programme theor

alongside contextual features and mechanisms.
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3.7Designing a Realistic Evaluation
In a RE, the CMOCs should be initially developed through a Realist Synthesis (RS)

(Pawson, 2006) by extracting relevant data from the literature. As discussed in chapter
2, during a RS the literature is examined iftiormation about contexts, mechanisms
and outcomes which the researcher abstracts to develop the first programme
specification, or the first set of CMOCs (appendix 8.2). This initial programme
specification is a set of hypotheses to be tested and istosgelvelop the research
guestions based on identified gaps in the knowledge of the existing literature. The
research questions are then used to design the data collection tools which test out the
initial programme specification to see whether or not, avhat extent, it applies to the
social programme in question (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). When conducting the case
study RE, themes which have emerged through the RS will be explored deductively, but
the researcher also intends to be open to new, previanglyown themes emerging

inductively through the case study (Soni, 2010). This process is presented in Fig. 3.5

Figure 3.5Realistic Evaluation Cycl@Pawson and Tilley, 1997)

MMechanisms (M)
Contexis ()
Oratcomes (07

Theory
What works for What might
whaom in what work for whom
circumstances in what
circumstances

Program specification Hypotheses

\ Observations

\ Blulti-method data

collection and analysis
on M, C, 0

(Pawson and Tilley, 1997, p. 85)

The Realistic Evaluation framewostates that any methodology cam Used to gather
i nf or miais iquiten possilile to carry out realistic evaluation using: strategies,
guantitative and qualitative; timescales, contemporaneous or historical; viewpoints,

crosssectional or longitudingl samples, large or small; goals, actiamientated or
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auditcentered; and so on and so fatifPawson and Tilley, 1997, p. 85). The only
requirement of a RE in terms of data gathering is that the data must be appropriate and
rich enough to enable the raseher to develop and refine the programme specifications
(Pawson and Tilley, 1997)n a RE (Fig. 3.5, the method is derived from the
hypothesis developed the initial programme specifidgan, which continues to develop

as more data is gathered as péthe RE cycle.

Programme specification refinement includes supporting, adding to, altering or deleting
the existing set of CMOCs, based on the information available from data gathering
(Pawson and Tilley, 1997). After the specification refinementdeasrred, the people

who know the programme well will be asked to comment on the refined programme
specification, as part of a Realist Interview (RI). This enables the researcher to check
that the data collected has been accurately interpreted (Pawsonillayd 1997).
Information gained in the RI will then produce another refined programme

specification. The RE process is summarised in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 The Realistic Evaluation process (from Timmins and Miller, 2007, p. 10).

Stage Action

1 A programmelheoryis constructedpased on a review of relevant
research literature and expert/practitioner knowlg@Rgalist Synthesis

2 An initial programme gecificationis derived fromthe programme
theory, which maps the programme in terms of assumed Cs, Ms an

3 Hypothesesre derived from the initial programmegification

4 An evaluation design and associated data gathplamgis constructed
and actionegdas suggested by the hypotheses, to help check
whether thgorogramme is working as antpated

5 Construction ofihdings that highlight how the programme might be
modified or inform repkations in other settings (generatisn). This
would lead © a clearer and more effective programmpecsfication

Thornbery (2012) suggests that data collection (step 4) should be obtained from the
programme designer, programme implementer and the individuals for whom the
programme is designed to effecglating in this case to the young people attending
Forest School. With this in mind, once the RS had informed the research questions, a

case study of Forest School for vulnerable learners was designed.
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3.8 Case Study Design

In case studies At h ethesimaien, indisidual, group, organization or whatever it

i's that we a(Rabson, A0tlle p. £350ase dtudiesnedable individuals or
groups to be studied in great detail, whadn be overlookewhen large sample sizes

are used (Banyardhd Grayson2000). According to ¥ (2009, p. 18) a case stuiyy

A a empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and
within its reatlife contexb The f ocus on wiiniisplreeand o e nfoen c
(ibid) suggests thatase studies are an appropriate methodology for evaluations

interested in contextual features of a programme (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).

Case studies shouldcorporate different data gathering tools to enable triangulation,
including interviews observatios or questionnaire§Robson, 2011).Triangulation
involves combining several methods and giving them equal relevance (Flick, 2006).
This process enhances the validity of research becatise g | ps t o bal anc
the potential weaknesses in eachadatc o | | e c t (G 2004e . 3B) oHbwever,

there isstill a view within the literaturenat research designs can be gatesed in terms

of quality of robustness, witmetaanalysisand randomised control trials holding the
highest pace and case wlies towards the lower end of the scale (Aslam, Georgiev,
Mehta and Kumar, 2012Lritics of the case study method haagygested they lack
rigour and fail to address generalisation (Noor, 2008). Therefore, case study data may

be poorly regarded in terna$ robustness, as illustrated in Figure 3.6.

Figure 3.6Levels of Evidence idrarchy Aslam et al 2012)

Cohort studies

/ Case-Control \

/ Cross-sectional studies \
/ Case series, Case reports \
/ Ideas, opinions, editorials, anecdotal \
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However, Concato, Shah and Horw{2000 found that the results of casgudies did

not over or underestimate the impactt@fatment and randon@d control trialswere
criticisedfor not always yielding the same or similar results on replication and ignoring
individual factors which may explatihe success of a particular treatméntase study
account of thefi p h e n o meman Rbsod, 1993, p. 52) of a Forest School
programme, should provide detailed information about the CMOCs occurring in this
programme. This information will enable systematic development of a programme
specification, with clear links to the sources information to aid traceability and
replication. Robson (1993uggests thatase studies can be rigorous, as long as threats
to internal validity are considered and addressed appropriately. Therefore, threats to
internal validity are presented towairtti® end of this chapter, including how the threats
have been addressed in this case study.

3.9Procedure

This evaluation intendt develop a programme specification explaining how a case
study Forest School works. The process in Fig. 3.7 illustratesdedwuctive analysis of

the existing research produced an initial programme specification which is refined
through inductive and deductive case study data analysis to produce a more accurate

programme specification.

Figure 3.7 The Realistic Evaluation Process of the Current Study

START

2 y Specification 1
(deductive
analysis)

g Yy
Specification 2 School (inductive and

deductive analysis)

FINISH

& ranking o Programme Specification 3
CMOs
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As illustrated in Fig 3.7, two programme specifications will be produced and refined
before a final one presents the provisional theory of CMOCs relevant to this case study
Forest SchoolAs explained in chapter 2, Forest School is growing in use across the UK
(Cree, 2009) and is used in my placement authority. In order to gain information about
the use of Forest School in this LA and to consider potential case study locations, an
email wassent to every Educational Psychologist (EP) in the county asking whether the
schools they were working with used this approach. Many EPs replied suggesting that
their primary schools were currently providing Forest School, but no positive responses
were eceived regarding current use in mainstream secondary schools (although two had
in the past but funding was no longer available). This request for information from EPs
revealed that two secondary special schools in the county had used Forest School for
ther learners, only one of which continued to invest in the academic year 2012/2013.

3.9.1 Identifying a School and_iaison with Stakeholders

As part of the role as a TEP, | happened to start working with the secondary special
school which continuedtofdn For est School for some of
(name changed to protect participant anonymity) caters for the needs of approximately
100 children from Year 5 to Year 14 withoderate learning difficulties, social and
emotionalneedsand autism Most pupils are White British and over one third are
eligible for pupil premium. Oak School pupils who are on the Forest School programme
travel to a natur al woodl and site which
(name also changed to protect paptmit anonymity). Initial meetings were held with
Oak School 6s Assistant Headteacher (wit
provi sion) and the Forest School manage
level of interest in an evaluation Bfo r e s t School and the pos

being used as a research site.

Crows Wood has developeth accredited programme wherelegular participation at
Forest Schooknables young people to meet the criteria for unitNational Open
College Network qualificatiors (NOCN, 2013. Pupilson this programme are offered
Forest School at the beginning of Year 10 and can choose to continue this to the end of
Year 11. At the start of the programme, the young people make a camp and are shown

basic tool use, which gradually increases to using pdweels. They also receive
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training in horticulture, wood skills (e.g. coppicing) and fire lightimghen they have

demonstrate@n understanding of risk awdnfollow safety instructions dhe site.

Forest School iglelivered by two flly trained maleForest School éadergdFSLs) one

from Cr o WMad and the other employed Bak SchoalOnce ethical approval had

been gained from the Nottingham University committee (appendix 8.3), written
informed consent was gai ned stantdHeadt€ach&r Sc
and the Forest School Manager at Crowds
the results of the evaluation as a means of assessing the impact of Forest School. Oak
School Senior Leadership Team (SLT) were open about their ostnofadetailed
understanding of Forest School, and suggested that the next step should be to meet with
the FSLs.

3.9.2Participants and Research Context

Information and consent forms were sent via Oak School to the parents/carers of the ten
Year 10 andYear 11 pupils accessing Forest School. Five forms were returned to
school, with four giving positive consent. Each pupil has a statement of SEN and had
already attended Forest School as part of an alternative curriculum package for at least
two full acadenic terms. Table 3.2 illustrates basic characteristics of the pupils who
were to be involved in the case study.

Table 3.2 Pupil Participant Characteristics

Code | Sex Year Group Nature of SEN
1 M 11 Autism
Learning Difficulties
11 Learning Difficulties
F 10 Learning Difficulties
Emotional and Behavioural Needs
4 M 10 Learning difficulties
Emotional and Behavioural Needs
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorde
(ADHD)

Although the school sent a reminding text message to parents who had not responded,
this failed to yield a higher number of returned forms. Contextually, the school serves a
population of low socieconomic status and who experience higher than averagle lev
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of illiteracy in both child and adult generations. Although the response rate was quite
low at 40%, Oak Schodtaff suggestedhat given the vulnerability and illiteracy of
some parents, this was fact an unexpectedly high response, from their @etsge.

This vulnerabilityof some of the young people at Oak Scheak captured during a
Forest School tseuatared in@rgiew( F SL) s e mi

AA | ot of the kids come from very abusi
come here in the morning and they canol
starving, they havendét sl ept properly, t
from the shops on theway here-j ust so theydve got somet
drinko (Participant A

The pupils in Year foi® fulladaytor a Wed@sdaywts an Wo o
additional teaching assistant provided by the school (not Forest School trained). The
Year 11 pupils have attended Forest School since the beginning of Year 10 for a full day
each Thursday. Gaining pupil voice sholld a part of research with children and
young people (Greig, Taylor and MacKay, 2013) so an aim of this case study is to
gat her pupil 6s Vvi ews so that t hey <can
specification andgotentiallyilluminate how Forest Schoahight work differently for
different people. Sampling was purposive in that individuals were targeted due to their
knowledge of Forest School and their capacity to comment on aspects of the context,
mechanism and/or outcomes (Cohen, Manion and Morrigaiti )2 As well as pupils,
participants therefore also included parents (n=2), teachers in school (n=2), FSLs (n=2)
and TAs supporting the programme (n=2). Multiple sources of evidence was planned to

enable data gathered in the case study to be triang@¥te®009).

3.9.3Data Gathering Tools

As described above, a range of participants were targeted to give information to inform
the development of a Forest School programme specification and this data gathering
subsequently required several data gatigetools. Pawson and Tilley (1997) suggest

that social programmes are often unique and therefore require bespoke measures. For
example, when investigating how a prison education project had (if at all) changed male
prisonerds reasommnfougdiamer at wierede ,of Pxwa
guestionnaires, personality inventories or attitude scales reaalge for such a specific

pur pose, s 0 o0 ne (Pavsah arnd dille, 4991, p. \L69)n This dias also

the case for the Forest School pargme with a group of young people with SEN.
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Tools for gathering information were therefore designed by the researcher to draw on

data from a range of individuals involved in the programme, as outlined in Table 3.3

Table 3.3 Data gathering tools used iis ttudy.

Target Participants Measurement Tool Method of Development
Young people (x4) Narrative observations Piloted with FSL and Senio
Semistructured interviews | EP

Parents (x2) Telephone interviews Piloted with FSL and Senio
EP

Teachergx?2) Questionnaires Piloted with school staff an
Senior EP

Forest School Leader| Semistructured interviews | Piloted with other Forest

(x2) Realist Interviews School leaders

Forest School TAs (x4 Questionnaires Piloted with Senior EP

Efforts weremade to pilot data gathering tools where possible. The researcher had
access to other members of staff at Oak School who were able to pilot the
guestionnaires and other FSLs not involved in the case study Forest School piloted the
semistructured interviewThe semistructured interview pilot led to three refinements

of the script and enabled recording tools to be checked. However, due to the
aforementioned vulnerability of the pupils and parents which impacted upon gaining
consent for the study, it was meemed appropriate to approach other pupils or parents
from this school for the purpose of piloting materials. Therefore piloting of scripts used
for parents and pupils was conducted with professionals who knew the population well,
including a Senior EPral the FSL. The data gathering process was conducted in the

following timeframe (Table 3.4).
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Table 3.4 Timeline of Case Study Research Activity

Date Research Activity

6.9.121 13.9.12 | Collating information via email about use of Forest School
in the LA from others EPs

28.9.121 23.11.12Meet i ngs hel d at Oak Schoo
gain initial information about the Forest School programm

7.2.13-11.2.13 | Ethical approvateceived from University of Nottingham so
written informed consent was sought and gained from

| eaders at Oak School and
access to the Forest School site

27.2.13i 10.5.13 | Parental consent and information forms developkdcked
by school, sent out (x10) and received by school (x5)

24.5.13 Parental telephone interviews conducted (x2)

22.5.13 27.6.13 | Narrative observations and programme validity checklist
conducted at Crowbs Wood (
for pupils with consent). Documents gathered from FSL
(examples of risk assessment and NOCN module criteria)

26.6.13i 27.6.13 | Semistructured interviews with pupil participants (x3)

1.7.131 17.7.13 | Teacher (x2) and Forest School staff (TAs x2 and$=&1)
consent gained and questionnaires distributed and collect

15.7.13i 16.7.13 | Pilot of Forest School staff sersiructured interview (x2)

17.7.13 Interview Forest School staff (x2 TAs and x2 FSLSs)
8.1.14 Realist Interviews with Forest Schahff (as above)
14.3.14 Final check of CMO ranking

2.4.14i1 11.4.14 | Feedback to participants and stakeholders

The timeline of research activity illustrates that, once ethical considerations of informed
consent had been addresséide case study commenced. The following account
provides further information and justification for the data gathering tools used in this

naturalistic case study (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011).

3.9.3.10bservations

The Forest School programme@t owés Wood was observed b
days (20 hours)ni order to assegwogrammefidelity and support development of the
second programme specification through an ethnographic understanding of the real
world context of the programme (Robs@011). The fidelity check was necessary to
ensure that the programme of study was I
(2013) criteria. Narrative observation of the site and discussion with FSLs confirmed
that the criteria were met, for examplengterm delivery of the programme in a natural
environment. Appendix 8.5 gives full account of the FSA (2013) criteria and evidence
of how the Forest School programme under study met these criteria.
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Case studies such as this share similarities @tfthographic research due to a focus on
inductive data gathering, contextual relevance of the observations and repeated
observation (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011). Ethnographic studies also draw on
gathering live data through the use of technical aévigbid). Therefore, photographs
were taken to contextualise the Forest School programme and to provide evidence to
support the programme specification. Cr
from Oak School, set within approximately 186res of natwal ancient woodland, as

shown in Photograph 3.1.

Photograph 3.1
Crowds Wood on 22,

Narrative observations were used to capture the setting, activities, interactions and
behaviour of the pupils who, alongside their parents, had given indommiten
consent to be observed. The observations were classed as narrative participant
observations due to this association with ethnographic research which enables data to be
generated through the researcher observing and listening to people in the obtite

study (Gray, 2004). Although it is acknowledged that an individual researcher cannot
capture every observation and may have a limited observational perspective, structured
observations were rejected in this case study due to the need to b @uiitional

themes not identified by the RS (Flick, 2006). The observations were ethical and overt
because all participants at Forest School, including the young people, were aware that

the researcher was observing the programme to gain an insighowniio\works.
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3.9.3.2Documentary Analysis

Drawing on elements of the programme described in documentation has supported the
development of progmme specifications in other REn an educational context
(Webb, 2011). Available documents were examplesabivity risk assessments and
gualification criteria(appendix 8.9which the young people could demonstrate to gain

an NOCN award (NOCN, 2013). The risk assessments supported the programme
fidelity check (appendix 8.5), which states that a Forest Sekqaires working policy
documents (FSA, 2013). The NOCN (2013) module criteria supported an understanding
of the contextual features of the Forest School programme because it clearly documents
the work young people must do at Forest School in order fil frdteria for the
gualification. As all young people on this programme were working towards the

modules, this information is relevant to the whole group.

The FSLs had selected 11 modules (NOCN, 2043ch young people can achieve
through attending &r e s t School , such as o6Using T
Organic Horticultured and O6Use and Maint
by FSLs through observations and a written portfolio (with scribe support). Elements of
the documents were drawout to support programme specification development, for
example both the risk assessments and NOCN (2013) paperwork suggest that pupils use
potentially dangerous tools at Forest School so this documentary evidence supports the
contextual fseuarteur o of i sOke x p b har mé. Thi
information about the context gained through observations but should not be given
significant weight due to the potential for discrepancy between what the module notes
say is achieved in comparison to Hetual achievements of the young people.

3.9.3.30Questionnaires

Within a RE, data gathering tools can be developed to fit the purpose of the research

guestions (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). Pawson (2006) suggests that quantitative data can
be helpful tosupport the understanding of programme outcomes and as a research

guestion in this study focuses on the outcomes of attending Forest School for the young
people involved, a questionnaire was designed by the reseéapipendix 8.12)FSLs

and TAs supponig Forest School were asked to complete a questionnaire for each

pupil they worked with, as were teachers at Oak School who knew the pupils well.
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Teachers in the school were targeted to find out about the degree to which any outcomes

observed at Forest Baol might also be seen in the school setting.

In line with guidance from Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) the questionnaires were
designed to give several options to explore a specific concept, ensured that the questions
linked to the research questions, and were simple, accessible and briefoPiluts
guestionnaires were conducted with two adults from the education profession with some
knowledge of Forest School, which led to amendments to the wording. Questionnaires
about each pupil participant (n=4) were completed by both FSLs (n=2). Teathefs o

of the pupils completed the questionnaires and a TA additionally completed a

guestionnaire for n=2 of the pupils, leading to a total of n=13 completed questionnaires.

The questionnaire (appendix 8.12) was structured in order to gain specific eutatan
related to information which had emerged through the RS and the case study to date (i.e.
observations, parent and pupil interviews). As narrative observations had explored
Forest School i nductively, the qune sdo wnndr
the relevance of outcome data to each pupil. Therefore the questionnaires explicitly
asked participants to rate the extent to which pupils had been affected by the Forest
School experience in areas of development including confidence, motivaitn a
emotional welbeing. Participants completing the questionnaires were also asked to
offer qualitative information to explain their responses further or give additional
information. Athough the questionnaire enablegpotheses arising from the RS and
case studyso far to be tested by targetiadult participants who know the young people
well, the tool is limited by a lack of pjgrogramme data. The retrospective nature of the
guestionnaire data gathering therefore impacts detrimentally on the acctirdoy o
findings and may & open to bias if participants veeeager to promote the Forest
School approach. The results therefore will be treated with caution and drawn upon only

as a small part of a triangulated design.

3.9.3.4 Interviews

Interviews areessential dataources in a case study desfyim, 2009 and two types of
interviews were employed in this RE: semi structured and realist.-Samtured
interviews were used to gain information from pupils, parents and professionals

involved in the Foest School programme. The Realist Interview (RI), which is
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discussed in more detail later, occurred in order to check the findings of the case study
with the four Forest School staff, within a scientific realist framework (Pawson, 2006).
Semistructured iterviews were selected for data gathering purposes because they are
targeted and insightful (Yin, 2009), allowing specific and more open questions to be
asked which camsupportaccurateprogrammespecificationdevelopmen{Pawson and

Tilley, 1997) Pilotswere conducted in order to avoid bias which can result from poorly
designed interviews and interviews were recorded where possible to ensure accurate
recall. It is acknowledged that interviewees may be tempted to provide answers they
believe the interviewewants to hear (Yin, 2009). Thereforagpianatory passagevere

read out atthe stastf each i nterview to explain the
the interview, emphasising the i mportan
Interview paricipants gave informed written consent and no deception was involved
(Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011).

3.9.3.4.1 Telephone Interviews with Parents

Parents who gave informed written consent for their child to be involved in the case
study (n=4) were &&d whether they would consent to being contacted by telephone to
give their perspective on the impact of Forest School on their child. Parents who gave
consent for this (n=2) were then contacted by telephone due to the convenience of this
approach, reduckinterviewer effects and lack of reliance on literacy (Cohen, Manion
and Morrison, 2011). At the beginning of the telephone interview the purpose of the
conversation was explained and further verbal consent gained. The interview structure
was piloted withtwo other adults and the transcripts can be found in appendix 8.10.
Although only a very small (n=2) parental population was accessed, this anecdotal
information can be used as part of a triangulated approach to refine CMOCs and support
the development ain understanding of parental view which does not yet appear to have

been sought for this population of young people accessing Forest School.

3.9.3.4.2 Interviews with Young People

Roe and Aspinall (2011b) avoided seeking pupil views due to the potehimaucing
anxiety when an unfamiliar researcher attempts to interview extremely vulnerable
young people. However, pupil views are important (Greig, Taylor and MacKay, 2013)
and, if possible and appropriate, should therefore be represented in the pmegram
specification. Indeed, young people are amongst the most critical stakeholders in this
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project andf i t i's increasingly -aonstrectrs efdneanifga t
and do have a valid per spec (GreigeTaywommndt hy
MacKay, 2013, p. 208).

Due to varying levels of literacy dity amongst the young people, it wdsemednore
appropriate to conduct sessiructured interviews at Forest School rather than ask them

to complete a written questionnaire, which couldepaally be stress inducirend yield

limited results (Nind, 2008)Three out of the four pupils who gave informed consent to

be observed also gave consent to be interviewed and recorded, both in written form
prior to the study and verbally at the begimmnof the interview. These sesiructured
interviews were conducted at Forest School on the second day of observations, so that
the young people had time to become familiar with the researcher. The researcher used
skills gained in prior professional prawi working with vulnerable young people to
engage sensitively and respectfully, with ethical considerations to the fore (BPS, 2010).
These skills focused on building rapport with the young people, beingudgemental

of their views andattuned to the véal and norverbal communication regarding

whether they are happy to continue the interview.

3.9.3.4.3 Interviews with Forest School Staff

In an RE it is crucial to target individuals who know the programme well and can
comment on elements related to @, mechanisms and outcomes (Pawson and
Tilley, 1997). Therefore, the four members of staff attending Forest School alongside
the young people were interviewéappendix 8.7). The serstructured interview was
designed in two parts; firstly to allow the participant to talk openly about their views of
Forest School and secondly to ask them specifically about their view on outcomes
which had surfaced in the litétae as part of the RS. A pilot of the seshiuctured
interview script was conducted to ensure the questions were appropriaieadion

and accessible. Two different FSLs working within the same LA were contacted and
gave informed consent to be intawied as part of a pilot. The sestructured
interview scripts were subsequently modified to reflect the responses of the pilot

participants to the questions in appendix 8.6.

Informed written consent frorthe Forest School staff was sought and obtainedhie
purpose of refining the first programme specification by seeking their view of the
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outcomes, contextual factors and hidden mechanisms at work, ércher c u mst an
actions or thoughts that r(8hepherd 2011lop7% he a
As four views will be probed, this gives scope for triangulation during thematic analysis

of the transcripts, which will be used fori dent i f ying, analysing
(t hemes ) wBraurhana Cladke, t2@06, p. 79). More detail vaé provided

later about data analysis and how the second programme specification was developed.

3.9.3.5 Realist Interview (RI)

RlIs are open about the current programme specification by inviting participants to
understand t he r e s efferrtheincavn \desv intofder t refine then d  t
structure (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). Another aim of the RIs is to probe Forest School
staff about ounknownd el ements of the p
mechanism factors (Pawson, 2006). These aft 6 hi ddend mechani s
require careful discussion and consideration to discover, if they mt been
illuminated in the RSor case study. Therefore, after case study data gathering, the
second programme specification (appendix 8.15) wasepted to the four Forest
School staff in order to offer them an opportunity to accept or reject elements of the
programme specification. Rat her than ©po
ai ms, i n RI s paryes, cunderatand hgerseraldhedretical grbunch k1
you are exploring, this makes your concepts clear to me, and applying them to me gives
t he f ol | owi(Pagsonaand Mleyr %7, p.167). Participants gave written
informed consent for the RI to be recorded and for timéarmation to be used for a

final refinement of the programme specification.

A plan of the RI (appendix 8.16) was presented to each participant, including
information on confidentiality, the voluntary nature of participation and their right to
withdraw. It is acknowledged that any interview can be at risk of bias or low reliability

SO0 a preprepared plan can help to limit these effects (Cohen, Manion and Morrison,
2011). This Rl was delivered as a group session which was time effective and
potentially more natural than individual interviews, as the group can generate theory
throughnatural conversation which alsopbecomes a t ool for rec
opinions mo r e (Grayp p004o p.r1d1y tTkel Rf process has two key

el ement s: -ltehaer nét e afcuhnecrt i on o and t he 0c
(Pawson and Tilleyl997, p. 165), as explad diagrammatically in Fig. 3.8.
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Figure 3.8 Basic Structure of the Realist Interview (Pawson and Tilley, 1997)

Question
Teaches Learns
conceptual - conceptual
structure structure
Subject’s Subject’s
ideas ideas
Answer
Tests/ Applies/
refines refines
theory conceptual
structure

(Pawson and Tilley, 1997, p. 165)

This cyclical process enables continual refinement of the programme specifi@atio
enables participants to guide this refinement. However, the group interviews can present
challenges, such as the need to be aware of the threat of extreme views due to a
dominant person, particularly in such a small (n=4) group (Cohen, Manion and
Morrison, 2011). Therefore, in addition to the group discussion there was also an
opportunity for individual viewpoints to be gathered during the RI. Each participant was
given their own copy of programme specification 2 and asked to make notes regarding

anychanges they felt should be made.

Social programmes are complex and likely to result in multiple CMOCs (Pawson,
2006). Therefore, in order to structure findings to be useful and accessible to other
settings, a method of illuminating the most criticalimportant aspects to the Forest
School programme was sought. Greater frequency of codes relating to CMOCs in the
data does not necessarily correlate to importance (Braun and Clarke, 2006), so Forest
School staff were asked to rank the CMOCs for importancprogramme success.

Participants were asked to rank the CMOCs during the Rl because ranking has been
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used successfully during other REs within educational contexts (Soni, 2010; Davies,
2011). Additionally, although ranking is not an explicit part of adgtording to
Pawson and Tilley (1997) Iishotmednttagplathe pr e
existence of some singular and unique technique which captures tibe ideaP a ws o n .
Tilley, 1997, p. 169). Therefore, there is room for flexibility in teraf the conceptual
refinement gained from the participants, and ranking is likely to be helpful in an applied

role in order to enable other settings to focus on the most critical elements.

However helpful ranking may be practically, it also has linotai in this scenario
where a large amount of data was gathered. Thornbery (2012) found that many
practitioners were overwhelmed by the presentation of the programme configurations,
and the researcher in this study had similar concerns. Therefore, ratheasking
participants to rank the full data set, the data was divided into sections to ensure that it
was ranked in its entirety by at least two participants. Although this technique limits the
accuracy of the rankings, it enables a mean average scdre tieveloped and is
respectful of participant time and goodwill (BPS, 2010). In order to address this
limitation in ranking accuracy, the final programme specification was sent to one of the
participants for a final member check in order to improve tharacy and validity of
findings (Yanow and Schwarhea, 2006). This member check led to one amendment
regarding the importance of providing drinks to the young people, which increased from

a rank of oO6partially importanté to O0i dea

3.10Ethical Considerations

The guidelines set out by the BPS (2010) state that research should show respect for the
dignity and autonomy of participants, have scientific value and social responsibility and
aim to maximise benefit and minimise haror those involved. Tis studywas not
considered to present risk of harmtls pupils involved were alreadgcessing Forest
School as part of their educational provision

3.10.1 Consent

Informed written consent was gained from every individual involvedersthdy (BPS,

2010), including young people, parents, FSLs, TAs, teachers and members of the SLT
who gave consent for the researcher to have access to the research site (appendix 8.4)
As theyoung people attending Forest Schaoé under 1&ears old, inbrmed written
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consent wassought from their parents or professionals with parergsponsibility
Parents were asked to seek their chil dbo
through discussion. Parents were also asked to give written informedntdor their

chil dés teacher, FSL and TA to be appro.
child and to allow the researcher to take photographs of the young people at Forest
School, solely for the purposes of this evaluation. Written informedesd was gained

to observe n=4 young people and to interview (and record) n=3 of them.

Teachers, TAs and FSLs gave written informashsentfor participation in the
interviews and/or completion of a questionnaiféese participants were shown the
parenal consent forms which explicitly gave permission for professionals to give
information about the young people. Information sheets accompanying all consent
forms outlined he pupose of the studyn detail, andall participantswere given
researcheand sipervisorcontact details to obtain further informatjoithough none
made contactThe right to withdraw data and participation at any twwes made
explicit.

3.10.2Confidentiality
Pupil data will be stored in a locked cabinet and all informationbeilanonymous and

kept in accordance with the standards outlined by BERA (2004). The researcher will
remind anyone asking for confidential information that they are bound éBES

(2010) ethical guidelines on confidentiality and data security.

3.10.3Feedback

After the results of the studyere analysedpupil participantswere thanked for their

involvement and given cli-friendly information about the findings. A summary report
was made available to parents of the four target pupils, Oak Schowol,6dCso0 Wo o d a |
the EPS.
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3.11Data Analysis

The aim of the studis to ensure that a sufficient amount of data is collected to provide

accurate and thorough evidence from multiple sources to inform a final programme
specification. Although the smalbse study design makes generalisation of outcome
findings difficult, the findings can be used by other settings to inform the development

of their Forest School programmes, indéedt r ong real i st eval uat

to lead to bettefocused andnor e e f f ect i (Pawvsop,R2@E p.lB)NnmMe s 0

Thematic analysis has been selected for data analysis of the case study data (semi
structured interviews, observations, questionnaires) because it is a flexible tool which

c an doreluctéd within both réigt/essentialist and constructionist paradigms,
although the outcome and focus will be different for éach( Br aun and Cl a|
85). Although the evaluation was searching for themes which had already emerged in
the RS to gain an understanding oé txtent to which previous knowledge of Forest
School applied to the group in question, the researcher was also open to the
development of new codes and CMOCs. Thematic analysis of the data was therefore
selected due to its ability to develop themes botluctively and deductively (Fereday,
2006).

Thematic analysihias been used in other REs (Webb, 2011) to support the accurate
development of CMOCs aridvolves re-reading the transcripts to search for repeating
ideas i n order t osponsesiand develep theraes (Feredayp2006). 6 ¢
Interview data was first transcribed in order to give an opportunity for the researcher to
become familiar with the data set and to support the coding process (Braun and Clarke,
2006). Interrater reliability cheks were used to ensure the audio to paper transcription
was accurate. Table 3.5 presents the stages of thematic analysis used in data analysis o
this RE, from Braun and Clarke (2006).
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Table 3.5 Phases of Thematic Analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006)

Phase Description of process
1.Familiarising Transcribing data, reading andreading the data, noting do
yourself with the datj initial ideas.
2. Generating initial | Coding interesting features of the data in a systematic fas

codes across the entire data set, collating data relevant to each
3. Searching for Collating codes into potential themes, gathering all data
themes relevant to each potential theme.

4. Revziewing themes Checking if the themes work in relation to the coded extra
(level 1) and the entire data set (level 2), generating a the
Omapd of the analysis (app
5. Defining and Ongoing analysis to refine the specifics of each theme, an
naming themes overall story the analysis tells, generating clear definitions
names for each theme (appendix 8.14).

6. Producing the The final opportunity for analysis. Selection of vivid,
report compelling extract examples, final analysis of selected ext
relating back of the analysis to the research question and
literature, producing a scholarly report of the analysis.

Therefore, once transcribed, a list of initial codes were developechveippeared to
represent key ideas from the data. These were then considered further and grouped into
broader t henaens,i ndpelfiicnietd taospific t hat organi
(Auerbach and Silverstein, 2003, p. 37). Timter-ratersalso taining on the DAEP

coursemapped codes onto themes to ensure that themes were mutually exclusive. This

process | ed to the theme of 0l ndependel
Understandi ng?o6; t he mer gi ng olhbei MBedh aam
tansference of O6Enhancing @&Asperemsed i nto

Once thematic analysis of all data occurred, the results were compared with the first
programme specification, developed during the RS. Codes and themes were then
assimilated with programme specification 1 (appendix 8.2) to develop programme
specification2 (appendix 8.15). This meant deleting, adding or amending the initial
CMOCs and was an iterative process of refinement. It is acknowledged that this process
i s subjective depending on the researche
C, Ms or Os However, experience of this process during the RS and a clear idea of
what constitutes a C, M or O from reading (Pawson and Tilley, 1997; Pawson, 2006)
provided some expertise in this arédso, colleagues in the West Midlands LA who

had previously use®E and my University research supervisagre asked to check
elements of thisproses and act as o6critical friends
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3.12Examples of the Data Analysis Procedure

Auerbach and Silverstein (2003) suggest that it is inevitable that different researchers
may interpret interview data differently, but the interpretation is only valid if supported

by data extracts. It is critical to be able to demonstrate how the codes, themes and
CMOCs have been developed from the data (Auerbach and Silverstein, 2003).
Therefoe, the system adopted for this evaluation means that each C, M or O code links
explicitly to evidence from the data or literature. Data extracts in the following
examples and also in chapter 4 have been selected when they are coherent and concise
and are onsidered to illustrate a code and/or theme effectively (Braun and Clarke,
2006). Therefore, the following extracts are presented alongside their theme and code,

as well as whether the extract supports a context, mechanism or outcome factor.

3.121 Interview extract

This extract was taken from the sesmiuctured interview of a FSL. It can be found
within the theme otonfidencebecause it highlights how young people having choice

about the activities they do can support them to be successful didkobto go on to

try new things.

Table 3.6 Interview Extract.

Extract

Code

Participant
Data Code

Context,
Mechanism

Outcome?

CMO
Code

Ayou go wi f
if one of the students,
one of the kids has got
somet hing
interestedim nd vy |
got something else in
your head you go with
what theyo\
head and work with tha
as I f youo\
hooked on something
then they?oi
to gainthe confidence tt
go on and try somethin|
di fferento

Children engage in
child-led learning and
choose from a diverse
range of novel activitig
on offer set up by
qualified FSL
Childrenare engaged
andknow they can
follow their own
interests and initiate
their own plan and
learning.

Children succeed and
are more likely to be
confident to approach
potentially challenging

tasks in the future.

Interview A

(appendix
8.7)

Context

Mechanism

Outcome

1d
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3.122 Questionnaire extract

This extract was taken from a questionnaire completed by the school teacher of pupil 2.

The extract supports the development of CMOCs within the themies\giiage and

communication (3b) andnew perspectives in adult/child relationshipg7c).

Table 3.7 @estionnaire Extract

Extract Code Participant/ | Context, CMO
Data Code | Mechanism Code
Outcome?
A When |pupil?a | Provides mulsensor] J2 Context 3b
Cr o w0 s heWasovery experience/real
keen to show me his context for new (appendix
achievements anekplain | vocabulary 8.12)
to me some of the things| There are 7c
he had learned about opportunities to
animaltracks etcHe assess children in a
freely initiated these different way. Mechanism
conversations (somethin¢ They aremotivated tq 3b
he had been reluctant to | discuss the mulki
do i n t he p|sensoryexperiences
at Forest School.
Child becomes morg Outcome 3b

confident at

communicating.

3.12.3 Obsgrvation extract

The following extract comes from a narrative observation of a FSL and pupil. This

extract informed the theme dfnowledge, Understanding of the World and

Independence The extract illustrated the contextual factor of opportunities for

curriculum links in he environment.
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Table 3.8 Observation Extract

Extract Code Participant/ | Context, CMO
Data Code | Mechanism Code
Outcome?
Planing i pupil putting Exposure to Ep.3and 4 | Context 6d
bean canes in. FSLA t a || curriculum
me t hr ough w|areas of maths| (appendix
doi ng,Pudlh e n 0| science, music, 8.8
Aputting c an]literacyand
FSLiAari ght , vy (languagein

evenly spacedThe thick reaklife context
end goes in the ground.
They need to be strong
enough i f it
many corners
Pupili i 4 0 . T fiFgSOLO
treat it as a square and put
the left overcanes between
the corners.
where are the canes in
relation to
Pupilinopposite
FSLin yep, an
Pupilindi agonal

3.12.4 Documentaryextract

As aforementioned, available documents included risk assessments and NOCN (2013)

assessment criteria for modules young people could achieve by attending Forest School.

As every young person involved in the s
Groupand Teamwor k Communication Skillso6, t
triangulating the data. This extract links to a code within the thersecad! skills.
Table 3.9 Document Extract

Extract Code Participant/ | Context, CMO

Data Code | Mechanism Code
or Outcome?

Identify a numberof |[Chi | dr en 6 s|F2 Outcome 2b
situations when skills improve and (appendix
co-operation is demonstrate more 8.9)
necessary to achieve| pro-social, helpful
a group task. behaviour
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These extracts from the various data sources were presented to illustrate how the raw
data has been used to develop codes, which make up the CMOCs. Clearly, some
extracts will include information which relates to all three CMO features, whereas
others mayonly illuminate one. Pawson (2006) proposes that information can be drawn
from different sources to build CMOCs. For example, a single CMOC may have draw
on information from observations to form the context factor, interviews to form the
mechanism factor rl questionnaires to form the outcome factor. The data codes
included in the programme specifications (appendix 8.2; 8.15; 8.19) enable data sources

to be traced so that CMOC development is transparent and replicable.

3.13Validity and Reliability
Pawson( 2006 ) acknowl leothgatsan and acseardher isrilgg having

oneds c ak eo(m6) Therefard, arewgstaken to ensure the highest levels of
validity in research, including awareness e$earcher objectivity, potential bias and
taking steps to involve intaater reliability at every opportunity. As already discussed,
views of all parties involved in the Forest School programme were sought to offer a

balanced, triangulated view.

An initial treatment fidelity checklist was congdéd through observation, document
analysis and discussion with key stakeholders before the research commenced, in order
to ascertain that the intervention eval
programme criteria (FSA, 2013). In order to enhanebaliility, CMOCs were
developed carefully over timend checked with the four key participants during a RI

and finally through a member check with a FSdther potential relevarthreats to

validity in this study are summaed in Table 3.10, including sps taken by the

researcher to overcome the threatadapted from Robson (2011).
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Table 3.10 Threats to Internabhdity (Robson, 2011)

Threats to
Internal
Validity

Discussion

History

Throughcontact with profesenals around the young people, the
researchewas aware of eventivwswhioh t
might effectpupil interaction with the programme, and caca@unt

for these appropriately.

Testing

Bias in testing has been addressed through triangulation, pilotir
transcripts, gaining inteelater reliability with transcript checks a
using critical friends to check coding and the process of transla
codes into C, Ms or Os. The RI gave Birgchool staff an
opportunity to comment on the programme specification in addi
to individually ranking the data. The ranking data was also give
final check by a FSL.

Instrumentatior

Clearnarrative frameworks werngsed for measuring observabl
behaviourQuestionnaire measures and interview scripts were
pil oted where possible and c

Maturation

Staff and parents who know the young people well were targete
outcome data, so these people are best placamhiment on wheth
any changes are due to Forest School or maturation. The

researchracknowledges limited control over maturation effects
outcomes, so context and mechanism factors are given equal v
in order to meet the evaluation aims of developing a

programme specification about how Forest School works.

Selection

Staff at Oak School decide who is invited to the Forest School
programme and then young people decide whether they want t
attendbefore the programme and then by remaining on the
programme. Pupils on the programme pestially representativ
school population as they all have a statement of SEN.

Ambiguity
about causal
direction

How change occurs will be carefully constructed through the
metlodology of realistic evaluation and generative causation. A
data trail will be documented so the evidence base is traceable
replicable.

3.14Reflections on the Method and_imitations to the Design

It is acknowledged that this study lacks a control group or an opportunity for pre

programme assessment. Therefore, establishing linear causality is not possible.

However, the RE framework views causation as generative (Paws06) 2Mich

proposes that the final programme specification (appendix 8.19) is a product of iterative

data gathering and synthesis which presents an account of the interaction between

features of the context, the mechanisms of change and specific outconsesfgathis

particular case study group of young people (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).
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The methodology used is explicitly designed to offer answers to the research questions
focused arounéwhy a program work§ or whom and i n (Rawsoh cCci r
ard Tilley, 1997, p. xvi) and also includes outcome data which was a key area of
interest for stakeholders at Oak School
research which is continuously being refined by new information gained. It is an
approach mbedded in the understanding of people involved in programmes, yet strives
for a shared truth and meaning which, in this case, might be used to support
development of the programme in other contexts (Pawson, 2006).

The design is limited by relying on onree sear cher s view of
because a single researcher is responsible for extracting data relevant to context,
mechanism and outcome configurations to define the process. However, the RI acted as
a barrier to researcher bias because the pemipte know the programme best were
asked to comment on the specification. Although some may consider case studies to be
less robust than other methodologidsslém, Georgiev, Mehta and Kumar, 2012eps

have been taken to ensure a satisfactory levagotir in the development of measures
and resul ts within t his study. Further

limitations are presented in chapter 5.
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Chapter 4. Results

4.1 Introduction

The third and final programme specification is presented in this chapter and is organised
into eleven themes which have emerged from a Realist Synthesis (RS) of existing Forest
School research and a Realistic Evaluation (RE) of a Forest School involsmglia

group of young people with Special Educational Needs (SEN). The evaluation was

designed to address the research questions in Fig. 4.1.

Figure 4.1 Realistic Evaluation Research Questions

1. What are the important context, mechanism and outcome configurations of Fores
School with young people agéd-16 who have SEN?

1.1What are the features of the Forest School context which set up mechanis
change?

1.2What are the mechanisms which enable outcomes to occur for the young {

1.3What are the outcomes for-14 year olds with speal educational needsho
attend Forest School?

1.4What are the most critical context, mechanism and outcome configurationg

according to key stakeholders?

This evaluation drew upon data from a wide variety of sources in order to triangulate
information within a case study RE (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). In order to demonstrate
how the data gathered supported programme specification development, codes have
been assigned to each source to ensure traceability of evidence and a systematic

approach. Table 4.1 presents the codes used.

Table 4.1 Data Coding System

Code Source Appendix
A, B, C, D | Semistructured interviewsiith two Forest School
Leaders (A&B) and two Teaching Assistants (C&D) 8.7
E Narrative observation of pupils 1,2,3,4* 8.8
F Documentary evidence 8.9
G Parent telephone interviews (parents of pupils 14nd 8.10
H Pupil semistructured interviews (pupils 1,2,4) 8.11
I Forest School staff questionnaires (focused on pupils 1,7 8.12
J Teacher questionnaires (focused on pupils 2,3,4) 8.12
K Realist Interviews with participants A, B, C, D. 8.17
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Each programme specification (see appendices 8.2; 8.13; 8.19) sets out the context +
mechanism = outcome configurations (CMOCs) alongside the data source, with
separate columns used for sources from the literature (RS) and from the case study
(RE). To illustrate this, Table 4.2 has been inserted below, taken directly from
programme specification 3 (appendix 8.19). This CMOC extract is from the theme of
oconfidenced and demonstrates that the ¢
t hr ee s o u racddvairray, 2008 Massey; 2004; and Borradaile, 2006) and was
supported by case study data from codes
observation data (appendix 8.8), the telephone interview with a parent of pupil-4 (G4
appendix 8.10) and ¢hteacher questionnaire for pupil 3 (J8ppendix 8.12). Further

examples of how data was used to develop CMOCs are provided in chapter 3.12.

Table 4.2 An example of a CMOC to explain the data sources.

Context Mechanism Outcome Source Data
Among natural Child knows that Young person achievesal O6 Br i en | C
resources in a creation is achievabl¢ something new and receiyy Murray (2005) | Ep.9
woodland setting | (they have the positive feelback about Massey (2004) | G4
where adults model| materials and adults | their achievements which | Borradaile (2004 J3
what children can | can help them). make them more likely to
make. attempt other projects

independently in future.
A culture of enterprise
develops.

This process of documentirtige sources of evidence used to formulate the programme
specification was designed to enable another researcher to trace the findings of this

study for the purpose of replication or validation of findings.

4.2 Describing the Themes ldentified

During the RS, ten overarching themes emerged, nine which were related to outcomes
for children and another considering negative mechanisms, or factors hindering
programme success (Pawson and Tilley, 2004). Eight of these outcome themes were
explicitly presentedinaact i on research project spann
and Murray, 2005; 2006; 2007) and were therefore used to structure part of the
deductive data gathering in the RE. For example, the script used in thetaarhired
interviews with FSLs and TAgappendix 8.7) explicitly probes these eight outcome

t hemes highlighted in O6Brien and Murr a

themes identified through the RE, nine relate to outcomes and two further themes are
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concerned with aspects of the For8shool thought to enable or hinder programme

success. A brief description of each theme is presented below in Table 4.4.

Table 4.3 Summary of themes identified by the study.

Theme

Description

(adapted fronO6 Br i en and Mur r g

1. Confidence

The selfconfidence and sebielief that comes from children
experiencing freedom, time and space to learn, grow and
demonstrate independence.

2. Social Skills

An increased awareness of the consequences of their actions
others and the ability to successfullyaperate with peers throug
sharing tools and tasks and play.

3. Language &
Communication

The development of more sophisticated written and spoken
language, promoted by visual and sensory experiences. Thes
experiences stimulate natural conversation, even for children
may find verbal interaction difficult.

4. Motivation &
Concentration

Characterised by keenness to participate in the activitiexfer
and to focus on tasks for an extended period of time. A positiV
attitude towards Forest School is displayed.

5. Physical Skillg

The development of physical stamina and gross motor skills
through moving around the Forest School site for elddrime.
Also the development of fine motor skills due to the need to s4
manipulate tools and create art in the environment.

6. Knowledge,
Understanding
of the World ang

A respect, interest and understanding of the natural environm¢
developed due to observation and teaching about flora and fa
for example. This knowledge can also be transferred to more

Independence | academic tasks.

7. New Forest School practitioners can develop positive relationships
Perspectives in | the young people due to the understanding gained from obser,
adult/child and interacting with them in a different setting, due in part to tf

Relationships

need for all to cope with the challenges of the environment.

8. Ripple Effects

Children and young people are motivated to spend more time
natural environments out of the school day, which can mean t
parents and siblings spend more time in woadkan

9. Emotional Young people understand the boundaries clearly due to the n¢
Well-being and | be safe. They develop positive and respectful relationships wi
Behaviour staff which can promote welleing and appropriate behaviour.
10. Enabling Aspectsare presented which are thought to support the progra
Aspects for example stakeholder investment and communication betwg
settings (school and Forest School).
11. Hindering | Aspectsare presented which are thought to hinder therprome
Aspects success, for example individual pupil need and financial restrs

The themes above evolved throughout the RE. For example, during thematic analysis of

the qualitative data gathered, the devel
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theme However, during interater reliability (appendix 8.14) to ensure that codes
exclusively mapped to particular themes, the theme of independence was merged with
knowl edge and wunderstanding. Similarly,
to ForestSchool were also merged for mutual exclusivity during this process.

4.3 Final Programme Specification Context + Mechanism = Outcome
Configurations (CMOCS)
CMOCs are presented by themes in the following account, which describe in detail how

the ForesBchool programme works, according to a RE framework (Pawson and Tilley,
1997). As described in chapter 3, CMOCs have been carefully considered and refined
through synthesis of the existing literature and triangulated case study data gathering.
CMOCs were anked in order of importance by Forest School staff to determine the
most important features for programme success, in order for the findings to be useful to
other sdings (appendix 8.18). Table 4ptesents a colotsoded key to represent the
rank givento each CMOC by participants A, B, C and D during the RI.

Table 4.4 Key to present the importance of CMOCs to programme success.

Critical
Ideal
Partially important
Not important

AIWIN|F

The colourcoded system adopted to indicate the level of importance given to each
CMOC is consistent throughout the following account and the final programme
specification (appendix 8.19). Features relating to C, M and Os in the following account
are ordeed in terms of importance and the first C feature relates to the first M and first
O, and so on. The full final programme specification with links to sources of evidence is
included in the appendix rather than here due to the need to maintain clarity and

succinctness in reporting findings.
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4.3.1 Confidence

Information gained through the RS and case study data gathering suggests that the

following features of Forest School support the development of confidence within

young people accessing the programme.

In order to support the development of confidenceooing people in the
programme, features of tisentextinclude:

1 natural resources in a woodland setting where adults model what children
make

T risk of harm in the environment a

1 the environment is physicglbway from the school

9 a high adult to child ratio

1 young people have some say in the Forest School rules

9 adults endeavour to develop and maintain positive relationships

9 sessions are regular and frequent, lasting throughout the school year

1 children ardgaught routines for safe behaviour in the woodland

9 activities are child led with a high level of choice

i adults also engage in activities and naturally make mistakes
which leads to the followingnechanisms:

9 children know that creation is achievable

9 children must independently consider risks of the environment

1 children know different rules apply, allowing a permissive risk taking ethos

9 children learn from adult helpers and need less help next time

1 young people understand the rules and understand why ralgs@ace

9 children begin to trust the adults

9 children have time and space to become familiar in the woodland environr

1 routines become embedded and provide a framework for safe exploration

9 children know they can follow their own interests amtlate play and learning

9 children learn that it is acceptable to make mistakes and are not told off
which can produce the followingutcomedor young people

1 young people achieve at something new and are more likely to attempt pr
in the future, aulture of enterprise develops as children receive praise

1 children are more willing and able to take appropriate risks in learning and

9 increased confidence in own ability and independence

1 young people become more independent and think for themselves

9 adults are able to build positive seteem in children

9 children are successful and develop a greater self belief in their own capa

1 safe exploration enables confidence to build throughdistiovery

9 children succeed and are more confidenipjmreach challenging tasks in futu

f children are more confident becau

The theme of confidence exclusively included elements which were considered critical
and ideal to Forest School, suggesting that it is integral to the programme.
Questionnaire data (appendix 8.12) suggested that 8% of young people in this case

study showec marked improvement in their confidence to engage with new tasks and
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85% showed a slight improvement since starting Forest School. Pupils and parents also
considered the development of confidebhzde part of the Forest School programme,

as noted by Pupl whosaidifil| t hi nk | 6ve go(tPuwpibli tl)morPk
father also saidd Pu p i | 1 has become more confi dent
do things i(@®l)the outdoorso

A feature of the Forest School context is that adults moagltive activities so that
children see they have the resources and support to complete the activities which, in
turn, enables them to attempt something new. An adult modelling creative activities is

pictured in photograph 4.1 below.

Photograph 4.1 Andault modelling activities at Forest School.

A gain in confidence due to Forest School was an embedded theme across the evidence
in the literature and also in the data gathered in this case study. The following quote
from FSL 6AO0 chnfidgrite is gelert as a Bignificant feature of Forest
School and is supported by the cHigdl nature of the activities:

Aiitds to promot e, as f ar esteerh.¥ou ga with thee r n ¢
flow, if one of the students, one of the kidssh got somet hing theyd¢
youbve got something else in your head
work with that as i f youdve got them ho

gain the confidencetogoonandtrysdmetn g di f f e r e r{Raricipant A)
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4.3.2 Social Skills

The development of positive peer relationships was also an important theme within the

data, as again illustrated below by the critical and ideal CMOCs reflected in the Forest
School staff ranking.

In order to support the development of the social skills of the young peopl¢
programme, features of tisentextinclude:

children have free choice in the environment

children are given freedom to play independently of adwgrvention

children are encouraged to work together on tasks requiring more than on
tools, tasks and resources need to be shared

the environment presents risks of harm

the environment presents opportunities for teamwork

children see the physical consequeof their actions

children have their basic needs met

children have choice to play/work with different peer groups

which leads to conditions of the followimgechanisms:

children do not feel inhibited by rules and expectations

children become moraccustomed to working with peers instead of adults
children appreciate the need to listen and realise more can be achieved in
children need to negotiate, share and work on tasks together

children become more aware of the risks to themselvesthatso

children see the result of their joint creations

children become more aware of the consequences of their actions
children are not preoccupied with meeting their basic needs

children work with different pupils and see the strengths of other children
which can produce the followingutcomedor young people

shy children engage and communicate with others more regularly
children negotiate effectively wi
childrends | i st eni n gorepkesoktidl lsehavionp r o
children relate more positively to members of the peer group and share re
children become more aware of others and help them avoid danger so pef
relationships become more trusting

teamwork becomes more natural and childvdhseek each other out
children take more time to consider the consequences of their actions
children can focus on social development and personal growth

the social hierarchy changes and new friendships are formed

A -—a-a-a_-8_9_9_-4a_-2

A —Aa-_a-_a_-a_8_9_8a_-2

E ]

= =4 - A

Young people on the programme attedd~orest School with the same group of peers

for one year (Year 10 pupil) and two years (Year 11 pupils). Although not all of them
came into the programme as friends, the shared experience of Forest School seemed to
develop friendships, as expressed by Wi the young people on the programrief |

|l i ke) being hRupled)anmiybuf caendade a | augh
(Pupil 4).
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The teacher of Pupil 3 also notédP u p i | 3 has more solid f
attend F o (J8)sahca Tattendmmd Forest School highlighted:

APupil 4 is a different pupil at Forest
unlike in a class setting, they work as a team and the dynamics of the group are
di fferento. (14)

The following photograph captures a moment when pupils are working together to
achieve a group task. One pupil is holding the wood while another prepares torlrmmme

nail into it.

Photograph 4.2 Pupils working together

to achieve a shared goal.

Although not ranked as a critical element, FSLs and TAs commented on the friendships
which had developed between pupils and changes to the social hierarchy which

occurred when pupils were at Forest School. For example:

ithe class dynamics have changed. Youobv
person who gets picked on, but(ParticipdnsC).t ot a

Young people viewing eadbther as more capable seemed to promote the development

of positive, trusting relationships.
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4.3.3 Language and Communication

Development of language and communication skills was highlighted in the Forest
School literature, particularly for younger children. Case study data suggested that very
quiet young people became more able to speak fluently in the Forest School
environmentand felt more comfortable to discuss issues which were concerning them.

The following CMOCs emerged in relation to language and communication.

In order to support the language and communication of the young people in {
programme, features of tieentex include:

1 less structure provides regular opportunities and time for natural, spontaneot

1 the environment provides mukensory experiences, unpredictable situations
and a real context for new vocabulary

9 thereis a culture of free speechanjppnroessur e t o gi ve a

1 high ratios of adults to children

1 opportunities for regular teamwork over the year

1 no set structure to the day provides time for conversations

I positive and trusting relationships develop between adults and children

which creates conditions for the followimgechanism#o operate

children need to communicate their ideas during group activities

children are motivated to discuss the maéinsory experiences including use of
new vocabulary

children are not laughed atifdshy gi ve an O0i ncorrect 9
adults extend child speech through narrating, asking questions and providing
environmenispecific vocabulary

children feel socially connected and accepted within the peer group
children dondt f eel opgveasvarsqidlyt o f
children are comfortable with the adults so will discuss issues or ask question
which produces the followingutcomedgor young people

children become better at cooperation as they negotiate verbally with others
children becomenore confident in communicating and talk about Forest Scho
other contexts. They use more eye contact and questions become more spe
children are more relaxed and speak more freely because verbal frustration 1
chil drends s exkrdsd andevoctbelaryciseeshareced
friendship develops and more frequent speech and conversation occurs
speech becomes more fluent

young people learn because they can ask what they want to know and learn
realising. Shy children communicate more

Any changes to language and communication skills were not explicitly mentioned in the

E = =

= =4 =4

= =

e

pupil or parent interviews, but Forest School staff noted changes for particular children,
which was illustrated in the following quote from Participant D:
AfWedbvenegoptara i cul ar | ad who, for many ye
second year there (Crowbs Wood) now and
or a couple of words but he does and he
j okeo (Participant D).
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Participant C recognised the importance of a relationship to communicatieru p i | 3
tends to shrug her shoulders a | ot and
the Forest School setting she sits quietly anskoves and once a relationship is formed
with the adults she will communica@3®o

Questionnaires from teachers and Forest School staff reflected the idea that language
skills devéoped markedly for 15% of pupils, slightly for 62% and no change for 23%
(appendix 8.12). The environment also appeared key to providing new vocabulary for
the young people involved, as was noted during an observation where the young people
discussed whanealworms looked likéd me al wor ms havdeEpb3d)andk or
during a pupil interview when Pupil 1 recalled the name of a tool for chofipmdr t h e

t hrow, t h @upé 1).WWke ingportance of trust between pupils and staff is
crucial for the deMe o p me n t of communication and i s

perspectives in adult/child relationship

4.3.4 Motivation and Concentration

Adults noticed that children were able to persevere at tasks for longer than they would
in school due in part to the practical and cidd nature of tasks. The following

CMOCs attempt to explain changes in motivation and concentration at Forest School.

In order to support the motivation and concentration of the young people in tf
programme, features of tisentextinclude:

1 opportunities to show responsibility through safe handling of dangerous tools

1 learning opportunities are meaningful and chiildi ated

1 activities may have a large or small group element

9 children are out in all weathers on a regular basis

9 there are few time constraints at Forest School
which creates the conditions for the followimgchanismgo operate

9 children are motivated to atsponsibly to keep themselves and other safe

1 children know they can structure their own activities and be creative and exp

9 children have opportunities for leadership

91 children come to feel safe in the environment and take steps to loothafteselve

T children donét feel pressured to f
which produces the followingutcomedgor young people

9 children are motivated to be responsible and keep themselves and others sal

91 children persevere for longer projects and are keen to attend Forest School,
share their success and are more imaginative and eager to explore

9 leadership increases motivation to take part

9 children feel comfortable to engage with the Forest School environment and
weather is not harrier

1 young people can become immersed in activities and are intrinsically motivat
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Young people at Forest School have regular opportunities to show responsibility and to
be trusted with potentially dangerous tools or tasks, for example a youngamdre

seen below moving wood to maintain a recetitlfire.

Photograph 4.3 A pupil puts his hands

close to the fire to arrange the wood.

As Forest School staff must carry out risk assessments, the pupil in photograph 4.3
would only be allowd to do this after being shown how to safely light and manage a
fire and then having demonstrated the ability to listen and follow instructions, a key part
of the National Open College Network assessment criteria (NOCN, 2013). Another
pupil commented on &éhimportance of listening at Forest School as a way of gaining
access to motivating activitie8:i f you dondt | i st €Pupilyou c al

Forest School staff also noted the impact on pupil motivation and suggested that the

child-led elemenis crucial to this:

ildve had students come in and say right
there and before you get to the end of t
they want to do it anwhy,théirestyl®ancin tieloider theyd t
want to do ito (Participant A).
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4.3.5 Physical Skills

Forest School develops practical skills so children are engaged in a constant level of

physical activity (Lovell, 2009a; 2009b). The impawxt physical skills was targeted
during semustructured interviews with Forest School staff.

In order to support development of physical skills of the young people in
programme, features of tisentextinclude:

challenges to be overcome, such as roegfain

continual use of physical skills in the Forest School environment

the requirement to handle and manipulate tools and natural resources

E

which creates conditions for the followingechanism#o operate

gross motor control is required to work withire environment

children are exercising continually, building their strength and receiving
physical feedback

9 fine motor skills and coordination are needed when undertaking tasks
which produces the followingutcomedgor young people

increased grossotor control and stamina

acquisition of physical skills (strength and balance) and become fitter,
showing awareness of the space around them

i improvements to fine motor stamina, control and hayel coordination

E |

E |

Forest School staff noted the developmzrit young peopl ebs physi
ithey get a bit physically stronger S 0
wheelbarrows and bring their own tools around, they have to go and coppice and cut
their own materials and dr ag iPartigganttAu nd o

Fitness was also thought to be develoged:r om havi ng your some
kids here, instead of being sat in a classroom behind a desk for 40 minutes for 3 hours a
day, whatever they do, theyor ¢ParticipantBher e,

During an observation | saw two young people (including Pupil 2) dismantling a shelter
they had made (photograph 4.4). This required phys' !

strength to pull apart the structure, move it around a
break it up.

Photograph 4.4 Pupils dismantlinglaelter
the group had made earlier in the year.
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4.3.6 Knowledge, Understanding of the World and Independence

Developing knowledge about the outdoor world and practical skills was an important
element of the Forest School programme for the pupils indplwed commented on by
the majority of participants in the evaluation.

I n order to support young peopl edg
world and independence, features of the Forest Scloowéxtinclude:
opportunities for discussing issues affecting lives of the young people
children are exposed to natural processes and features of a wild outdoor §
learning is predominately chiiehitiated
children have time and space to consider problems
young people are exposed to changes in a naavalonment over time
skills and knowledge gained at Forest School can be applied to other setti
skilled adults show children how to complete tasks when they are interests
practical skill development is made explicit ldu#ts and is more observable
exposure to curriculum areas in a rkf@ context
children have opportunities to create in the natural environment
young people use tools which they may not usually have access to
which creates the conditions for the followimgchanismgo operate
young people feel comfortable to raise issues which they are considering
children engage with the world around them and become more aware ove|
children are eager to discover for themselves and are intrinsically motivatg
learn
children know they dondédt have to
to tidy away
children note changes and may purposefully watching something grow
children learn to link up experiences and knowledge in other contexts
children see skills as us# and learn the importance of listening
young people see Forest School as primarily for gaining practical skills
learning is real so abstract concepts become more concrete
children want to express themselves and have a go without fear of failure
young feople are motivated to use the tools
which produces the followingutcomegor young people
young people learn and develop independence from having questions answ
knowledge is gained about flora and fauna and children want to take care o
wood and other environments, such as their gardens
9 children learn about the natural environment and develop skills, they want t
their knowledge with their parents or carers
children take more time over problem solving and are more likddg ®uccessfy
childrends observational skil Il s ali
skills, knowledge and understanding are transferred to other contexts
children learn skills to a level of maintenance and listening skills improve

young people focus on ddaping practical skills, which dominates their
Forest School experience

children retain knowledge and develop a healthy attitude towards learning
creative thinking is enhanced
safe use of tools and skills acquired which can be used in other contexts

A —a-_a-_a_a_9_9_45_4a_-4_-2
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The pupils at Forest School appeared to focus on the development of practical skills
gained through the programme during setnictured interviews, for example Pupil 2
identified he had learmt how t o use a k(nRUpei,| s2)uf fPUpik
skills were also observed at Forest School, for example when the pupils worked together

and used powertools to make a wooden pig in less than 30 minutes (photograph 4.5).

5.7

Photograph 4.5 A wooden pig made
by pupil 4 and two others.

Participant C identified that pupils gained practical skills because of the passion and
ability of the Forest School Leaders (FSLs) to demonstrate and teach these skills. When

asked about skills of an effective FSL, Participant C said:

itheybébvevegodl It ot hmase skills Participant

health and safety stuff, their fire making, their woodcarving and all that sort of stuff,

electric tools. They seem to do it as a
storiestot e | | to relate to. I mean Participan
road kill 7 1 me an , our kids thought that was f

know they live, breathe and eat Forest Schools and | think that rubs off on the chifdr
(Participant C)

The skills of the FSLs enabled children to use tools safely and to create pieces of work
which may not have been possible in a school because of the requirement for space and
natural resources. An example of this could be therghai photograph 4.6 below,

which were individually made by the pupils and used throughout their time at Forest
School.
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Photograph 4.6 Wooden chairs mad by the pupils.

Although the practical experiences at Forest School dominatedhitiiéng of the
young people when they talked about the programme (appendix 8.11), adults noticed
that the positive relationships and more relaxed timetable enabled children to discuss

and therefore learn about issues affecting their lives. For examptiejfat B noticed:

Aknowl edge and understanding is another
Engl i sh, history, anything, their knowl
tal k about él had a chil d tbéea throughatlse whokea v i
system, hadnét got a clue about mortgage

general so you t al(Rarti@gphnoB).t di f ferent t hin

The same participant also illustrated instances when curriculum elements areadiscuss

for example he recalls an incidentwhema ki d sai d, o6will an eg
the fire?d6 So, w(Bartigipartt B).SAceaseon thee curiicalumobeingt o
naturally brought into the Forest School programme was noted during dimesve&or
example, when planting beans Pupil 2 was required to consider where they would be
planted and responded correctly to questions from an adult inclidingp w  many
corners onndiwbeuera?@® these canemordan r el
to give the plants the best chance of survival (E, p.4).
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4.3.7 New Perspectives in adult/child relationships

A key feature of the programme, which emerged throughout the observations and
interviews, was that adults and pupils developed more posélaganships following
Forest School. This was particularly highlighted by staff also working with the same
pupils at Oak School, who felt that their positive relationships with the pupils heavily

influenced the relationship dynamic in school.

In order topromote new perspectives in adult/child relationships, features of
contextinclude:

pupils and teachers are in the same outdoor environment

there are opportunities to assess children in a different way

Forest School occurs regularly for at least academic year

children call adults by their fir}g
pupils and teachers interact in an outdoor environment away from the class|
which creates the conditions for the followimgchanismgo operate

pupils and teacheface the same challenges (e.g. adverse weather)
adults see childrends strengths wt
young people have time to develop trusting relationships with adults who ag
listen and value their views

young people feel tlyeare being treated as adults so do not fight for power
pupils and teachers get a better understanding of each other and develop ti
which produces the followingutcomedgor young people

relationships between adults and children are more positiveratedstanding
adults have a more positive view of children and wider and higher expectati
young people trust that the adults genuinely want to support them

young people find it easier to develop positive relationships with the adults
lasting positive relationships are formed between pupils and adults. Adults |
better understanding of the children and they have more respect for each o

E ]

E |

= =

E e ]

One of the comments made by Pupil 4 indicates that he has a positive view of the FSLs
when he observed that one of the best things about Forest Schodi wasu have
l augh wit h Par (Pupt 4).pParticipantAD (a TAdsupBodting at Forest
School) noted that pupils respected her more in school because they were at Forest
School togdteri hi s attitude towards me because
tot al (Parscipasmtcl). 0When asked whether observing the young people at

Forest School had changed her view of them, Participant D responded:

Aoh definitelyéthe one who <comes to mi
horrendous and then you got him to Forest School and he was just a totally different
per son. Ther e, there was someone nice |

schoo. Hmme | i fe was horrendous for hi m, t he
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there (Forest School) and he could forget about everything else, this was a nice little
worl deée. 1 6d say (to other school staff)

becauseh®s not a bad ki dodo (Participant D)

Photograph 4.7 shows an adult and young person working together on a horticultural
task of harvesting radishes. One FSL felt that, developing posélagonships over

time allowed adults to become positive role models for the young people:

Aiif theydbve not got positive role model s

show them that somebodyds going abaut | i st e

somet hing, then you can be that sort of
(Participant A)

Photograph 4.7 A FSL and pupil working together.

High adult to child ratios also appear to facilitate positive reiatigp building because
adults have more time for the young people. At Forest School, the ratio was two adults
to five young people for Year 11s and 3 adults to five young people for Year 10s. This
is a much higher ratio than most mainstream schools arhtgan classes at Oak

School which typically have 2 adults per 6 or 7 pupils.
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4.3.8 Ripple Effects
O6Brien and Murray (2005; 2006 ; 2007) n

attempt to explain how learning and experiences at Forest Sohight impact on

children in different contexts, when other environments offer opportunities for children
to demonstrate the skills they have learnt. It is suggested that these opportunities to
demonstrate skill s enhanc eeirtexperiencels and dan e n 6

impact upon the parental perspective of Forest School.

In order for the Forest School experience to influence behaviour in other a
of life, features of theontextinclude:

1 opportunities for demonstration of skills and knedde in different contexts
(e.g. home or school).
which creates conditions for the followingechanisnto operate:

9 children are enthusiastic about Forest School and talk about it in other cor
which can produce the followingutcomes:

T parents become aware of t hei r-estedmi
from having their achievements valued by their parents. Families may visit
woodland settings more often

Ripple effects were noted in the accounts given by some of the ymomde and also

by their parents. For enoslikelhp et hptuphé Wwo
skills at Forest School in other contexts, particularly on a future college course about
animal welfare becausei f t hey o1 | | i k etype bf@lgndslwbuld des k n
poi sonous (tPupahimagl s)Pupi l 16s father ¢

had gained at Forest School would help him when the family go on camping holidays:

Afbefor e, he would just stand there. Now
on and do ito (G1)

The mother of another pupil with behavioural difficulties said that her child (Pupil 4)
wanted to ddii woodwor k a nwhenthe legues schadlb® c ause heo:
doing that sort of(G4tphl). Sloe alaotsaidtimar seesnbw tiSistsh o «

him to use tools to help around the house:

Al 61 I say to him, can you go and flkex t he

it that heds being trusted to use (BGdhe to
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4.3.9 Emotional Weltbeing and Behaviour

Al t hough this theme was not well establ

and Murray (2005; 2006; 2007), this theme emerged lglé@m the data in the RE,

possibly due to the nature of the difficulties experienced by the group of pupils in this

study. Participant C noted the difficulties young people had following rules in school:

i

f

you give them f r e étjust gomeabsolatelyanadcahda s s |

theydre running out the c¢l| as s r(RadigpantC)

A =_a-_a-—a_-a_-9_-4a_-2

==

In order to support the emotional weking and behaviour of the young people
the programme, features of tbentextinclude:
opportunities exist for &e play without adult agenda
adults can be positive role model
regular access to a natural woodland environment
pupils with difficulties at home can access a different environment
opportunities for repetitive phystactivity (e.g. whittling)
rules are more relaxed than school and rules that do exist have safety reas
informal, relaxed environment with trusting relationships between adults an

Forest School occurs for one day per week and may require pupils to stay i
school (i.e. not be excluded)

the environment offers a vast, free space

= =4 = =4 =4 = =4

= =4 =

which creates conditions for the followingechanism#o operate:
young people and children are not rieséd or embarrassed about play

young people are not inhibited to talk about their feelings or experiences to F
School staff

the environment has a calming restorative effect on the young people
children can have a different focus and timeaiax (nonreffortful attention)

children engage with repetitive behaviours as a coping strategy to help them
regulate their emotional state

children understand the rules and boundaries and the reasons make sense

young people trust the adults not to report inappropriate language to school s
not directed at another pupil

children think 6if my behaviour is
School 6
children do not feel physically trapd and can see around them

= =4 =4 -a_-a_-9

E

which produces the followingutcomedgor young people
young people develop social skills which supports relationships and limits ¢
young people develop emotional literacy and ability to reflect on experience
youngpeopl eds moods are more positiy
resilience is enhanced and the impact of external influences reduces
children use coping strategies to deal with anger so reduces challenging be
children follow the rules of the setting and feel said calm. Attendance
improves, there are fewer exclusions and less episodes of conflict
less frequent inappropriate language at Forest School
Forest School can be an external motivator for positive behaviour in school
young people feel safe at For&sthool and behaviour is more compliant
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To illustrate the contextual feature of opportunities for repetitive activity, a pupil was
observed whittling fire sticks to be used when lighting a fire for approximately 10

minutes in photograph 4.8.

Photograph 4.8 A pupil whittling Consent nbgained for
publication of this
photograph on the
internet.

to make fire sticks.

Forest School staff also noticed that the outdoor natural environment played a part in
supporting emotional welbeing, for example:

Aitds not school environment, thereds ni
trappedésome o fedanmalsswhenryeu do thak ehercyawbring them
out here theydve got the space, they car

changes most kidsd moodso. (Participant A)

Participant B noticed that some young people had opened hiptat Forest School
about difficulties in their lives, which he had not observed in a school environment:
Aitdéds (Forest School) the best place in
woul dndot talk about i n mmerhaomils®adicipamB) of

A TA working at Oak School and at Forest School also observed that:
Ain school his | anguage was atrocious, b
him swear, it was just a tbeli¢vaitwheénd usedtoar o L

come back and say he never s weRartigpad) Cr o

The same patrticipant also felt that Forest School could act as an external motivator to
keep children thinking about their behaviaguischool. She said:

Afor some of them it is Iike that <carrot
no Crowbs Wood. I think it doeRarticipark® t he
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The mother of pupil 4 (who has behavioural difficulties) falt her somi | i kes ho
t heydr e t r(@&pduestd beinghgiveneasponsibility. She sdéid n s chool
woul dndét be given a knife @4) whkereasatl Forest ; t
School he was given the responsibility to use these todidad gained the trust of the
staff through his ability to use tool s
Ahas pr obl e msbutihadd giots d e&lsmeomsdi nce (@hi ng
She had received communication from school stafrovec oncer ns about
behaviour in school but felt this did not happen when he was at Forest Stleodl, | e a s

|l know theyol | be n@dproblems on a Thurs

4.3.10 Enabling Aspects
Many studies into Forest School have focused on outcomes ftdrechie.g. Lovell,

2009a:b, Roe and Aspinall, 2011a) but have not looked in depth at exactly how Forest
School works. As this was a focus of the current study, Forest School staff were asked
to explore these aspects angb sabdedghéemd
emerged. Three of the Forest School staff (Participants A, B and C) had been involved
in the programme for -8 years (appendix 8.7), so were considered well placed to

comment on features of the programme which make it better or lireiféistiveness.

In order to ensure the programme works effectively, features abtitext
should include:

1 increasing the adult to child ratio by allowing an additional member of stafi
school to go with the group. This adult must understand and support the H
School ethos

1 a skilled Forest School leader who embeds a g¢eddethos, has a high level g
practical skills and can relate to the young people

9 the Forest School site is $iafent distance from the school site

T the wood is | arge enough for diff

9 senior leaders at the school and environmental centre support the prograr
giving it time
which creates conditions for the followingechanismgo operate:

9 all adults promote the same chitl approach and background information
about young people can be shared by the adult from school

T young people notice the adultds p
gain those skills

1 young people understand that rules and boundaries are different from sch
T children wonét feel jealous or up
get moved

i Forest School leaders can be autonomous and feel trusted to implement t
of Forest School
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which produces the followingutcomedor staff and/or young people
1 young people understand the Forest School ethos and Forest School staff
understand the individual needs of the children due to good communicatio
positive and motivatediorking relationships are established
young peopleds attitudes are mor e
anger or poor engagement is prevented
the programme continues and is not undermined by professionals with
different agendas so the chiled approach is promoted

= =4 -4 A

Some ofthese aspects are illustrated by quotes from the Forest School staff, for example
Participant B felt that:

Afyoubve got to have the support of the
also have them to step back. | will make it work, | know that, t hey dve got
but you need that support i ni t(Padidipan B)

This suggests that FSLs need the SLT to plan, fund and staff the programme, but after
these aspects are in place Forest School works best when staff feelttrusiplment

the programme and keep the ethos consistent with thelelildpproach which they

find supports positive outcomes.

Forest School staff with a high level of practical skills was identified as an enabling
aspect because they model their skilleich in turn inspires the young people to
become motivated to also gain the same skills. Photograph 4.9 illustrates pieces of
jewellery made by melting metal in the fire and putting it into a fmrded mould. The

young people were involved in makingeie items which were given to them as a
keepsake, but this would not have been possible if the Forest School leader did not have

the necessary skills to model and demonstrate the techniques involved.

Photograph 4.9 Jewellery made at Forest School.

S =
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One FSL (Participant A) noted that having additional staff members from school helped
the programme by raising the adult to child ratio. However, this was only helpful if that
staff member was motivated to promote the Forest School experience andaatberst
the childled ethos. He said:

Ayou need the school 6s idea with al ways
school, that member of staff from the school needs to be clued up about what Forest
School I S. That can be mebbdy dhawdaelk nid
outside in the woodso (Participant A)

It was also identified that Forest School staff sharing a certain amount of background
information about the young people enabled the FSLs to plan activitiespapgely
and sensitively with regard to the pupi

illustrated in a powerful extract from Participant A when he asked for background

information:

A have had um, not so rMRRUshurntradured arsl cdy o o |
webre not giving you that informationéal
them. When what | do is completely the o
got i ssuesé | can use t hkagaindt themwr@rrinstanee, t h

|l wasnodot told one kid didndét have a mom,
here asking him about 6oh what are you d
you tea?6élnformation |tkattban yeal hge:

(Participant A)

4.3.11 Hindering Aspects
This theme is slightly different to the others in that the participants have hypothesised

about or recalled previous hindering aspegiven the current programme under study

is currently well established and considered to be effective by senior leaders. Therefore,
many of these aspects appear in blue (partially important) as they may not be currently
posing a threat to the programnbeit were raised by the four Forest School staff due to
their potential to either stop the programme completely (e.g. funding cuts) or severely
limit the effectiveness (e.g. too many children sent to Forest School). Hindering aspects
are effectively negater mechanisms, which limit or hinder programme success (Pawson

and Tilley, 2004). The following hindering aspects are presented as follows:
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Contextuaklements which may threaten programme success include:
financial threats to school budget

bad weatheconditions

the rules at Forest School are different to school and staff may allow behavic
which are not acceptable in school (e.g. some swearing)

environment is new so some children may lack experience in a woodland se
t he young p enmoa praesencaspaxppnerecesmreSEN and lack
Forest School staff information about individual needs

exterior influences on the young person (e.g. unstable home life)

children may be in classes at school with other pupils who do not attend For
Sahool

free choice and chilted activities mean young people may choose to sit quiet
rather than engage in an activity

which set up the conditions for the followingechanisms:

funding could be withdrawn completely for the programme, or too many child
could be sent so adults do not have time for individuals

staff or children may not want to go to Forest School in bad weather and part¢
may keep their child at home

some menbers of school staff may feel Forest School is inappropriate as rule
different, so there is little consistency in terms of behavioural expectations
children may feel frightened of the risks at Forest School and lack of visible
boundaries

young peple may find it difficult to cope with changes to their environment or
may not be motivated to attend Forest School due to anxiety or dislike of the
environment and/or activities

young people may have difficulty concentrating due to being distracted by
the external influences (e.g. home life)

children may be in classes at school with peers who they do not have a
positive relationship with and don
learning in school

Forest School leaders judge whether thild needs quiet time or if they are
choosing not to engage

E |

E

which may produce the followingutcomes:

Forest School is unsuccessful because quality relationships between childre
adults cannot be built or maintained

Children may not attenlorest School in bad weather and staff may also lack

motivation to attend

tension may be caused between Forest School staff and school staff which n
threaten the programmeds ability t

children may experience a negative emotioaaponse (fear) and may not atten
young person may refuse to attend, despite adaptions where possible to eng
to enjoy Forest School. FSLs raise this with school staff and another child wi
engagement with Forest School is hindered and thsirgahool path is undesiral
progress made at Forest School may not be transferred to school setting
Forest School leaders have to find ways to engage and motivate pupils to st
opting out or becoming bored
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The most important aspect was thaifices were not restricted, so that the programme
can continue and FSLs are not asked to take more children in order for thetsgatol

more value for money. Bad weather was also noted as having caused a barrier to some
children attending Forest School:

Awe do get some who are not keen on goin
they say 60h l 6m not going cCuz it 6s r

(Participant D)

Some pupils with particular needs were noted to experience stfiroeltyy coping with

the Forest School environment:

wedOve got one kid who didndét | i ke change
mi ni bus, | 6m not going down thered so |
(Participant C)

This was ao noted when Participant A said that in the first 6 weeks of a new
programme there might be some pupi/l c han

it, so the school then send others instead. Participant A indicated that:

Asometi mes they just donodt |l i ke being o
boundari es, it doesndét work for everybod
get on quite wel/l Il think and (Radidipang A)i t e

4.3.12 Areas for further development

Although aspects relating to areas for further development were not explicitly probed, a
repeated theme stemming from the two Forest School leaders (Participants A and B)
was that children shouldeballowed to access Forest School throughout their school
career, and not just in the final two years of school:

At needs to be ongoingéitds no good gi
theydve got | oads of probl emse swhoerne dt hue

younger é (Participant A)

A parent (G4) felt that the experience could be improved for her son by linking the

Forest School work with the curriculum in school:
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Ai f they could incorpor at eellforpupil 4ndayin Astc h o o
they could design something to build the
probably wouldnét know he was doin@)ito

Participant B, a FSL also working at Oak School, talked about his plans te erea
Forest School area within the school grounds which would be accessible for all pupils,

even those with profound and multiple needs.

4.4 Summary
Due to the high level of complexity of social programmes (Pawson, 2006), it is perhaps

no surprise that lrge data set has been obtained. The process of ranking in the RI has
illuminated the most important aspects of Forest School for young people agéd 14
with SEN, which will provide a focus for discussion in chapter 5 in the interest of
presenting a swinct account. The triangulated approach to data gathering and iterative
development of CMOCs enables the researcher to present with a reasonable degree of
confidence an account of the important features of a Forest School programme and

outcomes observddr the young people.
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Chapter 5. Discussion

5.1 Introduction

The findings presented in chapter 4 suggest that some of the outcome themes identified
in the Realist Synthesis (RS) were applicable to this small case study Sonhest.
However, the data gathered as part of the Realistic Evaluation (RE) case study and
Realist Interview (RI) meant that the first programme specification was significantly
refined, in order to more accurately reflect the Forest School programme hwgth t
particular group of young people. This section aims to discuss the findings of this
evaluation i n relati on Whatare theimportant coatexty r e
mechanism and outcome configurations of Fogestool with young people aged-18

who have special educational needs (SBN)8 evaluations aim to be useful to
programme developers (Morris, F&bbon and Freeman, 1987; Pawson, 2006) the
features of Forest Scho@ted most importar(tritical and idealfo programme success

will be discussedorimarily, in order to provide a relevant and succinct account.
Findings will alsobe discussed in relation to the wider literature before limitations and

implications of the evaluation are presented.

5.2 Contextual Features

Pawson (2006) pposed that contextuédatures of a programme should be considered
by four systemic contextual categoriesndividual capacities, interpersonal
relationships, institutional settings and the wider infrastructure. Therefore, the

contextual features of thisorest School are addressed in the following four sections.

5.2.1Individual Capacities

Individual capacities of the young people and adults involved in the case study Forest
School impacted upon how well it worked. The Forest School programme under study
was offered to Year 10 and 11 pupils at Oak School on a voluntary basis, and it was
repd t ed that occasionally young people de
few weeks of attending (appendix 8.7).
programme works (Pawson and Tilley, 1997) it appears thdblykar olds with SEN

need indivdual capacities to cope with outdoor environments, relaxed rules and tasks of

a practical nature, in order to gain positive outcomes from Forest School.

110



Capacities that young people brought to the programme also impacted upon their
outcomes, which suppors Bozi ¢ and Cr ossligpmdigs amin@ b 2
not wor k t he s anie8). woaegxaniple, yours peopleywitmirgdréquent
verbal communication were heard speaking more regularly at Forest School, a finding
also noted bySwarbick, Eastwood and Tutton (2004). Additionally, one pupil in this
study experienced ADHD but was anecdotally reported to concentrate for longer at
Forest School than at Oak School, which adds to the findings of Faber Taylor and Kuo
(2009). Similarly, the finding®f this evaluation suggested that Forest School had a
calming effect on young people with emotional and behavioural needs. This adds to the
findings of Roe and Aspinall (2011a), who found that Forest School had a significantly
greater positive impact on md for 11 year olds with challenging behaviour, in
comparison to those with teacher ratings

The capacities of the Forest School Leaders (FSLs) appeared to impact upon the
motivations of young people to engage positively with theviiets on offer,
particularly in relation to their practical skills, commitment to adhering to a-tddld
approach and to relate to the young people. FSLs with high levels of practical skills
were required for Forest School with-18 year olds becauseitte s upported t
ability and motivation to gain practical skills, to demonstrate responsibility when using
potentially dangerous tools and to meet assessment criteria (NOCN, 2013). When FSLs
gave young people opportunities to demonstrate appreprskt taking this appeared to
support their confidence, motivation and independence. This ability to appropriately risk
take extends the findings of Waters and Be@i&907)to the case study population and
suggests that a successful Forest School rexjEiBes to create opportunities for young
people to demonstrate responsibility by being trusted, although practitioners must
clearly strike the balance between providing risk taking opportunities and ensuring

safety (Waters and Begley, 2007).

The presenstudy indicated that skilled FSLs and teaching assistants supporting the
programme must share an understanding of the -tddidethos of Forest School and
support this by modelling activities, rather than directing young people to tasks (Cree,
2009). Thisethos also set up conditions for children to develop confidence by not being
offered adult support too earlysteadneedng to think about the task themselves first.
Additional TAs need to be comfortable with being outside and understand the Forest
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Schod approach, otherwise this can hinder the programme, as children get conflicting
messages about the extent to which the programme is child led. This potential for
inconsistencies in FSL and s ded apprloachsis af f
consistat with the findings of Maynard (2007a). Skilled adults at Forest School also
modelled that failure is acceptable, for example they also broke pieces of wood
accidentally when working on projects. Adults calmly locating another piece of wood to
use seemetb show the young people that it is ok if something goes wronghasd
supported their confidence and motivation to persevere.

5.2.2Interpersonal Relationships

The present study indicated that positive working relationships between adults and
young peple were critical for programme success and that trusting relationships
enabled young people to build confidence and confide in how they were feeling.
Positive relationship development was facilitated by high ratios of adults to young
people, so that adsl had time to talk to the young people individually. The present
study indicated that trust supported young people to feel comfortable to discuss
difficulties they faced with the adults in the Forest School environment. This allowed
adults to offersupppr and advice about any difficul

in general.

The childled nature of Forest School is well established (FSA, 2013) and sets Forest
School apart from the UK curriculum (DfEE, 1999) and outdoor adventure programmes
(Donnely, 2013). At this case study Forest School, relationships between adults and
young people were viewed by FSLs as partnerships (appendix 8.7). For example, young
people called adults by their first names, uniform was not worn and everyone was
involved in geating the rules and running the activities (e.g. deciding where shelters
would go). The findings of this study extend Forest School research, as the greater level
of equality between adults and young people agetl6l#as not explicitly reflected in

the extant evidence base. Forest School staff also working at the Oak School site
noticed that positive trusting relationships, which were developed at Forest School,
transferred back to school. New perspectives in relationships emerged strongly; adults
and dildren saw additional strengths and qualities in each other and adults developed
empathy for the difficulties faced by young people, and communicated this to other Oak
School staff (appendix 8.7).
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At this Forest School, young people had frequent oppitiganfor teamwork and
seemed to learn that more could be achieved when working together (Massey, 2004;
O6Brien and Murray, 2005) . For exampl e,
when one child held the wood while the other hammered a nail in (phpkogta).

This study highlighted that the practical nature of activities enabled young people with
SEN to show their strengths, which may not be apparent in the traditional school
classroom. The current evaluation also extends previous research by fivatisgrang
communication between the adults was a critically important enabling feature to ensure
al |l staff had an understanding of pupils

work sensitively and effectively with them.

5.2.3Institutional Settings

Spending a day per week in a natural woodland environment for at least one academic
year is unique to the practice of Forest School (FSA, 2013) as opposed to other outdoor
education activities, which are often shiived (e.g. Go Ape, 2014). This itact with

nature is believed to be intrinsically desired (Kellert and Wilson, 1993) and provides a
restorative experience (Kaplan, 1995). Opportunities for repetitive activities such as
whittling wood seemed to calm young people who experience diffisukvith
emotional regulation or in relation to ADHD (e.g. photograph 4.8) The environment
also provided natural resources to support the practical activities (Knight, 2009) and the
need to share these resources supports social development, particularlgenthen

tasks such as moving heavy objects requires more than one person (Massey, 2004).

The programme ethos focuses on cliéld activities, where adults are facilitators not
teachers, thought by some to constitute good practice outdoor learning (tMayrh
Waters, 2007; Bilton, 2010). During childd activities at Forest School, young people

are not rushed to move onto other activities, so have the time and space to persevere on
projects and to consider problems without the requirement to give aduibsmediate
response (appendix 8.8; Maynard, 2007a; Swarbrick, Eastwood and Tutton, 2004;
Borradaile, 2006; Knight, 2011b).

The development of practical skills enablgoung people to gain qualifications
(NOCN, 2013) andgpported theirsuccess in otlr settings such as work, home and
coll ege. Crowds Wood is | arge so young
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other groups and the natural woodland setting enables adults and children to share the
same challenges (such as coping with adverse wgatherh suppodthe development

of equality and positivity in relations
study appears to suggest that relationships building enables adults to focus on the
owhole chil dé, whi c h iles and enwirohmierit gaineddronb y
being away from school (appendi x 8. 7), €
(2005).

5.2.4\Wider Infrastructure

This programme requires positive partnerships between senior leaders from Oak School
and Cr owo0 sk Stwoab Have slkibwn aygar commitment to using Forest
School at Crowbs Wood and support the vy
this approach (NOCN, 2013). Previous research suggests that some teachers have
di fficulty 0st epipg thegyoubgapedplé to factiaties (Maynard,c t
2007a) but this is not a difficulty in the case study Forest School where all adults share a
child-led ethos. In this evaluation, findings suggest that this Forest School was
successful for some learners with NSlbecause senior leaders support the FSLs to
implement the programme autonomously, enabling them to adhere to th&dhelthos

of Forest School (FSA, 2013).

The parents who contributed to this evaluation spoke of the Forest School experience
supporting their childés independence a
nature. One parent felt confident that her child did not elicit challenging behaviour at
Forest School, suggesting she had become aware of the positive effects of the
environment, activities on offer and novel way adults at Forest School worked with her
son (appendix 8.10). These O6ripple effec
Murray (2005; 2006; 2007) as well as the findings of this study.

5.3Mechanisms

Key mechanisms identified were changes in the reasoning and thinking of individual
young people, and the cultural changes to the group of young people attending Forest
School as the programme developed over time. On an individual level, young people
who weresuited to the outdoor environment become more confident and motivated

because the opportunities on offer were achievable and interesting to them. At this
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Forest School young people | earnt t hat
beginning a projecagain which has failed is less unsettling because they have observed

adults trying, failing and then succeeding at practical tasks.

Young people appeared to feel safe in the Forest School environment, responding well
to being allowed to follow their terests and the reduced time pressure, which
supported intrinsic motivation and interest in their surroundings. This study supports the
non-effortful attention provided by natural environme(t#erzog, Black, Fountaine and
Knotts, 1997)and the opportunigis for reflection and restoration it provid@sartig,

Mang and Evans, 1991¥oung people seemed to become more aware of risk and
independently able to consider risks to themselves and others, as the positive group
culture developed. Experience of beimgthe same conditions as others and observing
that more can be achieved together improved the awareness of the strengths of others.
This recognition of otherdés strengths al
not reported by other Forest Schaoesearchers as yet. The present study appears to
indicate that peer social connectedness reduces conflict at Forest School, which is also

transferred back to the usual school environment.

Multi-sensory experiences on offer at Forest School and opjiesufor teamwork in
practical activities provided a stimulus for verbal communication and gave children
opportunities to demonstrate and practice leadership skills. Adults were then able to
extend young peopl ebds s peec hchanismdwithintbev i d e
present study included young people having opportunities to explore and develop
creatively due to the practical and artistic nature of activities and tasks. Young people
realised they needed to listen to the adults in order to be grgponsibility for using

potentially dangerous equipment, which all pupils in this study wanted (appendix 8.11).

FSLs in the present study were able to set up these mechanisms as they felt trusted by
senior | eaders and bec damgs enoughhteensire thddrea t (
have their own space and do not have to share the camp with other groups. All adults
promoted the same ethos, meaning young people understood the rules and boundaries
and saw reasons for safety rules, which were in placeoling to the adults running
this Forest School , young peopleds beha\
comparison to school, which was also suggested by Roe and Aspinall (2011a) with 11
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year old with SEN. Despite the thinking that young peopls behavi our
desirable in school, for those which potentially more capacity to link their behaviour
and consequences, the threat of not being allowed to go to Forest School due to poor
behaviour in school sometimes seemed to encourage betterdaghim school and

reduce exclusions (Ritchie, 2010).

Negative mechanisms (Pawson and Tilley, 2004) were discussed during the interviews
with Forest School staff. Some of these
had already been addressed by the x peri enced FSLs, and t h
to the current programme and hence thei.
i mportanto to programme success. The h
parental concern about bad weathed #imited background information given to the

FSLs about the young people attending the programme to support planning. The only
hindering mechanisms thought to pose a critical threat to the programme was a
reduction in school funds which could mean ceaiogest School altogether or senior
leaders at the school sending too many young people to Forest School, which would
negatively impact on the quality of relationships between young people and FSLs. It is
important that senior leaders and Forest Schodatificmers are aware of these negative
mechanisms which have the potential to reduce the effectiveness of the Forest School

programme.

5.4 Outcomes

The current study revealed nine outcome themes, all of which had arisen in some form
within the existing i er at ure (e. g. , O6Brien and Mu
However, all themes were developed and refined during the RE, particularly the
outcome theme obeidrEgnoandna8lehavei bur 6. Th
occurred because some of the youegple within the case study experienced SEN in
relation to emotional needs, and therefore changes in this area were perhaps more
noticeable (Roe and Aspinall, 2011a). The current study revealed multiple outcomes of
Forest School, which is expected in an @&awson, 2006). Multiple outcomes are also
likely to occur due to individual differences, which RE is able to account for, unlike
more positivist studies (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). Heterogeneous characteristics of the
individuals in the programme impactagdon the level of engagement with the resources

on offer at the Forest School, for example those with emotional needs were observed
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working more calmly and shy children were observed opening up more once positive
trusting relationships had developed. Despndividual differences, Forest School was

still considered by the participants to have positive effects for all individuals attending.

Outcome data was gained qualitatively through interviews and quantitatively through
guestionnaires (appendix 8.12he results of this evaluation supports the findings of
other studies which have concluded that Forest School can improve outcomes for
children and young people in the areas
physical fitness (Lovell 2009a; 2009lspcial development (Massey, 2004), emotional
well-being (Roe and Aspinall 2011a; 2011b), language and communication (Swarbrick,
Eastwood and Tutton, 2004), motivation (Murray, 2003) and learning (Borradaile,
2006). Borradaile (2006) also found that Foré&sthool developed a culture of
enterprise, as young people gained skills they could use to create items to sell, which
was also observed within this study. P
people coming to Crow0s \Wioeo thppendixd8.7p Theay i n
current study therefore suggests that the benefits of play, which are well established for
children aged % (Moyles, 2010), may also apply to young people aged6ldvith

SEN, particularly those with poor social skills.

Ridgers Knowles and Sayers (2012) found that more appropriate risk taking occurred
with pre-school age children attending Forest School and this was also applicable to the
young people in this evaluation, who were observed being more willing to take risks but
also considered the danger to themselves d@ner® Young people also basa more
knowledgeable ahd the natural environment ammirious about the natural world
which suppodt hei r | earning about fl ora and f a
and Muray, 2005; 2006; 2007). Young people in this study demonstratesopral,

helpful behaviour and became more aware of others and the need for teamwork.
Through this, their negotiation, listening and communication skills improved and shy
children communidad more frequently in this environment. The relaxed ethos of
Forest School in this study enabled children to take their time over projects or problems
they were working on which gave them more chance of success, leading to heightened
perseverance, confilec e and moti vation to attempt
and Murray, 2005; 2006; 2007).
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Although interviews with the young peopkuggested they considered that the main
outcomes of Forest School was development of practical skills (appendix 8.11), adults
involved in Forest School were much more likely to focus on development of
confidence, social skills and the positive impact anuyng peopl eds e mc
being (appendix 8.7; 8.10). This perspective was reflected when FSLs rated the
devel opment of young peopleds practical
opportunities for di scus s i nhgthisdgrotipf Thasu | t
perspective wa likely to occur in this case study due to the nature of the needs
experienced by young people in this Forest School. Interestingly, adults almost seemed
baffled by the observation that young people whodus®ppropriate language
(swearing) regularly in school ditbt seem to do this at Forest School. Through probing
this phenomenon during the RI, the group decided that trust in the adults meant that
young people remained calmer. Opportunities to discuss issues at &onest, e.g.
incidents in school, seemed to devetopn e young peopl ebdbs capa

emotional literacy, an opportunity rated as critical for this group.

5.5 Summary
The findings of the RE show some similarities with previous researclkQé&.dg8r i en a'

Murray, 2005; 2006; 2007, Roe and Aspinall, 2011a) but also refines and extends these
outcomes for young people aged-1€l with SEN, a population which has not yet
participated in Forest School research. The findings support research whigstsugg
that young people with SEN can gain positive outcomes from attending a Forest School
programme over timeRoe and Aspinall2011a; 2011p Therefore, if practitioners are
considering use of the outdoors as an effective alternative curriculum for peopte

with SEN (Reed, 2005), Forest School should be considered due to the positive

outcomes which can occur.

Individual capacities and characteristics of adults and young people involved in Forest
School hugely influence the programme outcomes, whichk s t o Roe and
(2011a) finding of a significant difference between ratings of mood for those displaying
Opoor 0 and 6goodbo behaviour, after a F
documented the majority of the positive outcomes highlightedhis research, no

previous studies have addressed in such detail the contextual elements of Forest School
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required to create the conditions for mechanisms to produce outcomes for young people
aged 1416 years old with SEN.

Critical contextual conditiom included practically skilled FSLs who are motivated to
understand vulnerable young people and develop positive relationships with them.
Features of the environment (a large, natural woodland) provided the context for
practical skills development. It icknowledged that this programme does not work for
everyone, but the young people who react positively to the natural environment over

time, can gain some positive outcomes.

As well as being the first study to investigate Forest School with this partigpaup,

it is also the first RE of Forest School. The RE framework has supported scientific
analysis of qualitative data through iterative and critical development of a final
programme specification (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). Although RE has provided a
framework for detailed analysis of how Forest School works to set up outcomes for
young people aged 1¥6 with SEN, it is acknowledged that this approach has
limitations, which may impact upon the degree of certainty with which claims can be

made.

5.6 Limitations to the Realistic Evaluation (RE)

Limits to the current study created by the case study design and data gathering tools are
discussed in this section, as well as the steps taken to reduce the impact of these
limitations. Firstly, limitations of a @distic approach will be explored, including the
complexity involved in evaluating a social programme and some of the steps taken to
tackle the challenge this creates. Timmins and Miller (2007) found difficulty
distinguishing between contexts and mechasismsing RE, particularly as outcomes

can become a context or a mechanism for other, subsequent outcomes. This high level
of complexity within RE of social programmes is acknowledged by Pawson and Tilley
(1997) who say this is unavoidable. Indeed, Paws00§Psuggests that programmes

can be so complex and influenced by such a wide range of issues, evaluators will never
have entirely full and accurate knowledge of how a programme works. To gain only
partial knowledge of a social programme after extensime tind effort researching is
disappointing. However, scientific realists consider that programmes are so complex

that no methodological design would be able to capture a complete picture of each and
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every influencing feature, but RE is more open aboufptmee s ent at i on of

theorydé than other epistemologies (Pawso

When drawing out elements related to contexts, mechanisms and outcomes (CMOSs)
from the existing Forest School research and refining this as part of the RE, sabjecti
responses from the researcher are required to make a judgment on whether a code
relates to a C, M or O. Abstraction and formulation is inherently subjective, despite
some attempts to avoid this including regular checking of the definition of a C, M or O
(Pawson and Tilley, 1997), inteater checks and and an iterative refinement of the

three programme specifications.

REs do not typically use group outcome data as the focus for evaluation but instead
recognise that outcomes are different for everyorsotme extent, due to differences in
individual capacities as a contextual feature. For the present study this means where
outcome data is presented, it does not necessarily apply to all case study participants or
any other young people accessing ForeshoSkt Therefore, this limits the
generalisation or replication of this study, as changes to individual characteristics of
young people attending Forest School may alter the subsequent mechanisms and
outcomes observed. Indeed, replication with the saméciparit group is likely to

reveal new data as the outcomes gained in the previous evaluation would, in turn,
influence the contextual features participants then brought to the subsequent
programme, fofour acti ons are al ways thatrpompt t o
t h e (Pawson, 2006, p. 18). However, realistic evaluators believe that findings provide
frameworks to compare similar programmes which can be helpful in practice (Pawson
and Tilley, 1997).

Another limitation to the RE approach was the esiten time taken to develop and
refine programme specifications, which aimed for a succinct, clear account and to avoid
any duplication. Data analysis involved thematic analysis over an extensive amount of
gualitative data and, despite the aim of a sucaecbunt, a large data set requiring
analysis and interpretation was still gained. There was a need to strike a balance
between presenting complex programme findings, which were also coherent and useful

to practitioners.
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5.6.1 Case Study Design

Despite adhering to case study guidaige, 2009) and triangulating evidence to

attempt to reduce threats to internal validity, the sample size of young people was small
(n=4) which restricted the generalisability of outcomes to other, even similarsgobup
young people. The small sample size of young people and parents involved was
partially expected due to the small numbers of pupils from Oak School accessing the
Forest School programme (n=10) and the vulnerability of the group targeted. Although
the @se study would have been strengthened by more pupil and parent participants, all
Forest School staff who were approached agreed to be involved. It could be argued that
practitioners running and facilitating programmes are most likely to have ideas about
how they work (Pawson and Tilley, 1997) so therefore, those most able to comment on
all three features of the Forest School programme (C, M and Os) were successfully

engaged in this evaluation.

Purposive targeting of individuals most able to answer the research questions may have
led to sample bias. Additionally, pupils in this study were of similar ages and needs (e.g.
all had a statement of SEN) to others at Oak School, but they had beedualiyvi
invited to Forest School by senior leaders and, on acceptance, engaged in it for at least a
year. This means that this small group cannot be describetiadly representative of

the whole school, as senior leaders may have chosen pupils thabtisigeced may
benefit most from Forest School. A claim of RE is that social programmes work
differently for different people (Pawson, 2006). Therefore, the use of four pupils in this
case study means there are likely to be some gaps in the data, e.gthekerpupils

have not explained how Forest School might impact upon all young people agéd 14
with SEN.

A researcheasobserver within a case study design has strengths due to the ability of
the researcher to become embedded in the programme teeaidrderstanding, but is

also limited by the potential for researcher bias and selective attention during
observations (Robson, 2011) . The resear
literature and previous experience of running Forest School may leigbtened
selective attention by focusing on certain features of the programme which had been
either read in the literature or previously observed. This knowledge influenced the
decision to undertake narrative observations which did netqute for cewin expected
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behaviours, with the aim of gathering data about new CMOCSs within the developing
programme specification. Robson (2011) warns that participants can alter their
behaviour when knowingly observed. In order to attempt to limit this effect, the

researcher spent four days at Forest School becoming familiar with participants so they

felt more comfortable and not pressured to behave differently.

As aforementioned, the outcome data of this study is not generalisable to other groups
due to the verymall sample of young people involved. However, information about the
contextual features of Forest School and mechanisms which led to outcomes for the
young people can be disseminated to other settings looking to set up their own Forest
School programme @vson, 2006). Although it is impossible to guarantee the same
outcomes in different Forest School settings, findings can be generalised to an extent
becauséi we move from one c atheyard descrptiveytsimear, , n
but becausavehavei deas t hat can dRawsomapdaldley, 199, @.m b
119).

5.6.2 Data Collection Tools

Data collection tools were designed to gather relevant data through multiple sources of
evidence according to an effective case study design (Yin, 208@)da and Tilley

(1997) proposed that any method of gathering data is acceptable within a RE, as long as
the tools are sufficient to gather relevant data which enable hypotheses raised in the RS
about how a programme works to be tested. Although datarijathieols were multiple

and designed to address the research questions, they are not without limitations, as
discussed henceforth.

5.6.2.10bservations

Multiple narrative observations were undertaken in order to focus deductively on the
hypotheses raiseid the RS, whilst also being open to inductive interpretation of new
codes and themes (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Both groups (Year 10 and Year 11s) were
observed for exactly the same amount of time (two days each) in order to draw equally
from the pupil pdicipants involved and avoid observer bias. It is recognised that using
narrative tools means that a different observer would have been unlikely to have

observed exactly the same behaviours as were recorded, so validity of the data may be
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compromised. Hoever, this could also happen if structured techniques were used and it

was felt more important to be open to new codes and themes emerging.

To limit the effects of observer selective memory, observations were written at the time
and then coded shortly {thin a week) afterwards. The quality of these observations
would have been improved if more than one researcher had conducted observations,
however this was beyond the scope of this study due to already demanding a high level
of Forest School staff timeof interviews. Further research into Forest School might
wish to draw on both narrative and structured observation tools and observe towards the
start of the young peoplebdbs Forest Schoo

some comparative ohsation data.

5.6.2.2 Documentary Evidence

This method of data gathering was useful to programme specification development
because it set out some elements of how the programme works (e.g. through calculated
risk assessments) and what skills young peapleld be expected to gain through
attending (e.g. NOCN, 2013 assessment criteria). However, it is acknowledged that
evidence from the documents should be checked via observational data as otherwise
there is no guarantee that what is proposed by the dotsiniseactually happening.
Therefore, documentary analysis was used as part of triangulated data gathering but not
as a sole source of evidendevidence from available documents (appendix 8.9)
contributed to CMOC development in the final programme spatific (appendix

8.19) but was only included when data to support it had also been gained from other

sources.

5.6.2.3Questionnaires

Pawson (2006) suggested that some quantitative data can be used to support the
understanding of programme outcomes aretdfore a questionnaire was designed to
attempt to gather this evidence. Programmes within education are often evaluated after
they have started running (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2011) and therefore-no pre
intervention data was available for this cagelg group. This weakens the strength of

the questionnaire measure, which asked adults who knew the young people well to
consider how certain aspects of their development may have been impacted upon by the
Forest School programme. In order to avoid leadiagticipants to state positive
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responses (Cohen, Mani on and Morrison,

6deteriorationd and 6donot knowd were of

Questionnaire data was used to gain some quantitative understanding of the level of
change causebly Forest School, according to adults who knew the pupil participants
well. Due to the retrospective nature of questionnaire administration, this data was not
drawn upon in isolation to develop CMOCs as this may have reduced the validity of the
findings. hstead, questionnaire data was used alongside other data collection tools to
support CMOC development. Questionnaires enabled hypotheses about the outcomes of
Forest School raised in the RS to be explicitly tested, such as the impact on the young
p e r sumdeistanding of risk to support their development of confidence. If this study
were replicated, it may be enhanced by a more controlled attempt to also gather pre

programme outcome data through questionnaires.

5.6.2.4Interviews

Two types of interview we used in this RE: semi structured and realist (RI). In any
interview there is potential for misinterpretation and demand characteristics, where a
participant aims taalter their responses to suit thequirements of the researcher
(Robson, 2011). To awbi misinterpretation, both interviews were recorded and
participants were given the opportunity to check and refine some of the responses they
had given in the senstructured interview during the RI. The researcher being
embedded in research helped to tinmisinterpretation through an ethnographic
understanding of meaning. In order to avoid demand characteristics, participants were
informed at the beginning of both interviews that they were being asked to reply
honestly in order to develop a programme #mation which focused on how the
programme works, rather than whether or not it does. This change in focus seemed to
enable participants to answer honestly (including offering comments on hindering or

negative mechanisms), rather than inviting a defenstiance.

The semistructured interviews were conducted individually, but the Rl was in a focus
group due to the need to save time and enable more natural conversation to flow when
discussing the second programme specificationy&@04. Despite theconcern that
individualts views can become dominant in a group interview (Cohen, Manion and

Morrison, 2011) this did not occur and each participant had the opportunity to
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participate in group discussion as well as comment on and rank the programme
specifiation individually (appendix 8.16; 8.17; 8.18). Gaining averages of the ranking
assigned to each CMOC meant that the impact of any extreme views were reduced,
although there was potential for some bias and skewed results as CMOCs were not
ranked by all fou participants, due to a need not to overwhelm people with the full data
set (Thornbery, 2012).

The final programme specification (appendix 8.19) would be more accurate if parents,
pupils and teachers had also been involved in the Rl and therefore $lexh ta
comment on the developing programme theory. However, this would have required a
great deal of time from these participants who may not have been able to comment on
all aspects of the programme, so this idea was rejected in this RE in favouretihtarg

the Forest School staff who were more able to comment on all areas of the programme

specification (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).

5.6.3 Data Analysis

Thematic analysis was used to develop codes and themes from all of the qualitative data
gathered andhe six steps proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006) were followed
carefully in order to support accurate and thorough data analysis. Thematic analysis was
selected in this evaluation because of its ability to analysis data inductively and
deductively, a feane which was required in this RE where hypotheses from the

literature required testing, while remaining open to new emerging themes.

Data analysis would have been improved if more than one researcher had been involved
in data gathering, coding the raw a@aand assigning themes to a group of codes.
Although interrater reliability was sought to support mutual exclusivity of codes to
themes, these participants were not familiar with the complex context of the programme
so this may have compromised the accyraf the process (Fereday, 2006). However,

this process was sought to attempt to reduce the subjective impact of a single researcher

conducting a full thematic analysis.

It is also acknowledged that there is potential for subjective bias in the way aode
themes were mapped onto the developing programme specification. A single researcher
decided whether codes related to features of the context, mechanism or outcome and

125



there is potential for error here, particular where contextual and mechanisns taetor

very similar, which can often be the case (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). In order to reduce

this impact, each programme specification was reviewed at least three times to ensure
duplication hadnot occurred. Al s ol, | etyhdes

(1997) advice about what constituted a C, M or O and the final programme specification

was checked with critical friends familiar with RE.

5.7 The Challenge of Real World Research

It is acknowledged that research with real people in real worléxtntan be complex

and challenging (Robson, 2011). Although fortunately none of the case study
participants were ill on the days arranged to observe or meet with them, occasionally
other pupils at Forest School were absent on observation days, whicrhaenghdltered

the group dynamic observed. As previously mentioned, the research would have been
strengthened with a greater number of pupil and parent participants. Oak School were
very supportive of the research, for example they sent out consent andatibo
forms on the researcheros behalf and al
those who had not replied. However further participants did not come forward at this
point and senior leaders at the school felt that if families had wantedriedbeed they

would have responses by this point, so further contact was not proceeded with due to the
need to work ethically and avoid pressure to participate (BPS, 2010). Both sites (Oak
School and Crowbs Wood) wer e ehetesearcherl v .
access to the site for research purposes. The heavy workload of all professionals meant
that the researcher needed to be flexible about days and times to meet with people,

however planning in advance made this possible.

5.8 Implications ofthe Evaluation

The implications of the current evaluation could be considered systemically
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979) in that findings apply to individual, groups and organisations.
Implications for individuals have been previously discussed, in that ForésiolSc
promote positive outcomes for young people who sustain their attendance on the
programme, although outcomes do vary due to individual characteristics which impact
upon engagement with the programme (Bozic and Crossland, 2012). At the group level,
peersocial relationships become more cohesive and new perspectives in relationships

lead staff to attempt to change school teachers' perceptions of the young people.
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Through familiarity with the Forest School ethos, teachers may be encouraged to reflect
on their own approach to experiential learning (Kolb, 1984) and consider whether their
approach is too adult directed, like teachers who questioned their practice after exposure
to Forest School in Maynard (2007a).

At the organisational level, the current y€vernment have been open about drawing

on effective education in countries topping the league tables (DfE, 2011) and at least
one of these countries promotes an experiential and outdoor approach (OFSTED, 2003).
The UKO6s curri cul umshoulddé available withia theesshodl weakt  t
to attend to nosurriculum demands (DfE, 2013). Therefore, teachers and senior
leaders may be motivated to plan time within the curriculum where children are able to
experience child led approaches throughouir teeucation, as part of a balanced
curriculum diet (Gill, 2011).

Weekly or biweekly outdoor education (Udeskole) is occurring already in Denmark for
some children aged up to 16, and more Danish schools are planning to adopt this
approach (Bentsen et al, 2009). Therefore, an implication of this evaluation could be to
ercourage schools in the UK to provide regular chéld outdoor activities through
Forest School for all young people, including those aged6ldith SEN. Another
finding of this evaluation is that Forest School works differently for different young
people Therefore, if schools only have the resources to provide Forest School for
limited groups, the findings of this evaluation might be helpful to aid their decision
making about which young people might benefit more from a Forest School
programme. This makelp to ensure a high level of cost effectiveness in an education
system with unfortunate finite financial resources. Although this research may support
decision making about who may benefit from attending Forest School, the evaluation
also supports thededa o f OForest School for All & (
effects found for all groups involved in Forest School so far. Swarbrick, Eastwood and
Tutton (2004) also highlighted the need to make Forest School experiences more
accessible and inclusivand Participant B discussed plans to create a Forest School
environment which allowed access for all. It is hoped that the evidence from this
evaluation might therefore support the |
accepted educational gtace in the UK (Knight, 2011Db).
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5.8.1 Implications of the Evaluation for Educational Psychologists (EPS)

EPs have a diverse role within education, for example by working with young people
aged 625 with SEN and contributing to whole school and locahauity strategic
development (Hoyos, 2012). Therefore, knowledge of evidbased programmes and
interventions, such as Forest School, which are designed to support young people and
particularly those with SEN, is essential for an EP. EPs are in a positaffer advice

and support to schools aiming to improve outcomes for their young people, and this
evaluation might be accessed by EPs who subsequently disseminate the findings to

schools they are working with.

Additionally, the use of RE can be usefolEPs who are likely to undertake evaluations

as part of their professional practice. Realistic evaluators understand that programmes
Acontain certain ideas which wor(Rawdomr c
and Tilley, 1997, p. 215As EPswork within a real world context with heterogeneous
groups of people, an evaluative framework which appreciates the impact individual
differences can make may be helpful to EPs in gaining insight into how programmes
work in particular situations. An RE prioles outcome data but also be useful to other

settings, which is an important role for a scierpistctitioner EP (Hoyos, 2012).

5.9 Disseminating Findings and Further Research

Research reports were delivered toll Crow
participants who contributed to the evaluation (pupils, parents, teachers, FSLs, TAs and
the SLTs). Pupifriendly summary versions were sent to the young people who were
involved, via Oak School. The research reports were also sent to Local Authéity (

EPS where the research was conducted, including the Principal and Senior EPs who
agreed the research. A key reason for sending the research report to other EPs was sc
the findings could be disseminated to schools in the LA, via their link EP. This
evauati on wil |l al so be made available to
Wood. Publishing will be explored but the researcher is eager to present a paper to
independent journals not associated with promoting any forms of outdoor education, in

order b protect the interests of the research.
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Research into Forest School in the future would be enhanced through replication of a
Forest School RE with a comparable participant group, to understand how applicable
the programme specification from this REasother settings. Further research using pre
and post outcome data would strengthen the understanding of Forest School outcomes,
particularly if post data could be collected longitudinally. As Roe and Aspinall (2011a)
also suggested, research which camtjtatively compare the behaviour of challenging
pupils in Forest School and typical school would be helpful to further the understanding
about the potential of Forest School to provide a restorative effect and the extent to

which an Forest School outconen transfer into other settings.

5.10 Summary

This RE investigating how Forest School works for young people agéé $4th SEN

found that, over time, features of the programme support young people to develop
confidence, social skills, language armmimenunication, motivation and concentration,
physical skills and their knowledge, understanding of the world and independence.
Improvements in the behaviour of young people experiencing emotional and
behavioural needs were noted, as were more positivéoredhips between adults and
pupils and a ripple effect, where skills gained at Forest School were noted in different
contexts. As the study was also interested in understanding how the programme was
supported and hindered in order for this informatione@isseminated to other settings,
enabling and hindering features were probed and subsequently emerged. Despite
gathering and triangulating a large range of data within a RE framework, the study has
limitations and further research is required into FoBestool with different groups and

longitudinally.

Although this evaluation found some positive outcomes for young people engaged
regularly in Forest School, it is not currently proposing that all children spend all week
in a Forest School environment thghout their education. This study suggests that
Forest School can bring out positive outcomes for somkGlykear olds with SEN, and
practitioners should use this evaluation and their knowledge of young people in their
establishments to consider whetherdst School might be an appropriate alternative
curriculum for those young people. The debate about the pros and cons déaitd

adult directed learning may continue (McManus, 2001), however what is being argued
for here is a balanced approach (G#011). Given that the new curriculum suggests
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there should be time within a school week for 4sorriculum learning opportunities,
schools should be encouraged to allow children some-lddldpportunities during this
time, particularly where children ight be disengaging due to experiencing failure
within an academic curriculurfReed, 2005). The argument here is that Forest School
can provide beneficial chilted outdoor learning experiences, as part of a broad and

balanced curriculum (Gill, 2011).
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

6.1 Introduction

The main conclusions of the thesis are presented here, particularly how the study
addressed the research questions raised in the literature review. Personal reflections on
the research journey are also offered,

background discussed in chapter 1.

6.2 Summary ofMain Findings

This study has outlined how Forest School can support positive outcomes for young
people aged 146 with special educational needs (SEN). This study is the first to
investigate the effecsf Forest School for this participant group and the first to employ

a Realistic Evaluation (RE) framework in order to structure the findings (Pawson and
Tilley, 1997). Therefore, this evaluation adds to the existing Forest School evidence
base in the UK. Bsearch questions focused on identifying features of Forest School
relating to the context, mechanisms and outcomes which explain how the programme
works, through a lens of generative rather than linear causation (Pawson and Tilley,
1997). Due to a high el of complexity within social programmes (Pawson, 2006) the
research questions also attempted to identify the most important features, in order for
the findings to be more useful and accessible to practitioners.

Themes identified in the Realist Syntisewere supported by the Realistic Evaluation,
although the quantity and quality of detail gained through observations, questionnaires
and interviews in this study meant than the final programme specification was much
more detailed that the first. Codesorfr the data linked to one of eleven final
overarching themes, mostly relating to outcome features of Forest School, but also
considering how features can promote or hinder programme success. Findings of this
study support previous research which suggetadForest School can support young
peopl eds confidence, soci al skill s, | a
concentration, physical skills, knowledge and understanding of the world and emotional
well being. However, outcomes were varied and depknole certain contextual
features of the programme, including what Forest School itself offers, the relationships
between individuals on the programme and the individual characteristics of the young

people attending.
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The contribution of this study is twoftil firstly to contribute to the growing Forest
School knowledge base and secondly to demonstrate further how Realistic Evaluation
can be successfully applied to examine how and why a social and educational
programme works. Educational Psychologists (EPsjkwo promote inclusion and
improve outcomes for young people with SEN (Hoyos, 2012), and this study would
suggest that Forest School is a valid tool for promoting these aims. Therefore EPs need
to be aware of the extent to which Forest School is usddmtiteir working locality

and should then promote and support the programme for use by schools. The researcher
plans to promote the use of Forest School to support young people aty@d/ddrs old

with SEN in other future settings, and will also use gatnee causation (Pawson and

Tilley, 1997) as a tool to evaluate projects or programmes in future.

6.3 Personal Reflections on the Research Journey

As outlined in chapter 1, the researche
extent to which outolor opportunities can support the development of children and
young people was the driving force behind this research. It has been a privilege to have
the opportunity to engage in evaluating this Forest School programme, and to meet
people with a high leveof insight into how this Forest School works. The scientific
realist paradigm which provided the framework for this evaluation (Pawson and Tilley,
1997) has metamorphosed the way in which the researcher views causation, and the

complexity of social progtmmes.

There was initial concern about the lack of quantitative outcome data gained in this
study, due to the researcheroés backgroun
this evaluation, which are in the form of multiple context +mechanisniceme
configurations (CMOCs), have provided arguably even more useful data. This is
because Real i stic Eval uati on ( RE) answ
programme which works for <certain peopl
Tilley, 1997).Although outcome data cannot be generalised due to the small numbers of
participants in the case study, information gained about features of the context which set
up mechanisms for change and outcomes can be used by other settings working with

similar paticipant groups seeking similar outcome patterns (Pawson, 2006).
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Despite the useful and rich data gathered, the completion of this evaluation has been
challenging. For instance, the overwhelming amount of data gathered was initially
unexpected, antherefore a great deal of time was taken to analyse and refine the data
in order to subsume it accurately and succinctly into a CMOC within each theme. The
iterative process of refinement to ensure codes were matched correctly to context,
mechanism or outme features without duplication was onerous but reflected the
unavoidable complexity of a social programme (Pawson, 2006). Therefore, despite the
time taken to understand and implement a previously unfamiliar evaluation method, the
quality of data in term of richness, depth and detail of the findings made this journey

entirely worthwhile.
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Appendix 8.1. Sources and Summaries of Papers from the Realist Synthesis

Chapter 8. Appendix

Data | Author Summary Peer
base review
Murray A participatory evaluation was conducted in Walgth Forest No
(2003) School leaderssing focugyroups and structured observation chart
of children in thé& settings. Six key outcomes for children were
presented alongside ten factors which were deemed necessary f
successful Forest School. This research resulted in-agaihisal for
Forest Schol leaders to use as part of their practice and also to g
the degree to which the outcomes from this project in Wales app
to other settings in Engl and
Massey A patrticipatory case study over taalemic year of 8 children aged No
(2004) 4 years. Used structured observations, video recording and
interviews. Highlighted key themes suggestingeso School
supports personal arsbcial development, language, learning,
appropriate risk taking and transferabkéls. No control group used
and anecdotal in nature.
Davis and | Reported findings ofeven participaatesearcheandergraduates in No
Waite three Devon settings with Reception and Yeahildren. Relied on
(2005) observation, interviews and questionnaire data to focus on socia
skills, play, language and cognitive developm#fatriations in
. programme delivery and effects were noted and positive outcom
‘_g were illustrated with quotes and obseroatl data.
5 | Borradaile | Scottish research to understand more about whether the results|  No
» | (2006) Murray (2003) and O6Br i §apphdond
2 Scottish settings and how For
S for educational devepment. ihdings suggestdfest School does
o support the Scottish agenda and Borradaile (2006) supports acc(
all children to the programme, although child views were not sou
Maynard Semistructured mterviews with 3 Forest Schoptaditioners were Yes
(2007a) conductedo find outtheir view ofthe aimsof Forest Schodior
children aged & years oldFindings suggest practitioners maxeo
estimate impact on sefisteem and undestimatecapacity for
environmental education.
Maynard Discourse analysis was used to explore the discourse® élorest Yes
(2007hb) School Leaders anwvo Teachers running a Forest School witi16
Reception aged children and9 57 year olds with additional need:
Pre, post and follow up interviews illumindte t he Obatt
discourse of different professionals regardimg extent to which
child should be allowed to takesks in the natural environment.
Lovell This study recordethe physical activity oh=26 children aged-21 No
(2009a;b) | at Forest School and comparison t@ typical school day. Children
a= PhD were significantly more active at Forest School in comparison to
thesis normal school day, even when they had active lessons including
b= Forestry | Physicd Education. However the measuring devices (acceleromeg
Comm. sometimes failed and only osehoolcontext was investigated.
Report
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Knight First part of a thematic review of the contributions to her edited b  Yes
(2011b) (Knight, 2011a) where practitionensote about how Forest School
has been adapted. An overlapping conceptual framework evolve
Ridgers, Focus group interviews with=17 children aged-8 before and after| Yes
Knowles a Forest School programme wer
and Sayers|perceptions of natur al pl ay.
(2012) thinking of what natural play was and their knowledge of the naty
wor | d. T h e waslgiveh priorisy inthe stady but other
stakeholder views were not sought.
Swarbrick, | The link between Forest School, sefiteem and learning was Yes
Eastwood | explored by administering questionnaires to 100 F@&ekool
and Tutton | practitioners in Oxfordshire. The 29 respondents gave qualitative
(2004) information about their view of the programme effects, including
cases where extraordinary outcomes had occurred such as a ch
with speech problems speaking more clearly and cantfiddespite
little improvement with intensive speech therapy. Although highly
anecdotal, it provides informatidrom those who are inosition to
know about the effects and highlighted some challenges which n
to be overcome when runniag-orest Schol.
Waters and | The risk taking behaviours of tweykarold children in the same Yes
i) Begley nursery were observed using a narrative observation technique ¢
= (2007) playground and at Forest School. More positive and appropriate
S taking behaviouwas observed at Forest School where the childre
g were not reprimanded and rules were more consistent than on th
playground. However, the small sample and selection based-on
determined risk taking chacteristics mearthatgeneralisation is
difficult.
O6Bri eO6Brien (2009) wused the dat a Yes
(2009) 2006; 2007) to unpick in more depth how the environment and
features of the programme influenced changes for the children
involved. Out of the 8 themes identified@n6 Br i en and
(2005; 2006; 2007) O6Brien (2
motivation and concentration, social skills and new perspectives.
detail has helped form CMO configurations but only for the three
themes explored, with no justiition for why these were selected
of the eight.
o/ Roe and The emotional responsesmf8boysaged 11 2 wi t h &6 e| Yes
'S | Aspinall behaviour probl emsod weForestSchosl.e
3 =| (2011b) Results suggeshat, over time, more positive affective responses
=2 were observed and there was also increased trust, social cohesi
x explorative activity.
Roe and The restorative outcomes for18 11yearold pupil were measured| Yes
5 Aspinall when at Forest School compared to indoors at school. Mood andg
Q (2011a) ability to reflect on goals were examined and significant effeere
(| seen in these areasdicating a positive effect of Forest School.
3 Pupils withinitialr at i ngs of 0 p otedthelmesh a
_E OO0 Br i € This study was designed to understand the extent to which the Yes
A Murray findings of Murray (2003) applied to children in England.
(2005; Participatory action research and appreciative inquiry of 24 child
2006; 2007)| ages 0 over 8 months used observational data and interviews w
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led to 8 key outcome themes (an extension of the 6 themes from
Murray, 2003). This offers rich qualitative data but failed to seek

Google

chil débs view.
Vande Vandewalle (2010) offers a descriptive accanfrttow Forest Schoo| No
walle is used in a primary school in Hertfordshire. All children (nursery
(2010) Year 6) access Forest School and the programme was evaluate
through parental questionnaires and child interviewslifgs
suggested children enjoyed and focused on the activities on offe
parents noted child enthusiasm about the programme. Vandewa
teacher in the school) noted ease of making curriculum links but
information including sample ®zand methd of analysis was not
reported.
Ritchie Ritchie (2010) reportsn a London secondary school using Forest  No
(2010) School as an alternative programme for pupils with SEN at risk g
exclusion. Although highly anecdotal, Forest School staff felt it w
good value for money due to yielding positive results and being
relatively cheap to run once practitioners are trained. It was sugg
that the programme reduced rates of exclusion and improved
attendance.
Action for | This is acase study account of a Forest School programme fory¢ No
Children people involved with the Youth Offending Service and a Substan
(2010) Misuse Service. Through discussions with the aduhsing the
programme, it was suggestitt the programme enhanced
confidence ad improved welbeing. Incidents of behavioural
aggressionvere reduced, although this relied on anecdotal
information from staff.
Archi- The impact of Forest School was explored qualitatively for asmg No
medes group (n=9) of pupilsrbm a Pupil Referral Unit (PRU). Anecdotal
Training evidence suggests that the programme had a positive effect on g
(20114a) development and behaviour and also fulfilled curriculum
requirements. Five out of the six pupils wants to continue with Fg
School after thgearlong programme had finished.
Archi- A case study is provided of a short {déek) Forest School No
medes programme for pupils from a special school. The information
Training provided is extremely brief but Forest School leaders noted more
(2011b) positive social interactions within a three stage behavioural patte

initially an acclimatisation phase followed by boundary testing an
then more appropriate behaviour.

N.B Medline and EmBase revealed no relevant research. All articles are full text;
abstrat only texts were not required.
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Appendix 8.2 Realist Synthesis CMOCs (Programme Specification 1)

An Initial Programme Specification derived from a Realist Synthesis of the Existing Literature

First 8 title outcome themes from O6Brien and Murray (2005;
1. Outcome- Confidence
Context Mechanism Outcome Source
Among natural resources in a | Child knows that creation is achievable (they Young person achieves at something |/ 6 * OEAT A
woodland setting where adults | have the materials and adults can help them to | new z receives positive feedback about (2005)
model things children can create) their achievements whch make them | Massey (2004)

make

more likely to attempt other projects
independently in future. This develops
a culture of enterprise

Borradaile (2006)

Sessions are regular and
frequent, lasting throughout
the school year

Children have the time and space to become
more at home in an unfamiliar environment &

experience regular success

Children demonstrate a greater sel
belief in their capabilities and are
confident to try new activities

/| 6" OEAT A
(2005)

Knight (2011b)
Ridgers, Knowles
and Sayers (2012)
Davis and Waite
(2005)

Children are taught routines
for safe behaviour in the
outdoors

The routines become embedded and provide a

framework for safe exploration

Safe exploration enables confidence to
be built through seldiscovery

/ 8" OEAT A
(2005)

Children engage in childed
learning and choose from a
diverse range of novel
activities on offer set up by
gualified FSL

Children initiate their own play and learning

Children are more likely to be
confident to approachpotentially
challenging tasks

/| 6" OEAT A
(2005)

Murray (2003)
Knight (2011b)
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Exposure to risk of harm in the
environment with adults who

AT160 EIT OAOEAOQ
tool use, proximity to fire

Child must independently consider the

risk/benefit and become more aware of the risk

to their body

Children more willing and able to take
risks in their learning and throughout
life

Manyard (2007b)
Massey (2004)
Murray (2003)
Knight (2011b)
Waters and Begley
(2007)

Environment is physically
away from the school

Children know there are different rules and this

allows a permissive risk taking ethos

Children are more likely to take
appropriate risks at Forest School
(begins with physical and leads to
intellectual risk taking)

Waters and Begley
(2007)

High adult: child ratio means | Child learn skills and need less help next time | Increased confidence in own ability Massey (2004)
child can be supported on a and independence Waters and Begley
task if required (e.g. building a (2007)
shelter) Manyard (2007a)
2. Qutcome - Social skills

Context Mechanism Outcome Source
Children are given freedom to | Children become more accustomed to | Children negotiate effectively with each other|/ 6 * OEAT A
play independently of adult working independently of adults and with | to achieve group tasks and gain an increased| (2005)
intervention other children AxAOAT AGO 1T £ 1T OEA OB O | Massey (2004)
Children are encouraged to | They begin to appreciate that morecanb{(# EE1 AOAT 6 0 | EOOAT ET C|/ 6" OEAT A
work together on tasks that achieved in a pair or group and listen to | demonstrate more pro-social, helpful (2005)
require more than one person | each other behaviour Massey (2004)
(e.g. moving things)
Sharingof tools and/or Children realise the need to negotiate or | Children relate positively to members of their |/ 6 " OEAT A
resources work on tasks together peer group and develop sharing skills (2005)

Murray (2003)
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Environment presents risk of
being hurt, e.g. brambles could
cause scratches or trips

Children become more aware of the risks
to themselves and others due to need to
keep safe

Children become more aware of others and
help them avoid danger and build trusting
relationships.

Murray (2003)
Waters and Begley
(2007)

Opportunities for teamwork

Children see joint creations

More likely to seek others in the futurez
teamwork becomes more natural

Murray (2003)
Roe and Aspinall
(2011b)

Children see the physical
consequences of their actions

Children become more aware of the
consequences of their actions

Children take more time to consider the
consequences of their actions in future

Borradaile (2006)

Children have their basic
needs met (food, water)

Children are not preoccupied with
meeting basicneeds

Children are able to focus on fulfilling needs
for relationships leading to personal growth
(Maslow, 1954)

Davis and Waite
(2005)

Children are free to move

around in the environment
and choose their play and
activities

Children do not feelinhibited by rules and
expectations

Shy children engage and communicate with
others more, at Forest School and in the
classroom

Davis and Waite
(2005)

Children can move around the
environment and select their
activities & peers to play with

Children expeience success working with
different groups of pupils from the
classroom environment

New friendships are formed and pupils may
have a different view of their peers

Davis and Waite
(2005)

3. Outcome - Language and Communication

other contexts (e.g. home and school). They

Context Mechanism Outcome Source
Opportunities for natural and | Children recognise the need to Children become better at cooperative playas/ 6 " OEAT A
spontaneous talk through play | communicate their ideas to peers on they are more able to negotiate verballyith | (2005)

practical issues and through play others to achieve group tasks Davis and Waite
(2005)
Provides multi-sensory They are motivated to discuss the multi | Children become more coritlent at /| 8" OEAT A
experiences/ real context for | sensory experiences at Forest School communicating with peers and adults and talk] (2005)
new vocabulary about their experiences at Forest School in | Massey (2004)

Borradaile (2006)
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use more eye contact.

Murray (2003)

More variable and
unpredictable situations than
in a classroom

Children are motivated to use more
descriptive language to describe the
unfamiliar environment

Language skills are developed (verbal and
written language). Questions become more
specific

/| 8" OEAT A
(2005)
Massey (2004)

Borradaile (2006)

Culture of free speech and no
DOAOOOOA O CE

#EEI AOAT 1 AAOT OEAGQ
at if they say something wrong or silly

Children speak more freely and naturally
frustration is reduced

Ritchie (2010)
Davis and Waite

answer (2005)
High ratios of adults to Frequent opportunities for adults to Extended spoken sentences and enhanced | Davis and Waite
children extend child speech through narrating vocabulary (2005)

their activities or providing specific
vocabulary

4. Outcome - Motivatio

Context

n and Concentration

Mechanism

Outcome

Source

Opportunities for children to
show responsibility (e.g. using
knives)

Child makes the choice to act
responsibility and keep themselves and
others safe

Child is motivated to be responsible so keeps
themselves and others safe and is allowed
other opportunities in the future

Borradaile (2006)

Subjects on the school
curriculum are set in a context
that is distinct and different
from a classroom

Children are inspired to learn from an
unfamiliar environment

Children want to learn and continue going to
Forest School

6" OEAT A

/
(2005)

Learning opportunities are
child-initiated allowing for
imaginative, creative and
explorative activities

Children persevere for longer on projects they
are involved in. They are keen to attend and
get ready more quickly (as opposed to
reluctantly).

They share their success with adults and
peers away from Forest School

They are more imaginative and eager to

/ Orien and Murray
(2005)

Massey (2004)
Borradaile (2006)
Murray (2003)
Archimedes
Training (2011)
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explore

Knight (2011b)
Ridgers, Knowles
and Sayers (2012)
Roe and Aspinall
(2011b)

Focus on developing the whole
child as part of the Forest
School experience

Children focus and concentrate for longer
periods of time on tasks and issues that
interest them

Children demonstrate an increased
knowledge of the environment. They are
motivated to make sense of their
surroundings and learn more

/ 8" OEAT A
(2005)

Activities may have a large or | Children have opportunities to be the Increases motivation to take part Massey (2004)
small group element leader
Children are out in all Children come to feel safe in the Children feel comfortable to engage with the | Massey (2004)

weathers (dressed
appropriately) on a regular

basis

environment and learn to take steps to
look after themselves (wearing coats
when cold)

Forest School environment and weather is no
longer a barrier to play

Murray (2003)
Ridgers, Knowles
and Sayers (2012
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5. Outcome - Physical Skills

Context Mechanism Outcome Source
The environment provides Gross motor control is required to work | Increased grossmotor control /| 8" OEAT A
challenges which need within the environment (2005)
overcoming, such as walking Swarbrick,

over rough terrain

Eastwood and
Tutton (2004)

Children are required to
handle tools and natural
resources

In the pursuit of a task or goal at Forest
School, children have the opportunity to
make use of their fine motor skils and

coordination

Improvements to fine motor stamina and
control

/] 8" OEAT A
(2005)

Children use physical skills
continually in the Forest
School environment

Continual physical feedback and exercise| Children acquire physical skills (such as

strength, balance). They become fitter and
begin to show more awareness of the space
around them and become more physically
self-reliant.

/| 8" OEAT A
(2005)
Lovell (2009a/b)

6. Outcome - Knowledge and Understanding

Context

Mechanism

Outcome

Source

Children are exposed to
natural processes and
features of a wild outdoor
space

Children engage with the world around
them and become more aware over time| and fauna

Knowledge is gained and retained about flore

/| 8" OEAT Al

(2005)

Murray (2003)
Manyard (2007a)
Ridgers, Knowles and
Sayers (2012)

Learning is predominantly
child-initiated and elements

Children are eager to discover things for
themselves and they acquire an innate

Children learn and recall new facts about the
natural environment

/| 8" OEAT Al

(2005)
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of the curriculum are
presented in a practical
context

motivation to learn

Children are keen for their parents to take
OEAI 10606 ET OEA 0Oi 606
share their knowledge

Children have time and space
to consider problems

Children take time over solving problems
and are more likely to be successful

Manyard (2007a)
Swarbrick, Eastwood
and Tutton (2004)
Borradaile (2006)
Knight (2011b)

Exposure to curriculum areas
of maths, science, literacy
and language in realife
context

, AAOTET ¢ EO OOAAI G
time z abstract concepts become
concrete

Children retain knowledge and develop a
healthy attitude towards learning

Manyard (2007)
Borradaile (2006)
Murray (2003)

Child have opportunities to
create in the natural
environment

?

Creative thinking is enhanced

Borradaile (2006)

Young people are exposed to
changes in a natural
environment over time and
can see the effects they have
on it (e.g. plants
growing/clearing brambles)

Children take care to note changes and
may purposefully watch something over
time

#EEI AOAT 60 1 AOCAOOAOE
awareness of the world improves.

Murray (2003)

Opportunities for skills and
knowledge gained at Forest
School to be linked to other
contexts (school/home) e.g.
writing about FS

Skills, knowledge and understanding are
transferred into other contexts

Murray (2003)
/ 8" OEAIT
(2005)
Ridgers, Knowles and
Sayers (2012)

Al

Skilled adults show children
how to complete tasks when

are they are interested in

Children seethe skills as useful to them
and learn the importance of listening

Children learn the skill to a level of
maintenance and listening skills improve

Vandewalle (2010)
Murray (2003)
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knowing

Practical skill development is
made more explicit by adults
and is moreobservable to
children than social
development

Young people see Forest School as
primarily for gaining practical skills

Young people focus on developing practical
skills and this dominates their experience of
Forest School

Davis and Waite
(2005)

7. Qutcome - New Perspectives

Context Mechanism Outcome Source
Pupils and teachers interact| Pupils and teachers get a better Positive and lastingrelationships/friendships |/ 6 " OEAT A
in an outdoor environment | understanding of each other and develop | are formed. High quality interactions occur (2005)
away from the classroom trust and practitioners gain a better understanding | Swarbrick,
of the children (e.g. individual learning Eastwood and
styles). Tutton (2004)
Roe and Aspinall
(2011b)
Pupils and teachers in same| Pupils and teachers face the same Relationships are ultimately more positive /| 8" OEAT A
outdoor environment challenges, e.g. coping with adverse and understanding (2005)
weather
There are opportunities to | Adults see strengths which are not drawn | Adults have a more positive view and wider |/ 6 " OEAT A
assess chdren in a out in the classroom expectations (2005)
different way Massey (2004)

Borradaile (2006)
Murray (2003)
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8. Outcome - Ripple effects

Context

Mechanism

Outcome

Source

Opportunities for staff not
normally associated with
Forest School to observe

A different attitude from external
practitioners towards the children

Positive changes in relationships and better
Ol AAOOOAT AET ¢ 1T & OEA

/| 8" OEAT A
(2005)

Opportunities for
demonstration of skills and
knowledge in different
contexts, to parents and
other adults

Pa[ents ta}ke moNre‘inge‘rest ip quet Sphool
AOA O AEEI AOAT 80 A

Children grown in seltesteem from having
their achievements valued by their parents.
Families visit woodland settings more often.

/| 8" OEAT A
(2005)

Swarbrick,
Eastwood, Tutton
(2004)

9. Outcome z Emotion al Well -being & Behaviour

Context

Mechanism

Outcome

Source

Regular access to a
woodland environment

Environment has a calming restorative
effect on the young people

91 0T ¢ PAOOTT60 I1T1TTA
measured by stress, energy, anger and
hedonic tone)

Roe and Aspinall
(2011a)

Offers a different Enables children to have a different focus | Enhances resilience by reducing the impact g Murray (2003)
environment for pupils with | (non-effortful attention) conflict in the home

conflict at home

Opportunities for repetitive |# EE1T AOAT AAT AACET | Children use coping strategies to deal with | Murray (2003)
physical activity, e.g. OOOAOACUG OI EAI B 0§ anger so reduce episodes of challenging Roe and Aspinall

whittling sticks, hitting
sticks

emotional state and release adrenaline

behaviour

(2011a)

Pupils are involved in Young people understand the rules and | Children follow the rules of the setting and Murray (2003)
creating the rules and can | boundaries and the reasons for them makg¢ feel safe and calm. Fewer exclusions occur | Archimedes Training
see why those rules are in | sense and attendance improves. (2011a)

place (safety easons) Ritchie (2010)
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10. Hindering Factors

Context

Mechanism

Outcome

Source

Bad weather conditions

3SOAEE AT 18680 xA1T O OfI

FoAresAt ‘Scpo,ol'is,ca}ngel'leg or §taff are r]o'g .
AT OEOOEAOOEA O AEEI

much

Swarbrick,
Eastwood and

Tutton

(2004)

The rules at Forest School
are different to school and
staff may allow behaviours
which would not be
acceptable in school

Some members of staff consider Forest
School to be inappropriate due to children
having little consistency in terms of
behavioural expectations

Tension is caused between Forest School stg
and school staff which may threaten the
POl COAiI i A8O0 AAEI EOU

Davis and Waite

(2005)

Environment is new and
some children may lack

experience in a wadland
setting

Children might feel frightened of the risks
at Forest School (e.g. using knives and
lighting fires) and the lack of visible
boundaries

Children experience a negative emotional
response (fear) and may not want to attend
Forest School

Davis and Waite

(2005)

Future development:

Access for wheelchair users (Swarbrick, Eastwood and Tutton, 2004).
Need for policy makers to have a strategic overview and plan of how Forest School will be used (Borradaile, 2006)
Children benefit from more than14-weeks of the programme (Archimedes Training, 2011)
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Appendix 8.3 Ethics Committee Approval

Dear Laura Southall
Ethics Committee Review

Thank you for submitting an accoulsingReblistgour prop
Evaluationto eval ufbeeB8t School ¢ with young people att
secondary provisiond.

That research has now been reviewed, to the extent that it is described in your
submission, we are pleased to tell you it has met with the Commi tteebds approv:

However:
Please note the following comments from our reviewers;

The Information Sheet and Consent form should both be on Headed paper - either
University headed paper, or (employing) Local Authority headed paper. Both should

include full contact details for the researcher, and for both University and Local

Authority su pervisors.

Also - a small point - would it not be the case that data would be securely stored

for 'a period of time' (i.e. ‘X' years) before being deleted, rather than being 'deleted
once the r esearch has been written up' (I presume this means once the th esis has
been completed - data will, of course, be important in the subsequent writing up of

the research for publication)

Final responsibility for ethical conduct of your research rests with you or your
supervisor. The Codes of Practice setting out th ese responsibilities have been
published by the British Psychological Society and the University Research Ethics
Committee. If you have any concerns whatever during the conduct of your research

then you should consult those Codes of Practice.

Independentl y of the Ethics Committee procedures, supervisors also have
responsibilities for the risk assessment of projects as detailed in the safety pages of
the University web site. Ethics Committee approval does not alter, replace, or
remove those responsibilities , hor does it certify that they have been met.

Yours sincerely

N\
\
!
%
N
LY

Dr Alan Sunderland
Chair, Ethics Committee
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Appendix 8.4 Information Sheets and Consent Forms

INFORMATION SHEETI FOREST SCHOOL RESEARCH (parefyisungpeoplg

Dear Parent,

| am a Trainee Educational Psychologist at the University of Nottingham, undertaking a
research study on Forestt®ol whilst on placement with Eounty Council. The study will

form part of my course requirements, whilst being adri@st to me and the Local Authority.

Due to your childés participation at Forest
child to be involved in this study, which aims to understand the effects of Forest School on
young peoplebdbs devel opment .

Through partnership with ,Qarkto@&mthewelvs ohyouwl chidr o wbé s
yourselves, teaching staff and Forest School leaders about how Forest School may have

brought about any changes for your child. | aim to collect information throwgidaty Forest

School sessions, informalgpeaking withyour child and giving questionnaires to school staff,

Forest School staff and yourselves. The questionnaires will be no longer than two pages and
thediscussiorwith your child will be at Forest Schbalongside the activities, taking no

longer than 20 minutes

As you will be aware, Oagchool will be moving to a new site which will have its own Forest
School. This research will therefore aim to help develop that site through knowing what the
key fadors for a Forest School are.

If you are happy for your child to participate in this study, please sign and return the consent
form attached as soon as possible (bed@feApril 2013, pleask | would also be very grateful

if you could discuss this withour child and ask them to sign the letter if they agree to be
invol ved. I would Iike to use photographs i
record what your child sayd Forest Schodb ensure | gain their views accurately, howdver

will only do this with your explicit consent. All of the information | gather will be kept
confidential, anonymous and irlacked place during the study. Angaordings oour child

will be deleted once the study has been written up and the questisnaad any notes from
observingat Forest School will also be destroyafter 2 years.

If you allow your child to participate, you still have the right to withdraw them from the study

at any time, without gi vi ng willbeacenfiderdialand Al | of
names will not be included in the final report write up. The finished results of the study will be
made available to you and the school.

If you require any further information on the study, please feel free to contact me or my
supervisoss, using the details given below.

Thank you in anticipation,
Yours sincerely,

Laura Southall.
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CONSENT FORM (parents/young people)

Using Realistic Evaluation to evaluate O6For es
secondary provision.

Investigators: Laura Southall and Dr Nick Durbin
School of Psychology, University of Nottingham.

Please circle as appropriate.

Have you read and understood the participant information sheet? YES/NO
Have youbeen given an opportunity to ask questions and discuss the study? YES/NO
Have any questions been answered satisfactorily? NOT APPLICABLE/YES/NO
Have you received enough information about the stud® YES/NO

Do you understand that you are free to withdraw your child from the study:

at any time? YES/NO

without giving a reason? YES/NO
Do you agree to your child takirg part in this study? YES/NO
Does your child agree to take part in this study? YES/NO

In order to bring the Forest School experience to life when repdhingesults,

I would like to include photographs of the site and activities on offer.

Do you consent to photographs of your child engaging in activities at Forest
School to be included:

in my research writep? YES/NO
in other publications? YES/NO
If you child agrees to speak to me about Forest School, do you give consent
for this to be recorded? YES/NO

Do you agree to your oubestibmharesabdutanyc her compl et
changeghey have seemince beginning Forest SchoolAny completed
guestionnaires will be made anonymous, locked away and destroyed after andiSidNO

AiThis study has been explained to me to my ¢
part. | understand that | am freetolwl r aw consent at any ti meo.

(Parent)
Signature: Date:
Name:

(Young person)

Signature: Date:
Name:
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INFORMATION SHEETI FOREST SCHOOL RESEARCH (teaching s}aff

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am a Trainee Educational Psychologist at the University of Nottingham, undertaking a research
study on Forest School whilst on placement ¥t@ounty Council. The study will form part of my
course requirements, whilst being of interest to me and thal Bathority. Due to your involvement

with the education of the young people accessing Forest School, | am writing to ask for your conser
to be involved with this study, which aims to understand the effects of Forest School on their
development.

Throughpart ner shi p wi t h Oa klai® tlgaindhle vieavsa af theG/ouagipérson, Wi
their parents, yourselves and the Forest School leaders about how Forest School may have brough
about any changes for the young people. | aim to collect informidtiongh attending Forest School
sessions, informallgpeaking witithe young person and giving questionnaires to parents, Forest
School staff and yourselves. The questionnaires will be no longer than two pagesdiscligson

with the young persowill be at Forest Schoalongside the activities, taking no longer than 30
minutes

As you will be aware, Oagchool will be moving to a new site which will have its own Forest

School. This research will therefore aim to help develop that site through knathitghe key

factors for a Forest School are.

If you are happy to participate in this study, please sign and return the consent form attached as soc
as possible (befor28" March, please During the study, the questionnaires will be made anonymous,
confidential and kept in a locked filing cabinet. Once the research is written up the questionnaires wi
be destroyed and all data will be reported anonymousiifl only ask you to fill in a questionnaire

about a young person if their parents have giveaxplicit consent for this.

Even if you consent to participating now but do not want to fill in the questionnaires once you receiv
them you can withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason. The finished results of th
study will be made aviable to you and the school.

If you require any further information on the study, please feel free to contact me or my supervisor
using the details given below.

Thank you in anticipation,
Yours sincerely,
Laura Southall.

Doctorate in Education&sychology Student
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CONSENT FORM (staff)

Using Realistic Evaluation to evaluate
secondary provision.

Investigators: Laura Southall and Dr Nick Durbin
School of Psychologyniversity of Nottingham.

Please circle as necessary.
Have you read and understood the participant information sheet? YES/NO
Have you been given an opportunity to ask questions and discuss the study? YES/NO
Have anyquestions been answexd satisfactorily? NOT APPLICABLE/YES/NO
Have you received enough information about the study? YES/NO
Do you understand that you are free to withdraw from the study:

at any time? YES/NO

without giving a reason? YES/NO

Do you agree to taking part in this study, by completing a short questionnaire¥ ES/NO

AThi s st makplaindddosme o eng satisfaction, and | agree that | will take part.

understand that [ am free to withdraw
(Staff)

Signature: Date:

Name:

(Researcher use only)

The University of

Nottingham

OFor e

I
consen

,,,,,,

I have explained the st udtheyhaee giged tha@réntorénédé € é an

consent to participate.

Signature of researcher: Date:
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The University of

Nottingham

CONSENT FORM (senior staff)

Using Realistic Evaluation to evaluate OFor es
secondary provision.

InvestigatorsLaura Southall and Dr Nick Durbin
School of Psychology, University of Nottingham.

Please circle as necessary.

Have you read and understood the participant information sheet? YES/NO
Have you been given an opportunity to gslestions and discuss the study? YES/NO
Have any questions been answered satisfactorily? NOT APPLICABLE/YES/NO
Have you received enough information about the study? YES/NO

Do you agree to allow the researcher access tsitth@ order to distribute consent forms,
guestionnaires and to observe and interview the young people? YES/NO

AiThis study has been explained to me to my s
Laura Southall access to participgmiending their consent. | understand that | am free to withdraw
consent at any ti meo.

(Staff)
Signature: Date:

Name:

(Researcher use only)

I have explained the study to ééééeéééeéeéée an
consent to grant access.

Signature of researcher: Date:
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Appendix 8.5 Treatment Validity Checklist for the Case Study Forest School

Principle 1

Notes from observation and discussion
with Forest School leaders on 2% May
2013

Principle 1: Forest Schoolis a longterm process of frequent and
regular sessions in a woodland or natural environment, rather than «
one-off visit. Planning, adaptation, observations and reviewing are
integral elements of Forest School.

Principle met see notes below.

A F &Sched takes place regularly, ideally at least every other wee
with the same group of learners, over an extended period of time, if
practicable encompassing the seasons.

Each pupil attends Forest School for a full day every
week of term time. The Year Btudents have done thi
for almost two academic years and the Year 10 studqf
for one.

A A Forest School programme ha
observations and collaborative work between learners and practitior
This structure should cldgrdemonstrate progression of learning.

| saw the Forest School leaders and pupils collabora
decide upon the activities to do that day. This was pa
based upon the | earner 034
recommendations of the adults about what neededd
in order to maintain the site.

A The initial sessions of any
behavioural boundaries as well as making initial observations on wh
to base future programme development.

Forest School leaders spend time in the ingédsions
setting boundaries and discussing health and safety.
They are consistent in that if pupils are unsafe with
tools, for example, they are not able to use them unt
they can demonstrate safe use. The Forest School
leaders use these sessions todkwrhich OCN
modules would be most appropriate, and ask the puy
for their view on this.
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Principle 2

Notes from observation /discussion on
22nd May 2013

Principle 2: Forest School takes place in a woodland or natural
wooded environment to support thedevelopment of a relationship
between the learner and the natural world.

Principle met z see notes below and photographs.

A Whilst woodland is the ideal
other sites, some with only a few trees, are able to supportFgresdt
School practice.

This Forest School is set within approximately 100
acres of mature and new woodland. Many varieties @
tree exist here, enabling the pupils to learn about the
properties and uses of these trees.

The pupils often used hazel, willow ad silver birch
for their projects.

A A Forest School programme CcO
and works within a sustainable site management plan agreed betwg
landowner/ manager, the forest school practitioner and the learners

| observed the learners being asked by the Forest
School leaders how they wanted their site to look. As
the woodland is so large, each group can have their
own site which is not accessed by other people. The
Forest School leaders make the pupils aware of theil
ecdogical impact and the pupils engage with this by
picking up their litter, for example. They adhere to a
long-term site management plan.

A Forest School uses natur al r | | sawwood being used for a variety of purposes

to encourage intrinsic motivation. including making a model pig, making a birdbox and
peeling for firewood. The whole group worked
together on the model pig idea to achieve their goal.

A The woodl and i s i deal | ygrasnmé t |Leamershave access to alarge woodland space

which they are trusted to explore and discover
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and the learners, providing them with the space and environment to
explore.

independently. The woodland environment enables
the programme criteria to be net, including the OCN
criteria.

A Forest School aims to foster
personal experiences in order to develop {@rg, environmentally
sustainable attitudes and practices in staff, learners and the wider
community.

Staff model environmentally sustainable attitudes
and an appreciation of natural resources. The
environment enables the young people to have
regular experiences in nature.
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Principle 3

Notes from observation /discussion on
22nd May 2013

Principle 3: Forest School aims to promote the holistic development
of all those involved, fostering resilient, confident, independent and
creative learners

Principle met z see notes below

A Where appropriate, the Fores
experiences at Forest School to home, work and /or school educatio

Pupils undertake work in school drawing on their
experiences at Forest School, for example art work
and writing. Pupils have been known to make article
at Forest School such as chairs andrdiboxes for
family members.

A Forest School programmes ai m
physical, social, cognitive, linguistic, emotional, social and spiritual
aspects of the learner

Pupils are physically active and engage appropriatel)
with their peers. They have been heard using
environmentally z specific language and also
language which requires detailed explanation and
subject-specific terminology, particularly maths and
science. Wien upset, pupils can be left to reflect
quietly and speak to an adult if they would like, with
the time to do this and space away from other
learners who may have become disrupted in a
classroom environment. | noted that the Forest
School leaders were committed to developing the
DODPEI 80 ET AAPAT AAT AA AT /
them the answers to questions or doing things for
them.
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Principle 4

Notes from observation /discussion
on 22nd May 2013

Principle 4: Forest School offers learners the gportunity to take
supported risks appropriate to the environment and to themselves.

Principle met z see notes below

A Forest School opportuniti es a]Pupilshavethe opportunities to direct their own

motivation, positive attitudes and/or interests. learning according to their interests and
motivation. Forest School leaders support this by
modelling techniques or activities.

A Forest School uses tools and At the beginning of the term there is a meeting

learners, andependent on completion of a baseline risk assessment.

between school and the environmental center to
AEOADOOO A OEOE AOOAOGOI
needs and the Forest School site. Risk assessmel
arein place for fire and tool use, amongst other
activities.

A Any Forest SchooliBengfippeocessanaraged
jointly by the practitioner and learner that is tailored to the developmer
stage of the learner.

Forest School leaders mange risk-benefit while in
the wood and formally through risk-benefit
analyses (see associated documents in appendix)
For example, KS2 learners have only recently
started using fire as it was deemed unsafe initially
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Principle 5

Notes from observation /discussion
on 22nd May 2013

5. Forest School is run by qualified Forest School practitioners who
continuously maintain and develop their professional practice.

Principle met z see notes below

A Forest School is |l ed by qual.i
required to hold a minimum of an accredited Level 3 Forest School
qualification.

Both Forest School Leaders have completed Leve
3 Forest School leader training. They both also
hold a food hygiene certificate and paediatric first
aid. One Forest School leader is continuing his
professional development through a Bushcraft
course. Another has an advanced positive handlin
AAOOEEZEAAOA AOO OADPI OO
Forest Schod

A There is a hi gh ratio of p r a c| Forthe Year 11 group, there is a ratio of 2 adults:
learners.
For the Year 10 group, there is a ratio of 3 adults:
learners.

A Practitioners and adu blarsesubjestdou| Al adults present have up to date CRB checks.

relevant checks into their suitability to have prolonged contact with
children, young people and vulnerable people.

A Practiti on e rtsdate first aid qtiatificatiom, lwhicha n
includes paediatric (if appropriate) and outdoor elements.

See above both Forest School leaders have up to
date Paediatric first aid qualifications.
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A The Forest School | eader I s a| Both Forest School leaders were interested in

therefore, as a learnero O developing their skills, both with working in a
woodland environment and with children who
have additional needs. They will undertake their
own projects at Forest School and discuss any
issues they are haing with the pupils as they go
along.

A Forest School I's backed by r e|Alpaperworkisin place.

the policies and procedures required for running Forest School and wik _ _

establish the roles and responsibilities of staff and volunteers. See documents in appendix for examples.

Principle 6

Notes from observation /discussion
on 22nd May 2013

6. Forest School uses a range of learneentred processes to create a
community for development and learning

Principle met z see notes below

A A |-cerdredrpedagogical approach is employed by Forest Scho
that is responsive to the needs and interests of learners.

Learners are not pressured into any activity, but
staff create a culture of motivation and interest
through working on effective and inspiring
projects themselves.

A - The Practitioner models the

Y

Forest School leaders see themselves &arning
partners who are open to developing trusting
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programmes through careful planning, appropriate dialogue and
relationship building.

relationships with the young people. This is
evident in the way in which they speak to them,
often using humour. Both Forest School leaders
put great emphasis on the importance of
relationship buildin g.

A Pl ay and choice are an integr
and play is recognised as vital to learning and development at Forest
School.

Young people were seen playing with a rope swin
in the woodland.

A Forest
dispositions.

S ¢ hinoutug for plirlearming greferenees and

The availability of the natural environment an
choice in activities enables all learning preference
to be catered to. The Forest School leader attache
to the school talked about wanting to extend the
experience for all pupils, including those with
physical disabilities.

A Reflective practice is a feat
practitioners can understand their achievements, develop emotional
intelligence and plan for the future.

Ead session contained opportunities to reflect on
their achievements so far. Plans for the future
were discussed, in relation to the young people
currently attending Forest School and those who
had since left.

A Practitioner obs eentofforéesbSchoal s a
pedagogy. Observations feed i1nt
learning and development at Forest School.

Forest School leaders spent time observing the
young people during their activities. This can
occur independently a together, in order to
triangulate their observations. They report on
their engagement after each session.
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Appendix 8.6 Framework used- Purpose of Piloting SemiStructured

| nterviews

hrwpbE

o o

Are the questionaccessible and understandable?

Are the questions leading?

Have | missed any key areas of development?

Are there clear links between the questions and areas of devel
of interest?

Are all questions open?

How are the researcher s int
Were you made to feel comfortable and informed?
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1.

Appendix 8.7 Semi Structured Interview Transcripts with Forest School
Staff

Participant A (Forest School Leader)

Introductory explanatioin Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed for this
study. | am interested in your views about the Forest School programme and
how it works. There are no right or wrong answers, and please answer as
honestly and freely as you caham trying to get information about exactly
what you think is happening at Forest School so please, feel free to take your
time and consider your answers. You will not be identified as having been
involved. Can you confirm for the record that you hawegiyour permission

for this interview to be recorded?eah, not a problem.Thank you.

How long you have been involved with a Forest School programme?
UméForest School , |l trained about 4 yea
Forest School practitionerawardlbut | 6ve been working he

years so | was involved in the same sort of work for those couple of years

before | did the training, which is how | got into going to do the training.

Right, that was my next question, so you were already involved anfelydau

was the next step really, to runYeah. Ok, and what experience do you have

with pupils with special need€r m, | 6ve been working wi
first started working here so, er, | was thrown in right at the deep end, no

training, no nothing, just go and work with some other people that were

here. My wife was here at the time, sh
part-time somewhere else, paftime here, so we ended up with, | think it

was 13 pupils I think it was four staff and erm, we wereold they were all

mai nstream but they obvi ousntlyiveser enodt ,

nobodyds special needs but there were a!
in there, so right from the word go when | started here, | sorted of picked

itupfrom people as |1 6ve gone al Adndggeand t hen
ranges, has that mainly been secondary?6 s mai nly been second
There have been some, erm, | dondot do e.
few bits with early years erm when Forest Swol initiative was here erm,

during the holidays but predominantly s
webve started working with some of the

What, in your view, are the aims of Forest School?

Erm, itds tar pao modm, comfidencef®hradlyou e r

go with the flow, if one of the students, one of the kids has got something

theydre interested in and youdve got so
with what theyodéve got in itfheyoudwvea dgatnd
them hooked on something then theyore m

A

to goon and try somethingdifferent ¥ t 6s conf | @stercie and se

the main thing for me, personally.Ok, thank you.

What do you think are the distinctiveateres of Forest School which enable

these aims to be met?

I tds student <ce
it

udent | ed, it
environment |, S

i' s what w e
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tick these boxes at ttgdtenyloxesdtotckatthche day .

end of the day; | can tailor what theyol
any qualifications so itos ®amit student
thinkihng about theitea@dasi nohmeaoahé®|l environme
walls, thered@trmeyodeiel inmgs feeling trapped
put somebody in a classroom and cl ose t|

like, some of them are like caged animals when you do th&f; when you
bring them out Iserae et,hdyh@®we cpmt stelee what

them, and it just completely d&Hanges mo:
Behaviour , some of the behaviour |l 6ve b
with some of the kids | 6ve worltkoed with

believe with what AtigceapgeMassive,iydat% out her e

. What, in your view, could be factors which stop those aims being met?
Erm, yeah. Erm, a lot of the kids come from very abusive, disruptive

backgrounds andl get kidsthatcome her e i n the morning an
concentrate on anything because theyor
properly, they havendédt eaten properly, 1

shops on theirway heret§ ust so theydve got somet hin
to drink. So, things like that do make a huge different to erm the attitude

that they turn up with in the first place which is why we started um

making sure we put drinks and stuff on for them first thing in the

morning. | always put a tea box togetherandthe@s al ways a pack o
bi scuits or something so®hafdeyod gesta d
that sort of chilled atmosphere to star:
crap time of things you can sort of hopefully sort of focus on them a bit

more and gve them time to chill out and just get into the feel of it really

“BDS0 some of the factors are to do with the individuals coming to the

progpammeX eah. Yes itodés their background an
there was one lad last year and a bittheyedre f or e, coul dndét <cop
fires um because he was abused with fire and burnt at home so, a lot of

things like that you try and just work round it ®; So you just let him

stand back3ust let him stand back and eventually, | mean wgot him

doingsomec ooki ng on a fire and everything b
|l i ke 6youdre gonna do t M Gneladithet he next
second year | was working here, um, behaviour difficulties, serious

behaviour difficulties, er criminal record as longas your arm, drink and

drug abuse and it took him 2 years before he could actually settle down,

feel comfortable to do something™®and it was the last couple of weeks in

the | ast year aswell when it just sort
nota quickfix ®'But , itodos something that you ne
because they need to feel comfortable in trerroundings “®and if

theydre not used to being treated | i ke
l i stened t o t laemforithémdand itcaes iheémeatwhilk tp

get their mindset into it because they |
yeah, o6what are you after 8 Because thaf

. What other forms of outdoor learning have you experienced or been involved
with, ifany?Um, trying to think now, not a hug
since | 6ve done Forest School . Erm | 6ve
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Eco schools and stuff like that when we get the school groups come here

with their t ea calitderwsrkshop,tandtthknaheyyge | us't

away again. Erm,butl 6 m trying to bring more el eme
kids especially, more elements of bushcrafts into it the natural

environment and what you d®Rigtsad candt
interms of ot her experiences youobve had t h:
does does Forest School compare to this?

Um, I think the whol e, I mean | 0ve neve
looking back at my experience which was pretty crap to be fair, so &

whole Forest School thing in comparison, unh personally think it works

but the schools need to be aware that t|
send kids out; itodés |i ke therebs a bunc!
themforatermandseewhath ppens, it doedtnegds wor k | i
to be ongoing™ needs to be ongoinéga)a nd beénsaying for years

and itdés started feeding back | ast year
younger groups from X, itds no good gi v
because theydve got | oads of probl ems si
done wh e n urgédrang id yoecaryget them younger and work

them throughébecause Forest Schools prei
you get the little kids out, they go an

come out again unless theyobdveaalbeen ki ck:
school or in a PRU or there are problems and schools want them gone and
they come out then and thereds a massi v

webre getting them a |ittle bit younger
these kids lateronaswegothrody but hopefully theyodol |l a
home out here and erm theyoll be abl e t

fit in and know a little bit more about what they want to do, rather than

just saying therebs a year 1llowamgx,oup, Yy O
y and z off you because thatoés what the
report, for t heiforestsehadine@mparsdnitoeschool |t 6 s é

|l 6d say itdés much more | aid back in the
round calling everybodys i r, it ods al {Parfdyoubaveaname t er n
| augh and you have a joke &%MG@Gertasimereds n
amounts of swearing we put up with as wi
anybody for bullying ®lYoudve got ttesspyosdanwimour bat
the war at the end of it, therebds no go
you say, get outdo and deal with them, b
sorts of kids )

. How important on a scale of1l0 do you think the role of F@eSchool is

leader to the programme succe€sR i t 6 s way up there, yeatl
9oral0 atleastbecauseyou,f youdre not focused on wl

school ethos is, youdre | us%®Uayout eacher
were involved in the recruitment for another Forest School leader, what kind

of skills, experience and personal attributes would you be looking for in that
persokThey canélt might not necessarily ne
a Forest school leadebut you need the experience of working with kids

um, and not necessarily in a school environment, outside of the school
environment where youdre allowing them
experiment and explore and stuff®iThat would be good. Erm, butl
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think you also need to see somebody in action to gain that as wé&lb to
observe somebody out here doingfte ah, i tdés really di
sitting down talking to somebody to
people that have been employed over ¢hyears to come and help me and

er theyove been brilliant at interview
and ités |i ke this is what youbére doing
Iikethat.Theyﬁve got this idea in toheir head
t hat 2/ and the kids are completely sw
toldwhattodo(b)S i t6s somebodyealyomneedtm st ep b
step back. A lot of the time, me and R have said this before, if the powers

that be at the schoolscould o me out and see what we do,
us a right telling off thinking oOwhat t
you doing, theydére running riot theyore
youdre sat on vy o u sortibgahe firsdutd®@doiaglsdimed ay j us
whitt®PlBogowedweedrreotg,i ving them the space

ffic
fin

andthesEacetoepro@b)and if theyodve got questions
andask®and then thatoés when you can step i
thatdi rection, then theyadhreeg 6lreead reiamaq. nilg al

without realisingt hey 6r e B ematnd mgwhat 8o al ways t h
somebody who can let that all happéh® u 6 v e -wgeodtv et ohad t eacher
come out with the groowvbasareayuud:iomgheyére I i
come here sit downé, but just ave the

. What helps a Forest School leader run a successful programme? What hinder

them? (summarisie check if correct and ask if they want to add or change)

um,you need the school ds idea with, the
with a member of staff from the school, that member of staff from the

school needs to be clued up about what Forest Schoof 8% Cuz that can

be a big dr awback diyf, ysoudewe dgyo te rsmo merto d

|l i ke being outside and out in the woods
sat down all day and not said a word. T
o1 | ike | dve | aconditionediTAcomesaut,get um,

conditoned by the school and the teachers i
youbve gotta do that, you candét say thi.
be problems®® So t hat 6s sort of thYeatk3ong about

ités about who teyouw¥eahies also,amtryimgto out wi
think, you need to be given a certain amount of autonomy to get on with it

yourself. You dondédt want your bosses on
guite lucky |1 get that here. Um, Il thin
becwse what | 6m doing is working but you
working itdés pretty obvious with the re
feedback that i s coming back from the s
able to pretty much be selisufficientwhenyolb r e out there you c:

running back up to the center or back up to wherever you are thinking oh

|l need this | wanna that i1 toés | ike -
weoll deal with it aaoﬂScmyeuméeUthd ook at it
supportof the senior leadership from the school and from the center aswell?

Definitely, yeah.
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9. In your opinion, what effect does Forest School have on the young people

invol ved? Youodve t al kestdemaapedhere angatherf i denc

effects you camhink of? Can you give me some examples to illustrate your

thinking, please?

Erm, well they have knock on effects onto everythind. t 6 s qui te a bi
questionlt is a big question. Erm...a lot of the students are gaining tool

skills ®as well which they can then take on into further education if

theydre goli r%% ump quz we da; lariedn ¢ kypaawv the pure

Forest School for the early years you take practically nothing out with

you and find what youoberenegeory otuldbere gloat
to take tools and stuff out because they want to make stuff they want to be

doing stuff ®lso it might not be pure forest school as some people see it

but 1 tdés the pure Forest school ethos
guestion was! Just, in you opinion what effect does Forest School have on

the young peopleRight, yeah, sathey gain extra tool skills with tools that

theydd probably never have us&dn if they

\

a |

schools or even going into colleg&rm,t hey 6r e | earni ng about
environment and how to | ook after it an
workoutthere®ls o it 6s good and bad practices.

goes back into um, it can even go back into gardens in their houses and

stuffand how theyore | ooking after, if they

people have hazels and willows in their garded®; and we do coppicing a

huge amount of times, we get resources

to look after the environment, theyth nk wed6r e destroying i
down but what theyore actually doing i

L
.

managing the resources ®mEmttheove got mor

confidence thing, um, | had one lad who was out here for 3 years, and

erm,hewasanbhsol ute night mare when he got he

actually done the forest school l evel

to have achieved that one and hebdés a yo

go into all of that . @&beidgaboatbocomeut al I
here and just gain his confidence and setisteem to move forward*,

10.Would you expect to see all of these effects (summarise outcomes from Q9)
for every child that comes?
No, not at all. What do you think any differences migig¢ based onErm,
the first half term of the year you tend to change, we do have a bit of a
change in the students, um they might send us 4,5,6 kids out to start with
and you might end up losing one or two in the first 6 weeks cuz some of
them ar @andato Lwiitnggy out side, they donot
sometimes in that first 6 weeks it can be a bit of a transition period and
we do sort of sometimes swap the students rouff®'Ri ght , so it éds
something about what that individual is bringing, theirsonality, their likes?

0 |

Yeah, someti mes they just dondét | i ke bei

|l i ke not having boundaries, it doesnot
that do like it and stick it do sort of get on quite well | thnk and get quite

a lot of out of it ®®4Right so do you think that for those it does work for, do

you see different effects in different children sometimes or is it all generally

the confidence, the sefsteem®m, It does depend on what they bring, it

181

\



depends on their atttude as well®®Jum, wedo tend to start seeing um
the kids helping each other more which is really cool, they get here at the

beginning and then er, a | ot of them ar.
damn about anything but themselves beca
dotosurvive on the streets, whether theyo
whatever, and m, some of them youoll

er
just making a dr
making something, you can see a change thatwayetr e t heyoér e
bltmoresomallyawarez) So, thered6s ofqalrtunit

behaviourOh yeah, dsolutely, yeah.

get
i es

Ok, thank you. | 6ve been reading a | ot

ink for somebody or hel

]

(

School which, as vy onasboften withiyoutgerdndat al r e a

early years children. It does talk about some common themes or outcomes,

some of which youdve already mentioned
explore these areas in more detail with you please, and find out whether you

think these effects for young children are the same or different to what you

have seen happening for your group.

11.Do you think going to Forest School affects the confidence of these young
people? If so, how?

Theyodre just abl e t Banctipey meedeo bagiven e x per i |

um, they need to be allowed to be given a certain amount of risk to take

this risk. | mean, everything-i t 6s a managed ri sk, becauc:c

risk assess everything, we have to. But you have to let them take these

calculaa ed ri sks so thateé t hatconfidesncem massi ve

and seltesteem side of things as well. If they do that and they think | can
do that, it sort of snowballs on from that®®)

12.Do you think there has been any impact upon their sociatuadional
development? If so, how?
Yeah, definitely. We get um, |l 6ve had

S |
told theydre selective mutes and by the

because theyodére just, they f eerl mor e SO

connected with everyone |n that group because they come for the year so
theyore all e)randlthhklmave to wookgogethereorbuild
the site so youo V@
and it all starts off at the beginning, your hierarchy from whoever was

sort of at the top at the school and it changes, because somebody might be
really quiet might be at the bottom of the pecking order and they might

YooDvehgotsobiealpegkomn,

be able to sit down at For e $sitdo®t hool an

and whittle and carve and then all of a sudden the pecking order changes,
people start talking to each other more and they all start getting on a bit
more. Yeah, it definitely works on the social sid&".

13.You mentioned about language theeny impact on language and
communication skills? If so, how?

Yeah, er m, |l anguage, sort of some of t
appalling in school and thereds one gr
year | didndét hear a termewhentheyoverd f or t h
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out here, which is quite bizastreHave you got any theory at
happeningthereRo i dea what és going on there, n
term, this last term, whether they were just feeling more settled more
confidentorwhatldondt know we started getting a
of them. But again, that was just, instead of jumping on them again, it was

pl ayf ul banter they werendt having a go
degree you let it go, when they start getting personaléht 6 s when you ha
to step in. Absolutely(®®

14. Any impact on motivation and concentration? If so, how?
Yeah, er it does improve motivation and concentratio® Erm. How do

you think thetlds ihapphenyiébmrge? fi ndi ng s ome
to do and they want to do then erm and
t he y()ebeing all owed to do it in their
theyor safe, then theyodore not being tol
again even with tha,t,l dwen had nsti indye nmths to
and theyodove sat there for the whole day
wood and theyodoll be carving stuff |l 6ve
|l eté6s go coppicing letds do this, and t|
the end of the day, theydve practically 1
want to do it and theyo6ére all owed to do
order theywantto do if“?2lSo t hey ol | perseYeahre for hol
Absolutely ®] You dogetsomeé hat really candt be bot he
them think i1ités just a doss in the wood
not hing. But |1 6ve had students do that
t

v
to because of he abuse t henhem&d at hom
youdve got to-ittr§s adidf wei §itSudpeget every

a little bit of background information on each student before they start

——

which gives me a rough idea of where we:
and i f thegens, ainfy thereds any um al cohc
stuff like this, any medical issues so you can sort of gauge, have a rough

|dea(1°b)ObV|oust when they get out- here it

they can be completely different people but you can use that to gauge how
you need to sort of treat the kidsl have had um, not so much the schools
but definitely the PRUs turnround andsaywe 6 r e not gi ving you

i nformation, you dondét need to know, al |
pigeon hole them. When what | do is completely the opposite, if | get

i nformation which says theybve got i ssut
can use thato work with them, and not work against them. For instance,

I wasnodét told one kid was in care or di
year before and we were sat out here as|
doing when you get home, is your mom cooking you tead Al | this that
the other. They didnodét tell me until af:
Information like that you need to know cuz that can really set a kid off.

But they just thought no, you dondét nee

Which is wrong, in my opinion #*
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15.

16.

17.

Has it had any implications for their physical skills? If so, how?

Definitely with um hand-eye coordination®}gross motor skills with the

kind of work weob6re doing, definitely i m
physically stronger some 6them as well cuz they have to push

wheelbarrows and bring their own tools around, they have to go and

coppice and cut their own materials and drag it all around®® T hey 6 r e

physically working a | ot of the time, s
and |I think thatdés good as wel |l a | ot of
playing computer games til 4 in the mornin% and just turn up knackered,

but they need to do somehysical exercisd®4So it 6s about that
to be outside allday? e ah, yeah we doné6t beast them
they want to make something theybdve got
Has their knowledge and understanding of the world beenedfedf so,

how?

Erm, yeah. Ah. ltés quite a bizarre one
especially year 11s sort of big fish in a small pond syndrome and all of a

sudden theyoére | eavingtheydmoe et ainkiamg gt

this that and the other and you just think well, actually, do you think
thatds going to happen or do you think

youdbre going to move into college, youod!
erm, how did you feel when you went into school? Youave to sort of give

themiwe try to give them or | try to give
on to what theydére going to expect beca
di sappear out into the big bad worl d wi:

going to get aten alive®ISo there are opportunities for you to discuss the

f ut weah,é@e talk about all sorts of stuff. If they want to talk or

theydve got issues about &R hing we cal
obviously thereds iese@s wWimbdawniistc| o&dmr |
somet hing thatéum and somebodybs being |
duty to disclose that but generally, | mean if they talk generally about

stuff and thereds nothing specific then
we can sat of talk around it and still get through.

Psychologicalwelb ei ng i s | inked to happiness, s;
and the absence of mental health problems. Do you think Forest School has

had any i mpact wupon t hevelybeinghlgsopeopl eds
how?

Erm, I think it must have had, even in a, just a small way possibly. If they

know they can come here and itds even j|
safe haven if, to get away from allthewh at ever 6 s going on at
goingonat school . That, | 6ve seen that and
kids will come out and theyoll be abl e
sleep out here cuz they can relax and t|

home®?! So, some of them, also it helphem cope a little bit better

because they know they can achieve stuff here so they know that, if they

want to they can achieve stuff some where else as well. So, but if they

apply themselves here and do that they |
themselves in ther things that they want to do and then they can achieve,

to a certain degree anywaf*® So youdre saying there are
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effects going on there into other areas of their livgbthk so, yeah, yeah, |
think so, yeah.

18. Are you aware ofvhether the Forest School experience has impacted upon

any other areas of the childbdos |ife? |f
Erm, thereds the um sort of significant
whatos the word | 6m | ooR¥Gagyoftedlmea Posi t i
bit more aboutthat/e | | , i f t heydve not got positi
which a | ot of them havenot, theyore fr
you can, I mean youdbre not sort of step
you can show them that not all adults are gits, ifte6ve been i f they
been abused physically, 1 f theyodve just
show them that somebodyds going to |ist

care about something, then you can be that sort of significant other, that

\

um that positve adul t r ol e. Especially with sor
across as wel |l whobés dads have | eft, mu |
beaten up |1 6ve known kids whodve been ki

new partners have said well, he can go or | can go, yoecide and they
ki ck t he ksoyos see yourself aSa gositive male role madel?

try to be positive male role model beca

think that causes problems especially in adolescentbofiSo it 6s about
them havinghe opportunity to have a positive relationship with somebody?
Yeah, yeah.

19.Has observing the young people here altered anything about your view of
them? If so, how?
Erm yeah you look at the paperwork and it gives you a rough idea but
t hat 6 s n o bonifkoa see whatl megnyou have to work with

1
\

them and talk to them and itdés about, I
ités finding out what music they | i ke,

you can have some just normal bog standard chat/bantéhroughout the

day or the next week as well you can t al
hasndédt gone on and | think you need that
stuff. Because that builds on your relationship® s ol ut el vy, and that

i t 6 s a kdmebpdy listening fo them, somebody talking to them and
not talking at them or tal kithmg™down to
Right, ok so itds aboAbdolutelynat respectful

20.1s there anything else you think | should know abouirnipEact of Forest

School?
Erm, not of the top of myhead.
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1.

Appendix 8.7 Participant B (Forest School Leader)

Introductory explanatioin Thank you very much for agreeing to be

interviewed for this study. | am interested in your views about the Forest

School programme. There are no right or wrong answers, and please answer as
honestly and freely as you can. | awyirig to get information about exactly

what you think is happening at Forest School so please, feel free to take your
time to consider your answers. You will not be identified as having been
involved in this research. Can you confirm for the record thatwave given

your permission for this interview to be recordédiave, yeah.Thank you.

Can | just ask how long you have been involved with a Forest School

programme’ years.What led you to become a Forest School leader (or

involved in this programmedf TA)? The opportunity was there at the

school to do one day a week and itds um
webve upped it to 3 days a Wwaek and 2 d
experience do you have with pupils with special neéasitk with them 5

daysa week, from 4 year old to 18. From um EBD kids with the

behaviour side of it to special needs kid$ias that been for 5 years, since

youobdve beenErmbyearhatthesschboh »yedts behaviour er

management and then 3 years doing outdoor ForeSchool.

What, in your view, are the aims of Forest School?

Erm to promote their independencd®® | think, to raise their selfesteem,
um to give something for them to be proud of, rather than being badgered
in school all day long. And erm seHworth, you give them something to go
towards @@

What do you think are the distinctive features of Forest School which allow

these aims to be met?

|l tds more relaxed itodéds still focused, t|
um, but youbve still got boundaries the]l
theydre more um easi er Sofwhenyot $ageadier ds t o
for them t tmyealltee ysdGraemdiét s, therebs as | i
but enough to make it work as in safety wise and we give it, a lot of it to

the children as well, should we do this, should we do that, if not whif?
Obviously at school youol | asbreswhy a mil | i
you candét do this canét do that but her
we try to keep things simple but effective so out here they can make their

boundaries as well and the rules and then we enhance them somew!&ad.

they understand the reamsofor doing things hered®ecause they started the

process off, so ydknow, thei®iSandepstan
about their own boundarie$?t 6 s t heir group as well i sn
itds their vision érewitiwthercampM¥Bsy want to
webre giving it over to them. ltés not |

walking into a set, a classroom with four walls, and the doors and the

rules already in place®® They have no um say in most of the stuff there

buthere 1 tdés their voice isnot it, weore
work together @
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5. What, in your view, could be factors which stop these aims being met?
As in government wise?Any factors reallyYeah, the only thing that |
think can hinder it is the government and the schod*®1 t hi nk

y now
itdéds not working and um so much e

t

0

k

phasi
at wa:
, t he:

itdos gotta be done this way and
necks and itds not wor ki ng.Andibik n
working for them, it works for the majority of them 7]

0
m
h
w

6. What other forms of outdoor learning have you experienced? How does Forest
School compare to this?
ltés the ol d
outdoors butwi t h
crossing t
i n schoo
though i

riculum question
more focus on t
, it is stildl 0
I S so youobve sti
t 0 O rest schonlslarelon dchod w
grounds b 6re a separate e
environment . ot of outdoor | ear
takes place mainly in the playground or takes place outside the classroom
na | i1ittle area or something so itds sti
ités half way there to forest school . S
youdbve got the different, whereas, how
already, if you have tobuild a raft for instance, that was their
mat hemati cal <c¢challenge or their, so
communication but all the stuffds the
did, you know, something | i kagoduth at t
and coppice the wood, youdve got to g
i sndt sol elmatoms twiel Imac¢dhme i nto it an
other stuff into it as well without them knowing € | think outdoor
learning all of the kids know they have the understanding, this is the
|l esson, this is what weobdre &oi ng oétso ado,
lot more structured and expliciY2zah, yeah.

7. How important on a scale of10 is the role of Forest School leader to the
success aothe programme?

10 I think, definitely, ités itds gotta
are the same, sort of um focus on why t|
we al ways push it further and push it f
establishmentbout t herebés a way forward that we

i's the right way HKywuweejnvowedththet 6s wor Ki ni
recruitment for another Forest School leader, what kind of skills, experience
and attributes would you look for? Which ane tmost important (3 or 4)

factorsdFi r st and foremost | guess itds thei
towards why wed6re doing it, youbve go i
the children are going to get out of

o]

tt
1t
muchum-i t 6s hard for a teacher t be a FSI
| ot of teachers in the FS environment ul
FSL for that half a day or a day, and they find it hard to let go.

Constantly watching the children do this and ddhat, telling them this

when |, it o $%Becaudejntthe classrobnethey have that
structure, the kids sit down, you stand
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a bigger person, you tell them to do t hi
youdd land if you dondt, you know, you f e
as a forest school | eader you dondt, yo
them at the same |level™isgoutvose abowher e
somebody who can stepbackdb u 6 ve ega@athtle o do that, yoc
be able to be a bit more mellow, be a bit more nepushy £ The kids

will take you where they wanna take you. You can sway them somewhat

but um it is child | ed and thatodos the d
greatjob in the classroom but unfortunately this is our classroom out

here and itdés a big classroom. Yeah, thi
child led @I n terms of their experience what would you look for in a FSL?

Erm, just some experience in the adoors | guess and working with the

type of children, whatever type of chil
of it, there is a difference with the 1t

the year 11shavegot capabilities are of mainstream school, to workig

with 6 year ol ds whobéve got speech and |
all do it, they all take part and all be successful you just have to adapt it.

You have to have a clear mind | think and an open mind.

. What helps a Forest School leader to run a successful programme? What
hinder them®Wh at ki nFdatumed, ke the support of the leadership

team, resources, Yteladh ghiulbdreeérs oi n \hel wveaké
making now in our nbweschobltwhethbbasni
youbve gotta have the support of the SL°
to step back cuz | want what | want dow
enough about them to say yeah, itds youl
make itwo r k , |l know that so theyodove gotta |
support initially @ Resources you dondt need that

successful , i ttheenvinoronent and keepidgit asvtiist h

somewhat and from the birds what | can hear nowd all the vegetation

and the life thatos ther e®sSohmth&i ds can
support is there but it needs to be in

that you need to make a successful FS, | think, you know.

. In your opinion, whaeffect does Forest School have on the young people

involved? Can you give me some examples to illustrate your thinking, please?

Massive effect, absolutely, | wish | would have had that change when |

was a kid. | had it somewhat but out of school becausdived next to a

wood so | would spend my | ife in the woi
for the children that I've already worked with that have gone onto um

successfully make something of their life, if you take into account that

predominantlyonechi d when he | eaves um year 11 i
or in a cell within the first couple of
webve got a |l ot of vulnerable children

one each year or maybe two that have done somethirgpme successful

years weodbve had 3 or 4 that have gone o
stopped out of prison and trouble, but gained a career. And to see them

afterwards erm if they come in and they see us which a couple of them do

and say its because of what &vdid down there we enjoyed it, blah blah

bl ah y6éknow and to me itdéds got a massi vi
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10.

11.

society as a whol eé | noticed that al wa:
mai nstream schools and when th-2yore goil

butt hereds nothing in the middle. And tha
to say said |l ook ydknow we need to carr:
and the more vulnerable ones work a bit
massive i mpact i tods gabitrhoremonryeuseeel| axed al
youdbre going to have a bigger i mpact on
opportunities at home, all the sort of stuff like that®’So it 6s about gi

them opportunities for the future and skilfSf yeah | mean,yeah and

teaching them thereds something out the
garden or do something with horticulture, be a gardener, they can do

that, they might not be able to work in a bank but they can physically do

something and make a difference to theiown lives®2

Would you expect to see all of these outcomes (summarise outcomes from

Q9) for each child? If not, what do you think any differences might be based

on?

|l wouldndét, yoébknow, youbdbre not going to
youbd be,kebuto in the world, youbre not g
going to, theyoll go down a path when t

crowd and that ®®Iwhat do you think those differences might be based on?

Obviously, some uncontrollable elements like hrae life, their friends, the

environment around them®® Hopefully, erm, they can still pull through

and think we could do this and we coul d
| 6ve got no um | candét makeé yeah | me a
here butwh en t hey | eave, wedve got no contro
make a difference HWEiveuknowthi | e theyodre h.

| 6ve been reading the existing research
often with younger children and have found that it taltsut some common
outcomes, some of which youbve already |
really like to explore these areas in more detail with you please, and find out

whether you think these effects for young children are the same or different to

whatyou have seen happening for your group.

Do you think going to Forest School affects the confidence of these young

people? If so, how?

They all gain in confidence, all of thenf*] Um. What exactly do you think

is happening down here to make thatcharigeg? ma ke t he change, [
theydre trying new things, even the you
down here theydéll try something new, or
and i t étte end of thet sessions when you talk to them, especially

the younger ones, can we do this next week, can we have a go at ffat

But the older ones they wanna try a new piece of furniture to build this,

and %/ouol probabl y latesén,itthdiss olk dtoon dnta kken
mistakes™ and if you can get that through to the younger ones and the
programme should be a | ot | omger than h

bring the older children out here for the year® and back in school |
work with some of them for the year. Who the headmaster wants me to
work with predominatéley nteés not kaosvhot:

A

make a mistake, we make mi stakes. That 6
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12.

13.

14.

do not ever want to show M@teachedive made m
class if theydve done something wrong,

open, weo6ll carve a piece of wood, it b
can see we do it, so they can do it. And then, from that their confidence

ri ses bectamuy es dmetyldilng knowing that i f i
not going to tell them off and they can throw it away and get another

piece of wood and thatods the way
And because, because wedr e |keskaed
see us not, um yoéknow throw a
this, they do it and because t
and can | have dMgo at that. Y

It sho
that an
il ece of
ey do it
know
Do you think there has been any impact upon theiasand emotional
development? If so, how?
Yeah | mean | work with a couple of people down here, as in them,
talkingtoeachother?’Yea hé 6 s t he best place in the
talk about things that they wouldndét ta
staff and the therapists. Iguess| 6 ve had a parent come ou
certain child that lives with mum and another lady but never say
anything about the situation, ever, not even to his mom and or his moms
partner and then in the wood the one day he jugurns round and tells me
his life story in a 5 min sort of flurry of words and when | told his mom

she couldndét believe it she said heds n.
said itos yoknow it ®s that el ement of
Any impact on language amdmmunication skills? If so, how?

Yeah, how they again, it oywahtheytcomen t he ¢
out with wormbgresauredo agdinesver Witbpeech they

can be trying to find a word but not know what theword is but you never

holdup your handthatclbasshas thos, they w
class because youbdbve got the ressure f
their friends and other people in the class but out here they woul™

Theyodove got t heassipdaec eort,o ktnaokne nygou hat we
and webre not going to say anything so

Theyore more relaxed, basically when yo
communication flows a bit easier doesnod:

that®)

Any impact on motivation and concentration? If so, how?

Yeah | 6ve had masses of um how would yol
lad,one | ad who | 6ve brought out here for

hiding under the table at school attacking people, aherm just losing the

plot every so often, to coming out here and we noticed a big improvement

with his behaviour ®¥ and um and his motivation in school because at the

start we were bringing him out here on a Friday so his motivation was to

get to Friday without doing something really silly and, y'know them

saying you candét come out, which we did
sit up and think because he loved it out here. So he was motivated during

the week to get here on a Fridaf®” and we kept bringing him out here

and he was fantastic, his concentration:
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the experts sometimes it doesndt work, |
youé whatever. He was that adamant he w;
swed for 3 hours, for 3 whole hours before he did if*? So he really

persevered at thatfwas amazing. When | took him back in school they

coul dnot beli eve it because this was a
have took 3 minutes before he threwitath t hen woul d have o1 w
something elsedo @wedvhieshaidt |does ewonkt a
yobknow it could be two weeks theyodve wo
been motivated and theyodove persevered wi

wherewhen they first come out theyodre want

and i f it wasnodét theyodod smash it and do
work, itds massive agai n“liShywutdink anot her
theydre thinking itrn nehéeiorltdimomeshs sléd?ve go
again from everythi-agtgeins tbggdher pr bt
what theyotdede@eidsgnoumpressure, thereods
you know youbére not in a 40 minute | ess
nextone, youb6re here for the day thereds n
if it goes wrong they can start it agaif®X Erm, help is always there and

so everything to do, connecting to FS h
el ement itds | otal bftdgéfeeenthat émewh at
so successful. You know they all jump o
together.

15.Has it had any implications for their physical skills? If so, how?
Yeah | mean | er a girl with cerebral palsy, um we all like to © help each
otherwe 6 r e [@saife amr ed6s 3 wheel barrows and 5
comes into it® they have to work out whose going to push it where all
the wheel barrows are the same. Some peo,|
sort of physical way because theyoOove gof
dondt want to push it doMvBotthisbirawtith s t oo t |
CP in her one arm- fantastic, you know when they see her push the
barrow down and sheb6s determi#&d, she m;
times and have a rest but the determination and willpower that is there to
do it and whHatethe othery kids loak atdper and think she
can do it, | can do it. And againfrom having your some sort of overweight
kids here, instead of being sat in a classroom behind a desk for 40 mins
for 3 hours a day, whatewef Whéthery do, t h.

ités just wal king around the wood, wal ki
anot her, i®%andt lpehyysriecadut in all el ements
snow, itos WhSwat tfosr atblbpaurh t hat opportun
bodies?Y e a h ,  nhobgoipgdto walk a lot round the classroom but out

here i1itds | imitless you just keep going.
again ités that | esson thing isnoét it,
run here They havenotaxeuwt shoert e etylbayw fge

walk more 6%

16.Has their knowledge and understanding been affected? If so, how?

Knowl edge and understand is another big
mat hs, English, history, anything, thei]
one set thing that we talk about. When
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thereds 4 ki ds, talRabdutddferenttiings akdiones , t hey

thing rolls onto another and yoéknow you
curriculum stuff, history®gkadagraphy but
child that was leaving school in 3 weeks, been through the whole system,

hadn6t got a clue what mortgage, overdraf
yobknow 106l I buy a car, get a house, havi
so you talk about different things so y

@S o you hav e n éntlaabootiwhat thtalk abcsN®,tyeata and

then it will roll onto something else, it will talk about um we did one about

a kid said, will an egg explode if you put it on the fire? So, we got Science

into it. Wedl | tal k ab akedaboumthwhpyitwoul d it
would explore, that went on for some reason it went all the way through

systems of we ended up with water, we were talking about watef® so,

therei s no agenda, we never know where the
conversationitcouldlastt or 10 mi nutes it could | ast
had some great ones on the royal family
out how he got there but the kid was so intrigued talking about everything

it was bizarre so ®leah youodve got all t|
17.Psychologcalweltkb ei ng is | inked to happiness, s

and the absence of mental health problems. Do you think Forest School has

had any i mpact upon t he »yoeinghlgsoopeopl ebdbs
how?

Yes, yeah | mean it does, | meah @ wad year 11swhen you bring

pri mary down and you set up a rope cour
laughing and that. If you take the y11s over to that- their site - they will

play |ike Ilittle children. Thereds not
children, 16 year old kids on a rope course giggling and laughing exactly

the same as if they were 5or 6 yearsofff!/And éso youdve got t ha
element in with it and their childhood is all to easily taken away and even,

yoknow at 16 wh eerbeewdo@nhere with groups anle 6 v

webve been talkingtabomemsestutes.| Eker tyvhh
do here, hopefully, is gonna go into their heads and stop there and they
can, whether its when theybére 26 or 20,

think about and think back. Somethingods
scream, a piece of rope or something, oh | remember doing this, | think

itoll work that way, | think 1itds great
to my chil dhood tatoend reed see, pdoplecasosnd meh i n g s
names or smells. | think they get that every time they come down here. So

hopefully if they are in a dark place, it will pull themoutofit That 6s real | vy
interestingfl hadndét thought about when they w

18. Are you aware of whether the Forest School experience has impacted upon

any other areas of the childés |ife? |If
No itdéds a whole general well being of th
to your ment al to appreciatitsclipolpeopl e al
giveseveryat school you havenot g tose ti me
all about figures its all about pushing it. To me now schools are an

industry, theydédre a busi 3&yeass,agoi t 6s not |

Forest school is that ouet where we can still get exams for the ones that
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19.

can. For the ones that | teach out here
di sabl ed ki ds-theytsidosld have the expergencesghe same

as everybody else, we just do it in a different way. 16| you know, | think
it hits on everything. There isn
school a forest school, i1tds a |
and there wild.@ be gaps, but itdl
school is a shool, in a nutshell. A school. Every Forest School, every
leader is slightly different, every session is slightly different, every
environment that they do it in is slightly different.

ot one
oad of 1
I stil]l

Has observing the young people here altered anything about youofview

themi | know you see them in school aswell? If so, how?

Erm, because of the job that 1| d

I I ked FS so much. Because, Il d

0 ow | | t pr e sasduhe old | wag in befardlo o

t t I C
[

d
d

[
[
I
ed FS, it was when they ki k

webd go for a walk in the wo
itcalm them down and t*HAandst wawds F
thoug h t |l 6ve gotta work in this, I
a supportive head so suddenly one day a week, three days a week out in
Crowbs Wood here and then 2 days in schoo
the new site, yoknwome.ljusthiskitpitedapons ome | and
everything thatdés chil dhood. We take ev
childhood now? Inschooli 4 or 5, parents are high pre

[
y 6 kn
star
si de

e
0
Bh a
Ove

wor king, straight into school, all the
thsyoudve gotta do that because when you
knowéitds so hard isndét it Sodwywdays? |t

think, because you see them in school and out here, do you see them

differently?They have a lot more respect for you, fome generally. Is it

the way we treat them? Is it the way we speak to them? Is it because we

understand them? Is it because we take time to understand them? We

have the time to listen to them. | certainly think sometimes they have a

voice but nobodywants o | i st en, whether i1itds schoo
pressure or whatever but webve al ways g
give them that bit of time | think you get a lot more respect off them than

(e)rm. Certainly when | 6édm i tootherphople | they
7a

20.1s there anything else you think | should know about the impact of Forest

School?
No | mean, you know yeah, you know what our views are of forest school.
If I could change anything and say to Michael Gove or whatever, this has

gotto be done it would be that every chil (
away from them after theyobére 7, 8 year s
gap and then when theyodére 14 or 15 thinl
worthwhile you can get the curriculuminthe e as a FSL | woul dn
to push that but i1itds that gap thatds mi
i n Holl and, Denmark, Sweden, we should |

a dayT just keep it up and keep it going. You know?
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21.How would you like taeceive the results of this study? How do you think |
could best let parents and the young people know about the results of this
study?
Whatever6s easiest for you. Speak to th
parents.
Thank you very much for your participation. Do you have any questions for
me?No.

Appendix 8.7 Participant C (Teaching Assistant)

1. Introductory explanation Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed for this
study. | am interested in your views abow forest School programme.
There are no right or wrong answers, and please answer as honestly and freely
as you can. | am trying to really pin down what exactly is happénuhgt
you think is happening at Forest School so please, feel free to takényeur t
to consider your answers. You will not be identified as having been involved
in this research. Can you confirm for the record that you have given your
permission for this interview to be recordeds | have.

2. How long have you have been involved wttle Forest School programme?
Only this last, well since September, so the last school yewhat led you
to become a Forest School leader (or involved in this programme for TA)?
Becausethe class that were going to Forest Schooh a Thursday | was
following them around in school so it was autaatic that | followed them
at Forest Schoof*®X\What experience do you have with pupils with special
needsnly from here um | started in 2009 um prior to that one | was
doing a special need social inclusion degegl set up a youth club with
children in need funding for three years and they were very similar
children from er sort of impoverished areas from X and X, which feed
this school.What age ranges have you worked with?he youth club
setting anythingfrom51 6, um here itds mainly Year

primary anyway.

3. What, in your view, are the aims of Forest School?
| think ités to bring people who dondt
adhere to writing work, reading work, a different way to express that
they can achievé®Anything else come to mind2m, no.

4. What do you think are the distinctive features of Forest School which enable
those aims to be met?
Youdre not in a confined sp@oyeouadre you,
notatadesk®™y ou donot have t o®wédar edshowlt un
much writing and written work and | iste
especially with our grouf®infacgisdda very r
note that they could sit there andchat whereas if you give them free time

in a classroom setting it just goes abs
the classroom and everythind®?It sounds like they can cope with that
freedominschoolRo t hey candét cope at all with |
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5.

N o

What,in your view, could be factors which stop these aims being met?
What do you mean likethe weather®® and stuff? Anything like that, yeah.

Webve got one kid who didnoét | i ke chang
going on that minwbusheté&m ®0tl gosuppgose
whatever their special need is isnot. S
webve gone swimming and one child doesn
pool but webve actually get him to go o
n o w. thé dameswith Forest Schoell suppose if they donodt
and wedére taking them out of their c¢comf
and yoknow, t10 miputesmroa and them theyEarry of*®;

So it can be something about the difficultieatttihat child has which can
sometimes stop them accessing Forest Schéedh, yeah.

What other forms of outdoor learning have you experienbkdhone at all.

How important on a scale of10 is the role of Forest School leader to the

success of thprogramme? If you were involved in the recruitment for another

Forest School leader, what kind of skills, experience and attributes would you

look for? Which are the most important (3 or 4) factors?

10, definitely. They dve gotta havAeandBhavegohose ski | |
Theydve also got to |Iike the children al
need these sort of activities. Patience as Wi When you say the skills

that R and A have gétcan you pin those down a bit for me pleagésl

t h ey 0 v dtharsant ef bushcraft, their health and safety stuff, their

fire making, their woodcarving, and all that sort of stuff, electric tools and

all that so they sort of pass on all of that. They seem to do it as a hobby as

well and t heyoOyvéek ngoow sltootrse soft ount,el | t o r
went off on a cour se TJameanburlegdg6r e eating
t hought that was fascinating. They enj o
breathe and eat Forest Schools and | think that rubs off on the ddren

MBS0 it needs to be somebody whods very
Yeah. | mean | joined another Forest School group to cover A and one of

the pupils there, it was a totally different camp to ours and he had to show

me the camp and he jusregurgitated everything that B had ever taught

him. | told B the next day and he was really chuffed, absolutely amazed.

What helps a Forest School leader to run a successful programme? What
hinder them?

| think the school management team have got toebbehind itT | think

they need to be interested in it. I
shame they candt come out and®@sdnee th
my daughters school theydve got a f a
these t hey constantly talk about this
and theyob6re desperate just to go to
farm in that sort of environment and not be in schoolls there anything that
hinders the running of a succadgfrogramme? mean 1t 6s money i s
mean, like this High school has got it all based in their school, | mean

maybe itds something that could be buil:
and buying into other facilites®™So do you mengthati t s s o me
could be done on school site or do you think it needs to be away from school?

i
e
a
r
P

:TQJBU)I

t
e
r
f
t

195



Il tés works away from school but | can s
well, yeah definitively.

9. In your opinion, what effect does Forest School have on the yaome

involved? Can you give me some examples to illustrate your thinking, please?

We | | in this, my particular class, the
got the top dog and the sort of | ower p
totally changed around atForest School®Um, a lad that gets picked on,

you know, teased for his glasses and his low ability has sort of excelled at

Forest School and | think itdés reduced,
his bullying in the classroom®]We 6 v e aalnsoot hgeort pupi | whoods
doesndét engage with any of the academic
| ot but again sheds thriv@dot eSorée, itos
itds about confidence and the children
light?Yes, definitely and wedve got another
you know name calling whatever but heods
this group and | think thatos hel ped in
@9 Yeah,we al so wedvesgwhot donmembeme to th
and the one | ad in the classroom settin
play up to him and everything and when
di fferent setting once weodre in Forest
got noone to sort of look up to and bounce off*® So, you knowt hey 6 r e
more equal there, they are very equal and in fact the two lower ones have

come up® So your saying it has impacted upon that social hierarGiy?

yeah definitely.

10.Would you expect tgee all of these outcomes (summarise outcomes from
Q9) for each child? If not, what do you think any differences might be based
on?

Il d Iike to think so especially i1 f they
A and B. Becauseghey do encourage them thg do encourage them to try,

and you know, youb6bre not going to fail,
fire sticks they all try and get fire s
doing it years and years and what theyd
-even when X didndét wanna do it, yoknow
sort of thing ] So you think the effects are quite similar? t hi nk cuz it o6
not academic | dondét think they see that

goingtobeanexam,atbugh we have done cour seworKk

just things we can talk about that weodv:

books. | donét think theyore r®4dlizing
suppose thereds perhaps athsisgooraval | wi t h
practical ®wWe t al k about things a | ot and itd

conversation around the campfiré®®, you know the last few weeks we

havenét really done much because they h;

fire buil dierhpsthatlare yhé other andeenust sit there and

the fact that they can just sit there is good. Because if we give them free

ti me when they just wanna sit there in
we lose 3 or 4 of them within minutes. Whereas ifthedg now t hey or e
getting free time like the last few days of term most classes will be having

free time, and they wonét come to | esso
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11.

12.

13.

school, theyodll $e¢ twasmdaedisngdg i krroymd dr e
all a lot more focused at Forest SchoéEah they are and we can talk

di fferently, | mean not that 1 tos inapp
more relaxed environment®®we have this little joke that what hapgns

i n the wood stays in the wood. But, (R I
in the wood®™] | mean one pupil who shrugs her shoulders here a lot, if

you go off to collect firewood with her
and | can learn loads fromdown there®So it 6s somet hing abo
upi would you expect to see that in other pupils as welihk so | mean

| 6ve been with them in and outside of s
had some similar exper i eihmokdhatyguai n as we|
know, i1itds a positive impact all round,

| 6ve been reading the existing research
often with younger children and have found that it talks about some common

out comes, some o fmewntionea (lithey baued. Ywoulda | r ea dy
really like to explore these areas in more detail with you please, and find out

whether you think these effects for young children are the same or different to

what you have seen happening for your group.

Do you thinkgoing to Forest School affects the confidence of these young
people? If so, how?

I think they | ack confidence in an acad:
read or write and they think theyodre j u:
to start tasks.Whereasifwe 6 r e maki ng something itds
task isndt it so you knowi Wehevyedr e not
watched step by step and theyodve all ac|

different academic levels within a classroom setting yét h e yalb v e
achieved®™j ust from copying stepSbhtheirst ep thi
confidence is Impsownwionghepdeenseeéei ng t h
theyore abl e t oldndthieytsuppont dachdotherast we | |
well, yeah, a redmef®because mean lalspnmdetthis

chair and they said 6écome on MissoO6 and

now! ™

Do you think there has been any impact upon their social and emotional

development? If so, how?

Yeah. Some of these that are dwer level in the classroom setting have

sort of achieved more than the other bo:
to sort of making cans or throwing stic|
but heds definitely held hiprovedwn t here
which has helped hi i

m in the school sett|
them now whereas he did beforeOh r i ght , woul d you say t
now?Theydére friends there, theybébve stildl

to Crowbs Wood so when heds about theyo!
this other pupil but like | said he stands up for himself now, definitely®"]

Any impact on language and camnication skills? If so, how?

Uum, I mean a couple of them were ok any)
want to engage in things within a cl ass:
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the same but no where near as, yoknow w
theyg i Il woul dnét get involved in the | es
5 or 10 minutes time on their own and t |
definitely changed,yeahSo do you t hink youdre more &

in a conversation nowlsuppose so,welho we canoét do it in t
setting but | suppose itodos because itds
cajole them a bit more at Forest Schodf®l see, so theyo6re mor

to what youodr e s &eah, yeghHave yokmotied st School ?
anything about their vocabulary developmeitthmé n o Itheyne a n

know all the words, the terminology to |
specific to that®?One of them will chat if you go off on your own

whereas she, sheods ondr.t Thfeydddilt e prannt e pi |
youore2bnora slmal |l er setting or i f youor e

thereds a topic of conversation they al|
themé. You know they®HButt eln dwa wl dsrhéatr es any
seen anynoticeable difference in the actual language used.

14. Any impact on motivation and concentration? If so, how?
Other than one pupil, he lacks motivation he gets bored quite quickly.
Um, that still happens in Forest School but he tends to always go back to
suf f at Forest School. Whereas, whereas
classroom setting, It can be 61 6m not d
It may take another two lessons to get him back in whereas there if you
|l eave him for a fewomenbie& awowmdntdhemeldé
do a different task or Soo npte rnhuaep swihtehd sw hn
likely to persevere at Forest Scho¥@ah, and he just gets out and wanders
round in a school settind® | wish you could see them in this setting, it
would be really interesting.

15.Has it had any implications for their physical skills? If so, how?
Theyodore always competing against each o1
ability person in the class has definitelyexcelled on the physical side. And
even the er the girl pupil that ydéknow
anything s heodsmgdehemyeah theyrall takeuhs butt 6 s
the argue about the wheelbarrows buttheydodoil. s t hat because t
heavy?Yeah.

16.Has their knowledge and understanding been affected? If so, how?
Oh definitely, definitely, um well like | said the two lower ability pupils in
that class group | think have done more coursework than the other boys
t her e, yes extraroduesdwhich vehs quiee good% Um.
Yeahh And um t hey have | earnt it bec
i nto school here or theyoll tell
this and this to it. Because they just want to develop it furtér ©%INo |
think theyodve I|Qnae naf at hetp upfi Isskiwh osbs a
Crowds Wood he was keen to tell the oth
knew. | mean he wasnodét al ways right but
that and they all sharedtheir knowledge®®%I f someoneds going o
make a chair they all, remember how you do it like this so they all feed
into 1t, so | 6d say theyoéve all/l gai ned

ause tF
A can
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17.Psychologicalwelb ei ng i s | inked to hajpgeiness, s

and the absence of mental health problems. Do you think Forest School has

had any i mpact wupon t he »yoeinghlgsoopeopl edbs
how?

I think theydre able to sh

A

are um more oOf
sort of setting, aswherwe 6 r e sat round t he
Kk

fire, um

probl ems, yeah. And we tal about situat
things that happen there. So yeah they do they shaf&. Well we do as

well, we, the staff go thereautand have a
supportive with me sometimes, yeaf®So it 6s model |l ing t hat
ethos?Yeah.

18. Are you aware of whether the Forest School experience has impacted upon

any other areas of the childbés |ife? |If
Well Idothinkt hey dve al Icorficent @®htrey smaref?® they

get on as a team in that setting definitelff®u m, whi ch wedve alre
sai d. ltés just a |l ovely, relaxed setti)
much. | mean theydéll say éoh | &d&m not gol
they do, in comparison to being cooped up in a classroom.

19.Has observing the youreople here altered anything about your view of

them? If so, how?
Yeah | get cross sometimes if they want to pick on people and I think, that

doesndét happen el sewhere. | get a bit c
can be nice ltou et lyewthem ldadgbetter, yeah

definitely |l oads better, |l 6ve got such
I n fact | thiilnkt hiitnéks tthoeoy gt@foMdoukd | 6 m t hei
you say your relationship is more positive thén? 6 s a | | positive, vy

definitely. | mean they all say | fight their corner and | do, | would. |

think thatdéds had the same affect on me
me as well in a way, do you know what | mean®we went somewhere

and they all hadsweets no | di dndét, | bought them ci
and web6ébd also been on a school trip and
them to buy sweets and this one pupil was eating thémmot in our class.

Management came in to tell them off for eating thesenseets and | came

and said 6oh |1 6m sorry | Doottgaght t hem ch
theydd eat i1it, think | 6d apologise for
they came to my defense straight away,
only tryi ngknéwoSo theyldgsiick upYooyou as well?

Definitely, yeah. So you know that has worked both way&®

20.1s there anything else you think | should know about the impact of Forest

School?
ltés just fantastic, isnbé6t it? | wish y
though.
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Appendix 8.7 Participant D (Teaching Assistant)

. Introductory explanatioin Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed for this
study. | am interested in your views about the Forest School programme.

There are no right or wrong answers, and please answer as honestly and freely
as you can. | am trying teeginformation about exactly what you think is
happening at Forest School so please, feel free to take your time to consider
your answers. You will not be identified as having been involved in this
research. Can you confirm for the record that you havengyour permission

for this interview to be recorded’zs | can.Ok, thank you.

. Can I just ask how long you have been involved with Forest Schowi;?

this is, | did it for probably 4 years and then | had a had a 2 year break

and now | 6 mOkbaadch&w conmes/au gat involvedffinm, | was

just asked to, when it first started, to go along with the groupRight, ok,

have you done the Forest School leader trainkhg? |1  dNO, dkp b tvhat

age ranges have you workedwithh ey 6 ve al wagysungeeen, um,
than Year 10.Right, ok.

. What, in your view, are the aims of Forest Sch&i®, | think the big thing

is confidence building®®, um, and just giving kids a chance to see that
environment because many of onow,s, just
they never go anywhere or so this gives themachar8So it 6s a di ff e
and a new opportunityPotally, yeah, yeah.

. What do you think are the distinctive features of Forest School which enable
those aims (confidence building) to be métaysg What is it about Forest

School thatos different, | suppose?

Well, whatever they have a go at, they
candt really faifAatd whasegser vahéegddot h
they can do, um, normally thereds somet |
they can find their little niche ®#Umés o it 6s somet hing abou:
environment, allows them tao not fail?Yeah.The acti vi ties on of
And | also think itds the approach of the
know, theydre not suited and booted, yol
and that they wear, are, you know, war m.
clothing that youoweant, dssmoitt ¥ un &tn ofwa g |

relaxed ¥1Ok, thank you.

.S0 jus thinking the other way, webve t al
which enable those aims to be met. Is there anything you can think of that

might stop those things happeg? Any factors that might stop the confidence

growing, anything that hinders the programme?

Er m, umé we do get some who are not kee:
el ements. So if itbés cold and wet, um,
wel | | 6m n dts gaiimg nguy z piatrent s  wi | | keep
Um, but other than that, o, no | candt

. Have you done any other forms of outdoor learfiimgnning or supervising
anything else® m, wel | thereds the er Where Nex!
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di d. | also support them out at coll ege.

the, over the years college courses with them, ertdow would you say

Forest School compare to those other programings? nk 1t 6s up

the top.Right. Yeah,emBecause coll ege is stil

type of | earning environment which

|l i ke a brick wall. They come into
tofai |l . Whatever it is that youore
somet hing thatods fun, ey
And are you saying FS d
environment* eah yeammm.i t 6s

t h
i s i
out

. Youbve already hinted at the role
1-10 is the role of Forest School leader to the success of the progratme?
it 6s 1 0youwenenmyolved in the recruitment for another Forest
School leader, wh&ind of skills, experience and attributes might you look

for?

Well the main one is that they <can

can identify with the with the kids @Ok, are there any

look foraswellEr m, wel | knowl edge of what
you know, that they kno\ntewmtsafthindshey 6r

like the coppicing and horticultural side, is that what you mé&azh. And

doi
cafil not
fferent

t her e

, I
it
a cl

ng

k
|
a

de al
becal

of t

h

experiences, is therdmanwehingobvleabnygu

with with the one. Erm and A erm, he knows where the kids are coming
from because he understands their backgrounds and how they ticko it

doesndét necessarily need to be somebody
Ohnotatall,no,no.Ri ght , but itéds somebody who

Relate and identify with the students, yealf®

. What helps a Forest School leader to run a successful programme? What
hinder them? (summari$echeck if correct and ask if they want to add or
change)

Their knowledge, yeah, er knowing
skills 99 Ok, is there anything you think might hinder them running a
successful programmé®m, just their approach to the studentsDo you

mean i f theyOor,e ia biirotu | adineditt o wiotu & din & n

. In your opinion, what effect does Forest School have on the young people

what

involved? Can you give me some examples to illustrate your thinking, please?

Um, well confidence building definitely, um getting them focused reve

did have a student here who just ran riot all the time was never in
classroom just caused issues and caused problems for all the time he was
on site, erm going off smokind®.When we took him to FS the one rule
was that there was no smoking allowednd we thought this would be an
issue because he would gobefore he came into school he had to have a
cigarette er and then heod o off
day but because he wanted to go to FS and because he like@ithere, er
we never had issues with smoking he never, had a cigarette all day and

C

1

wor

at br

you know, we really thought, yoknow at

off and have a cigarette and it was a definite no, no smoking from day one
E9%Why do you think that wasBecause he wanted to be there and he
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10.

11.

12.

13.

knew that, youknow.So he knew he coul dmbatbe ther

it T no Forest SchoolMight it have been that he was so engaged down there

he didnot t hi nk Tleahmay havedeemnthe case aftergar et t e ?

whil e um but saoihcantbe usedss ajcarretiné way to get

them to focus on their behaviour2ah, yeah® Erm and he um he just

loved being there and | used to come back to school and | used to say you

know, you | ust Andhdatitude towdnds ing because i t .

we were in a different envirofd®ent um e
T h at 0 stingibacauserother people have mentioned that. From him

you know, to me, A, um,n school his language was atrocious but out

there you never heard him swear, it was just a total turn around and

people couldndét believe ivyhewdveen | used
swears atCrowd s W&%Sd it ods something about conf
motivation to stay¥eah.

Would you expect to see all of these outcomes (summarise outcomes from Q9)
for each child? If not, what do you think any differences might be based on

Oh ités got to be ability, you know | d&v
able, um therefore itds a confidence bu
able you do see a difference after a whi
woul dnot beforletosUnabbUtltagsgmemarethemakes [
can do out there the more motivated they become to con 1d)

It

| 6ve been reading the existing research
often with younger children and have found that it talks about some common
outcomes, some of which youbve already |
really like to explore these area more detail with you please, and find out

whether you think these effects for young children are the same or different to

what you have seen happening for your group.

Do you think going to Forest School affects the confidence of these young

peopledf so, how?

Erm,we get them to do things that they ju
and with, with a bit of, not pushing, but just telling them that they can do

it, you know and then they will have a go and then next time it gets easier

GHEr 6 0 | ut@xerianbiry succesy?ah.

Do you think there has been any impact upon their social and emotional

development? If so, how?

Soci al and egmathi csmaltéEe?)y friendships, h
managi ng t hwdll agairebectse wersgerd a lof time

especially when ités really cold weol |l a
chatting then®® in factwe 6ve got one particular | ad
years here just didndét speak, and itds |

actually does converse, albe odd words or a couple of words but he does
and heodos very relaxed um Biso heds have
getting a | ot out of it sYeahi ally i f heo:

Any impact on language and communication skills? If so, how?

Well yes they do, because quite often y
you know, this year weobdbve got two who h;
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14.

15.

16.

17.

see them because they, for tihtheyn, they ki
see someone strowegl breg atulsey avlel dgpo str ess
team, we work together. Um, which some of these, some of our kids really

struggle with but you know they do get into that, that sometimes you need
someoneod6s help and they might need your
know, so again after a while, that social comé®iSo t hereds more he
behaviour, i s t hYedah. what youbre saying?

Any impact on motivation and concentration? If so, how and how might it

compare if you see them in school?

Only a couple of mine who | 6ve only bee
early days but agai becausethéyicamkucceadds down |
hel ps with the concentration because th
doing um whereas in the school situain, sitting at a desk they just really

struggle with it ®and concentratingandermat FS t her eds goi ng

an end product, not a piece of work you know numbers on a page which

quite often means nothing to them, numbers on a page. Whereas they can

actually have a piece of work, whether it be a carving, chairs, some of

mine have made chairs and table$®a ndséo i t & somet hing that
means something to them, YdalnAdyou hey dr e pi
saying that they can concentrate forgenat FS¥eah, yeah.

Has it had any implications for their physical skills? If so, how?

Physical skills as in motor skills and things? eah.Well yeah because

theydore um, i f possible we get them usi |
t hings, tihreg/,6rief btuhdy build a shelter or
hammers and tools and things which is all good for theimotor skills and

coordination and that ®?4So you see that happenibge c ause t heyodr e
practising, therera opportunities to use itPeah.

Hastheir knowledge and understanding been affected? If so, how?

Again yeah because like | said the knowledge thing the fact that they the

couple that weobdve got this year who wer
knowledge now tohelp the others® Sothep r e gai ni ng knowl edg
all the time?Yeah, definitely. From being taught or experiencds®m being

taught and someti mes just from their ob:
things and um®]

Psychological welbeing is linked to happiness, satisfacvon t h oned6s | i f e
and the absence of mental health problems. Do you think Forest School has

had any i mpact upon t he yoeinghlgsopeopl ebd
how?

(@)
(7]

Erm, well theyo6re, all of the ones | 06ve
themhavete en happy to go and theybéve actual
them in the <cor réisdecer yaonud Wehdenyeésldla ys anyi s s
Schovdw know, theyore ®Plom, ksilsagthefeor war d t

O
was just the one particul AMiatwasthati n al |
due to do you thinkThat was his attitude towards everything, still is*%:

So his own personal choices and preferen¥esh.
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18. Are you aware of whether th&rest School experience has impacted upon
any other areas of the childés | ife an
Well I think because for some of them it is like that carrot that if they
dondt behave and t hkosestgchoolEremxaodluded t he
think it does make them stop and think you know, is it worth playing up
and getting excluded, if | d8not get t

19.Has observing the young gae at FS altereglour view of them? If so, how?
Of the children? Yeah.Oh definitely. As | said like the one who comes to
mind is wasT, who at school was just horrendous and then you got him to
FS and he was just a totally different person. There, there was someone
nice in there trying to get ouwt. But i
horrendous for him, there were lots of issues um but there it was almost

d

n

(0]

t

he-youdéd get him there and he could for ge

was a nice little world®®. Did you have a different view of him in school?

Oh definitely yeah, definitely and youknow | would say because you

know hedd be playing up, |l 6d say oh yo
you could see him at F(%).Isbtkmlcsamemieg heds n
youdve noti cedWeatwyehh ot hers too?

20.1s there anything else you think | should know about the impact of Forest
School?

Erm,1j ust think itds brilliant, yeah. Er
had the chance to go, |l 6d |Ii ke them to
ol der oneg,lknowirey do it in dchoolsayou know they have

littl e areas domdt It htelyi mikh fsaemotohe | i tt]

um because it exposes them to all these things with their teachers but |
think for the older ones it is um much nicer to go f site, | think that
makes a difference. I f we were doing i

u

o |

m

t
u

area down there and there was talk abo
it would work because its still in school. Taking them out, to the forest,

totally diff erent people, um there are no teachers, Headteachers or people
breathing down theirneck®®and A i s just brilliant at

amazing.
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Appendix 8.8 Extracts of Observation Notes
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Appendix 8.9 Extracts of Documentary Evidence
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