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Abstract 
Experiential Based Learning in the context of Outdoor Adventure Education is delivered in complex learning 
environments where teachers deliver programming in isolation (Fang et al., 2023). Due to the complexity of 
working in natural environments, often in remote and wilderness settings, and teachers working in isolation 
inconsistencies between deliveries of the same subject or programming often occurs (Picknoll et al., 2023). This 
article will provide a reflective case study to examine and demonstrate how embedding immersive learning 
teaching and learning practices can be effectively included to achieve greater consistency between Experiential 
Based Learning programmes to meet the Intentioned Learning Outcome (ILOs) (Biggs, 2014). In addition, this 
delivery structure has been applied to the intensive delivery framework of Victoria Universities Block Model, 
which occurs over a four-week delivery period. 

Immersive Learning Practices (ILPs) are experiences that can be facilitated in situ, or replicate authentic and real 
conditions as described in Boud (2022). However, these practices and how they relate to programmed delivery 
need to be explicitly communicated to teaching staff prior to program delivery. Program ILP also need to be 
evaluated and assessed by teaching staff in the field to consider possible adjustments to their application for future 
programming.  

This case study will be referring to two units/subject delivered at Victoria University within the First Year College 
and are part of the School or Outdoor Leadership and Outdoor Environmental Science. Both SOL units contain 
HE and VE outcomes that provide knowledge and skills required in subsequent units/subjects contained in these 
degrees as well as in relevant industry workplaces. The application of a pre-delivery information for staff about 
contained in the unit online learning management system and pre-program briefings have been used to 
communicate how EILP can be applied to field teaching and programming. These measures have supported some 
improvements in providing consistency between EBL programs facilitated by independent teaching staff as part 
of an intensive learning framework in a remote and wilderness settings. 
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Introduction 
This article reflective case study will examine how ILPs have been programmed within the VU 
Block Model, a four week intensive learning framework, to produce greater consistency 
between Outdoor Adventure programs facilitated by independent teaching staff in complex 
teaching and learning environments (Snowden, 2011). The variability in field programming in 
this context is due to a variety of factors that often include dynamic natural and social 
environments facilitated over multiple days and nights (Picknoll et al., 2023). Group dynamics, 
weather, terrain, and trip preparation by individuals all play some role in contributing to the 
complex nature of these teaching and learning environments.  

The intensive learning framework referred to in this case study is the VU Block design and 
delivery principles and EBL provide important frameworks that guide and inform experiential 
(Kolb, 1984), and “authentic” learning (Boud, 2022). However, the degree to which “applied”, 
(Spence & McDonald, 2015) or “experiential based” (Kolb, 1984) learning environments 
become “engaging”, “active” (Brame, 2016), or “enduring” (Hansen, 2011, p. 30; Wiggins & 
McTighe, 2005, p. 17), is strongly influenced by how they are facilitated or structured, 
according to Motley et al. (2024).  

Teaching staff facilitating EBL programming as part of the Bachelors of Outdoor Leadership 
and Outdoor Environmental Science have all independently demonstrated successful 
facilitation units/subject containing EBL programming. Student feedback on VU Student 
Experience of Teaching survey results (SET). All staff received high to very high satisfaction 
scores relating to the six survey questions assessing the quality of teaching during a unit 
delivery. 

However, it became evident that there were significant inconsistencies in how ILOs were being 
addressed between units/subjects with multiple deliveries in these complex learning and 
teaching environments. The manifestation of these survey results between different deliveries 
of a unit. Though most results reflected high satisfaction rates, results demonstrated 
inconsistencies with what parts of the unit delivery they were satisfied. Student cohorts from 
different deliveries of the same unit also presented with significant variation in their 
recollection of skills and knowledge covered during their respective learning experiences with 
a particular unit. These inconsistencies presented challenges when considering the scaffolding 
of course skills and knowledge and how unit ILO’s fit within both the Higher Education and 
Vocational Education contexts. 

To address these inconsistencies, it was felt that the EBL programming run as part of the two 
units targeted in this case study needed additional programming information to better guide 
teaching and learning strategies to improve consistencies in meeting ILOs between deliveries. 

EBL Sessions have been supported with Embedded Immersive Learning Practices (ILP) 
(Motley et al., 2024), to assist learners with meeting Intended Learning Outcomes (ILO’s) 
(Biggs, 2014), in intensive teaching and learning frameworks that may include VU Block 
Model (McCluskey et al., 2019), and Work Integrated Learning (WIL) (Dean et al., 2019). 
EILP in these applied context help guide facilitation of ILO’s in “real world ” authentic learning 
contexts (Herrington et al., 2014, p. 23-24). They can also be programmed to help promote 
enduring understanding (Hansen, 2011;Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), and support Active 
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Learning (Brame, 2016). Due to EILP supporting many applied learning contexts, they may 
also be helpful with addressing graduate capabilities (Kaider, 2017, p.153).  

VU Block Model Framework 
The Block Mode developed at Victoria University (VU) Australia, for its undergraduate cohort 
(Samarawickrema et al., 2022), was a bold response to support all student learning and 
engagement. In VU Block model, students’ study one unit/subject at a time over four weeks. 
This format has produced successful reforms to student retention rates, accessibility, and 
student engagement in HE (Samarawickrema, 2021; Smallridge, 2019). The VU Block Model 
also creates opportunities to deliver modularised programming of units/subjects in intensive, 
accelerated, modes (Samarawickrema, 2021). French (2016) has expressed that modularisation 
accommodates flexible study periods greater mobility for students, and increased opportunity 
for interdisciplinary learning.  

The VU Block Model accommodates Embedded Immersive Practices and Experiential Based 
for the following:  

• Students enrol in a single unit at a time. There should be no competing classes or 
assignments. 

• Embedded EBL and Immersive sessions can occupy up to four weeks withing the VU 
Block Model delivery period. 

• Smaller class sizes also increase the capacity to function in more authentic embedded 
sessions. 

VU Block Model design and delivery principles, McCluskey et al. (2019, p.10), outline  
“learner centred” approaches that are meant to be supportive, while promoting, engaging, 
authentic, and active learning environments. An additional significant factor in establishing 
successful intensive learning environments according to, (Kift et al., 2010,  p. 4; McCluskey et 
al., 2019, p. 8), is creating a sense of belonging through peer to peer and learner to facilitator 
interactions. The attributes of Experiential Based Learning (EBL) as outlined in Andresen et 
al. (2000, p. 1-4), can be seen to aligned with VU Block Model design and delivery principles 
and described in McCluskey et al. (2019); Samarawickrema (2022).  

VU Block Model and EBL frameworks identify the importance of “authentic” TLA’s and ATs, 
(Bowen, 1981; Bowers, 2017; Newmann and Wehlage, 1993), clear Intended Learning 
Outcome (ILO’s) (Crespo et al., 2010), scaffolded TLAs (Wilson, 2014), that include feedback 
and feedforward information to learners (Samarawickrema et al., 2022). These framework 
attributes are believed to provide relevant contexts for High Impact Practices (HIPs) (Archer-
Kuhn and Mackinnon, 2020; Russell et al., 2023; Sengupta, 2023) that are believed to assist 
learners with the appropriation of meaning from those TLA’s and AT experiences. 

Literature Review 

Experiential Learning Frameworks 
Experiential Based Learning (EBL) sessions provide opportunities for learners engaging to 
with and derive meaning from direct experience (Andresen et al., 2000, p. 207). “Experiential 
learning practices and outcomes are interactive and involve connections between the person, 
learning environment, and wider culture”, (Lewin, 1936, p. 66). EBL as described in Kolb 
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(1984), involves a four part learning cycle (Fig. 1),  that aims to link the process of applying 
and refining skills and knowledge to an experiential context. The potential to receive either 
direct empirical feedback or facilitated feedback can occur at any stage of this process (Kolb, 
1984).  

Figure 1. Kolb’s Learning Cycle (Wu et al., 2016) 
 

                                                           
 
These learning experience are aimed at trying to create holistic learning environments that 
include a level of “cognitive dissonance” (Harmon-Jones et al., 2015), or complexity, Snowden 
(2011), that illicit a response from learners requiring some active application of their skills and 
knowledge (Kong, 2021). Learner development occurs during active engagement with solving 
problems that are part of the EBL session. These sessions contain support Social Constructivist 
theories by providing opportunities for learners to analyse, share discuss, and reflect on their 
engagement with the experience (Kolb, 2017). 

“Experiential learning environments are participative, learner-centred experiences, that rely on 
the construction of meaning by learners (Andresen et al., 2000). These experiences may be 
formal facilitated experiences, informal experiences, as well as Work Integrated Learning 
(WIL) (Dean et al., 2019). Andresen et al. (2000), suggest the experiential learning contains 
the following qualities. 

• Experience offers the stimulus for learning. 
• Experiential learning environments usually accommodate holistic learning processes. 
• Experiential learning environments often support Constructivist and Social 

Constructivist learning theories. 
 

Though EBL has been shown to have a positive effect of student engagement, some questions 
remain of how effect an EBL context is within a learner cohort (Baartman & Ruijs, 2011); 
Motley et al., 2024). Different learner perceptions of an EBL are dependent on relationships 
between environment, perceptions, conceptions and ILOs (Haggis, 2003). This implies that 
there are usually a range of subjective responses to an EBL context. As mentioned in, Motley 
et al. (2024), facilitation strategies employing immersive pedagogies may assist with greater 
consistency in student engagement and attainment of ILOs. 
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Student Engagement 
EBL contexts do provide opportunities to instigate active learning (Brame, 2016); Xerri et al., 
2018). According to Kong (2021), there is a direct correlation between motivating learners and 
engaging them in an educational context. Effective experiential learning may assist with 
creating a positive feedback loop driving learner engagement and motivation. Teaching and 
Learning activities (TLAs) and Assessment Tasks (ATs) that encourage learner engagement 
need to include purposeful tasks, inclusive social environments, provide a degree of flexibility 
and are appropriately scaffolded (Russell et al., 2023). These experiences also benefit from 
predictable multiple feedback points within an a task to help inform learners of their progress 
while providing cues to refinements to their skills and knowledge (Sengupta, 2023). TLA’s and 
AT’s promote learner engagement when they include opportunities to apply and reflect on 
“horizontal development, what we know, and vertical development, how we know” (Spence & 
McDonald, 2015). 

Immersive Pedagogies 
VU Block design and delivery principles and EBL provide important frameworks that guide 
and inform experiential (Kolb, 1984) and “authentic” (Boud, 2022) learning. However, the 
degree to which applied (Spence & McDonald, 2015) or experiential based (Kolb, 1984) 
learning environments become engaging, active (Brame, 2016), or enduring (Hansen, 2011, p. 
30; Wiggins & McTighe, 2005, p. 17), is strongly influenced by how they are facilitated or 
structured. According to Motley et al. (2024, p. 1), “Immersive learning is not fully captured 
by existing pedagogical models such as experiential education or in the current list of high-
impact practices, or in literature on applied learning”.  

Though there is agreement that EBL, IL and WIL do provide valuable, authentic, and learner 
centred educational experiences (Kolb, 1984); Lave & Wenger, 1991; Smith et al., 2007). 
However, questions remain of how EBL programs ensure consistent quality programming. 
Explicit facilitation practices may need to be incorporated into applied learning frameworks 
like EBL and WIL to ensure Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) are being achieved. 
Experiential learning environments can be viewed very differently buy teachers and learners, 
(Matsuo, 2015). This article suggests that he application of additional Immersive Learning 
Practices (ILPs) to VU Block Model and other intensive frameworks may assist with attaining 
ILOs and Graduate Capabilities in teaching and learning environments, and improve 
consistency between EBL, IL, and WIL program deliveries (Motley et al., 2024). 

“Immersive practices provide facilitation strategies that guide learner engagement within an 
experiential-learning context”, (Harvey et al., 2016). Application of these strategies help guide 
facilitation directed at attaining an equilibrium between a learner’s reflective capacity and the 
demands or opportunities (Partridge, 2003) that exist as part of a learning environment. 

There were several practices identified during the literature review associated with immersive 
learning and facilitation aimed at promoting active learning and student engagement. However, 
the immersive practices most referred to in the literature relevant to this case study were, 
Reflection, Agency, Challenge, Authentic, Focus, and Teacher as facilitator. 
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EILP Reflective Case Study 

EBL Context 
This reflective case study focuses on EBL contexts supported by EILPs that have been designed 
into two different units/subjects contained within the degrees of the Bachelors Outdoor 
Leadership and Outdoor (SBOL) and Outdoor Environmental Science (SBOE) delivered 
within the First Year College at Victoria University. The units/subjects addressed in the case 
study include Natural Environments 1 (SOL1001 NE1) and Preparing to Lead Others in Natural 
Environments (SOL1004 PLO). Both units contain EBL programming that takes place in 
complex learning environments, have multiple deliveries often taught by different staff, and 
contain Higher Educational (HE) and Vocational Educational (VE) ILOs that fit within 
scaffolded programming within the SBOL and SBOE degrees. Figure 2 provides a summary 
of content covered in both units/subjects. These are complex teaching and learning 
environments facilitated in in remote natural settings with groups of people undertaking 
adventure activities.  

Both SOL1001NE1 and SOL1004 PLO units/subjects are delivered within the VU Block 
Model and contain an 8-day 7 night outdoor adventure EBL programs in remote natural 
environments. These units both contain HE and VE ILOs that are delivered in a “high 
challenge”, “high support” environments that aim to provide scaffolded skills and knowledge, 
(Wilson, 2014), to be employed further developed in later EBL contexts contained within 
subsequent units part of both the SBOL and SBOE degree areas.. Both SOL1001 NE 1 and 
SOL1004 PLO in NE deliver authentic (Boud, 2022), applied experiential learning informed 
by current outdoor adventure education and related industry workplace skills and knowledge 
(Kaider, 2017).  

The SOL1001 NE1 is scheduled early in the academic year of the first year of the SBOL and 
SBOE Bachelor degrees, usually occurring semester 1 in either Block 1 or 2. The unit/subject’s 
EBL context is structured as a journey based adventure program that contains canoeing and 
bushwalking. The journey takes place in an ecologically and culturally significant area that 
accommodates programming that serves as an introduction to natural environments and 
introductory outdoor adventure skills associated with bushwalking, canoeing and campcraft. 
The unit provides the first extended outdoor adventure program contained within the SBOL 
and SBOE degrees.  

SOL1004 POL is a unit subject is scheduled later during the first year of the SBOL and SBOE 
degrees, usually running semester 2 in either Block 3 or 4. The unit/subject’s EBL context is 
structured as a journey based bushwalking adventure program. This journey also takes place in 
a significant ecological landscape. This alpine bushwalk offers greater challenges due to the 
terrain and environmental conditions. This unit develops and furthers skills introduced in 
SOL1001 NE1 while introducing new HE and VE skills and knowledge required in subsequent 
units within the SBOL and SBOE degrees. Figure 2 provides a breakdown of the HE and VE 
ILOs related to each unit/subject 
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Figure 2. SOL1001 and SOL1004 EBL programs  
 

 

Due to variations in staff facilitation styles, group dynamics and the complexity of natural 
environmental, conditions, it had become apparent that there were significant inconsistencies 
between learner experiences and understanding of unit/subject ILOs. The range of learner 
program experiences were reflected in the significant variation in skills and knowledge 
communicated by learners returning from field programming from the different deliveries of 
these units by different staff. Though the Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) results 
consistently expressed high to very high satisfaction for all teachers across all unit/subject 
deliveries, the inconsistencies in student experiences were felt to have a direct impact on the 
ILOs skills and knowledge that could be recounted or applied in subsequent scaffolded units 
in the SBOL and SBOE delivery patterns of study. These variations appeared to be significant 
between learner cohorts from different deliveries of SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO. 

In an attempt to gain greater understanding of the differences between the deliveries of these 
field-based EBL field programs for both the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO units were 
evaluated. Initially staff were interviewed on their interpretations of the field programs based 
on their direct experiences and understanding of the ILOs. Each staff member was consulted 
on where the physical and mental challenges occurred along these respective routes, when 
skills and knowledge had been presented, if/when learners were given opportunities to 
consolidate their skills and knowledge, and if/when they believed reflection on learning to 
occur. Staff facilitation approaches also varied regarding student agency. Some staff took far 
more control of teaching skills and knowledge related to both HE and VE outcomes, while 
others afforded greater opportunities for students to take greater control of their learning 
experiences. All staff had a consistent and clear understanding of their responsibilities in these 
remote and wilderness settings. 
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As one might predict, the staff responses varied significantly. Staff perceptions varied widely. 
Though staff felt they were addressing the ILOs of these units, their priorities of how ILOs 
were to be delivered differed significantly. Some staff put greater emphasis on HE ILOs where 
other assigned greater amounts of time and effort to facilitating VE ILOs. There were large 
variations in how HE and VE ILOs were prioritised by staff. These variations likely account 
for the lack of consistency in being able to demonstrate or recounted ILOs between student 
cohorts from the different deliveries of SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO field programs.  

It had become apparent that the variations in between program deliveries were due to a wide 
range of staff interpretations to the unit/subject content and how the associated ILOs were to 
be met during the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO EBL field programming. Staff were 
employing immersive facilitation strategies to the EBL programming. However, these 
strategies were inconsistent in how they prioritised student learning and the role of the teacher. 

Methods 
Qualitative responses were initially gathered via staff interviews on how they prioritised the 
individual HE and VE ILOs. Though all staff saw the ILO’s as relevant to both the SOL1001 
and SOL1004 field programming they did priorities them differently. These differences did 
appear to be significant. There were variations between staff in how the prioritised the HE and 
VE outcomes. In addition, ILOs within the broad areas of HE and VE ILOs were also prioritised 
differently. 

During this initial interview staff were asked about their preferred facilitation styles, and how 
they understood student learning occurred while on the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO field 
programs. Most staff felt that students learned best from hands on and/or direct experiences 
(Kaider, 2017). Most agreed that students needed opportunities to be introduced to new skills 
and knowledge and have time to consolidate and refine skills and knowledge. However, there 
were large discrepancies in how these “hands on” direct experiences were facilitated. Other 
significant areas of differences included how staff viewed their role as a facilitator due to their 
perceptions of the level of challenge of the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO programs. 

A literature review was conducted to gather more information on immersive learning practices 
in experiential and intensive learning contexts The review. produced a range of effective 
Immersive Learning Practices (ILP) that were believed to assist with promoting student 
engagement by supporting High Impact TLA’s and ATs in EBL a and intensive contexts, 
(Anderson, 2016; Archer-Kuhn & Mackinnon, 2020; Archer-Kuhn et al., 2021; Motley et al., 
2024; Rosier et al., 2016).  Based on the literature review a list of ILPs was compiled. Staff 
were invited to select and rank and their preferred IPLs. Based on the staff responses and further 
discussions six ILPs were believed to be most aligned with the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 
PLO programs. The six ILPs were applied to both units to inform EBL program design and 
facilitation.   

The selected ILPs that have been applied to the SOL1001 and SOL1004 EBL field 
programming include: 

Critical reflection – the careful examination of the theoretical, ethical, social, and political 
consequences of an experience, action, expectation, or practice (Carless & Boud, 2018). 
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Autonomy/Agency – the degree to which learners have control over their own goals, 
behaviours, and outcomes within a learning experience (Payne & Wattchow, 2008). Agency - 
the intentional interaction with and within their environment (Archer-Kuhn et al., 2021). 

Challenge – Damianakis et al. (2019), found that many students suggested the process of 
transformation was uncomfortable  Challenging experiences often result in a greater 
understanding of themselves in relation to others and the world and a shift in their own beliefs, 
behaviours, and understanding (Hoggan, 2016). 

Authentic Place-Based – learning activities - relevant and complex since. They may occur 
over a sustained period of time where learner engage with and within highly contextualized 
environments (Boud, 2022). 

Time to Focus – A critical component that relates time to learning may be learner focus and 
cognitive engagement Motley et al. (2024) Focus can assist with learning, skills practice, and 
content mastery (AERO, 2022). 

Facilitator Teacher – Immersive TLA’s are rely on carefully planned facilitation. High 
Support /High Challenge Learning environments (Mariani, 1997; Wilson, 2014). 

Through additional consultation it was decided that not all EBL field programs require the same 
allocation of time, effort, and design considerations. Though the listed ILPs may be relevant to 
most of the SBOL and SBOE EBL field programs they are not to be generalised or facilitated 
equally across all unit/subject deliveries. Differences in expected levels of understanding 
related to the application of skills and knowledge, predicted levels of understanding related to 
reflective practice, degrees of appropriate physical and mental challenge aligned with a 
unit/subject, and the amount of facilitation needed to support students all influence how ILPs 
are related to EBL programming. 

Each of the selected ILP’s were evaluated for their role and relevance to the SOL1001 NE1 
and SOL1004 PLO EBL programs. Consideration of where and when student could be given 
greater agency, where and when reflective practice may occur, allocation of time for students 
to apply and refine skills and knowledge, and when greater facilitation might be required. The 
EBL field programs were also evaluated for their respective degrees of challenge and where 
and when the levels of challenge were likely to be greatest during these EBL journeys. 

The ILP’s were applied to the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO EBL programs more 
accurately target how different unit/subject ILO’s and Graduate Capabilities (Grad Caps) 
associated with each unit were going to be met while accounting for expected student 
experience levels at these two different points within the SBOL and SBOE degrees. The routes 
that these respective journeys were likely to follow were also evaluated for where time could 
be allocated for students to practice and refine skills and knowledge. Other sections of these 
journeys presented likely facilitation points. These facilitation locations might be considered 
as teaching locations, whereas facilitation and support to individual students may occur at any 
time as direct facilitation, indirect facilitation, or no facilitation. The application of the ILOs to 
the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO EBL programs were related and mapped directly to the 
field program documents and also related to the EBL field program routes for both units. 
Though the complex nature of adventure programming may mean that plans may change, 
(Picknoll et al., 2023), multiple opportunities to address ILOs and apply ILPs were identified 
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in the each of the field programs and along each of the respective routes used in the EBL field 
experiences for both units. 

In response to the variations in field facilitation, staff delivering these units were provided with 
greater information identifying the Immersive Learning Practices (ILPs) that were selected to 
support the EBL programming for both units/subjects and how they might be applied to the 
SOL1001 NE1 an SOL1004 PLO. Staff were provided with this information in the Staff 
Resources section of the Online Learning Platform for both units. Staff were directed to the 
program teaching and facilitation strategy resources prior to their delivery of the field 
programming. This information provided detailed explanations of how the selected ILPs were 
applied to the field programs for both SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO. The application of 
the ILPs were prioritised to support learners in each unit/subject context while also clarifying 
possible facilitation strategies along the respective EBL program routes.  

Pre field program briefings also included greater guidelines included that provided information 
of where indirect, and low to no facilitation strategies could be used to create a range of 
identifiable learning environments.  

During the 2023-2024 SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO field class delivery periods all staff 
did receive a program brief prior to the delivery of each program. Briefing did include a 
program outline identifying HE and VE ILO’s, academic resources, emergency response 
procedures, and logistics. Staff were asked to complete a short survey covering basic post trip 
feedback. This did include questions aimed at measuring facilitation styles and techniques. 

2023-2024, staff delivering the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO receive a pre-program 
briefing covering a program outline identifying HE and VE ILO’s, academic resources, 
emergency response procedures, and logistics. However, staff delivering the 2023-2024 
SOL1001 and SOL1004 EBL programming received additional information identifying the 
selected ILPs have been applied to the respective program deliveries with some additional 
information on where these practices might be applied during the program. In addition, these 
staff were informed of how the ILPs were attenuated to support EILS’s and EBL programming 
located in the Online Learning Management System in the Staff Resource section.  

Staff we asked to complete a short post EBL field program questionnaire. The questions seek 
staff impressions on the following topics. 

Student – agency Q3, reflective practice Q3 Q9, peer teaching and learning, Q5 and perceived 
challenge Q1, Q2 

Staff – Facilitation considerations Q4 Q5 Q7 Q8 

Post Program Staff Questionnaire 

Q1 How challenging was the program content for the learners? 

Q2 How challenging were the environmental conditions for learners? 

Q3 There were opportunities for learner to practice and consolidate skills and knowledge? 

Q4 I felt free to employ my own facilitating style 
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Q5 Were there opportunities that supported peer teaching and feedback? 

Q6 Rank the amount of formally facilitated session run during the program. 

Q7 Rank the amount of indirect facilitation. 

Q8 
Rank the amount of no facilitation where you observed learner engaged with any 
relevant program content. 

Q9 
Rank the amount of time allocated to learner for reflect and self-evaluate on their 
personal progress or performance. 

 

A ranking 1–5 Likert Scale was used as the responses measure for all 9 questions. There was 
also opportunity for staff to add any additional comments at the end of the questionnaire.  

Likert Score Descriptors for the post program questionnaire 

1 – No occurrence, 2 – Low occurrence, 3 – Medium occurrence, 4 – High occurrence,  
5 – Very High occurrence.  

A short post EBL field program interview for each delivery provided additional qualitative 
information was gathered from staff regarding the delivery of ILOs, student performance and 
engagement, and facilitation techniques used during the EBL field programs. Of particular 
interest were perceived student responses to ILPs Critical Reflection, Autonomy/Agency, and 
Time to Focus. 

Results 
Staff did access the online pre trip subject resources for both units prior to all deliveries of the 
field programs. Access to the content could be assessed in the Online Learning Platform. 
Observations during the Pre-Program Briefings indicated that staff had a more refined 
understanding of the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO EBL ILOs and how they were likely 
to be achieved. Staff also expressed greater consistency in how ILOs were prioritised for each 
unit/subject.   

After each delivery of SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO staff were asked to complete the Post 
Program Staff Questionnaire. Likert score responses from the questionnaires for SOL1001 NE1 
and SOL1004 PLO were collected and assessed for the degree of consistency.  

The staff responses to the post trip questionnaire produce a very small data set, and therefore 
the reliability of the ANOVA statistical analysis is limited. SOL1001 2023 – 2024 Overall post 
treatment questionnaire responses yielded 8 responses collated to create this data set. 8 of the 
10 program staff responded yielding a response rate of 80%. The SOL1004 2023 – 2024 post 
treatment questionnaire responses yielded 6 staff questionnaire responses yielding a response 
rate of 75%. 

We will continue to collect questionnaire responses for these two units/subjects into the future 
to monitor staff perceptions of these field programs. Ultimately, we may build a data set that 
provides a large enough of a sample size to produce reliable confidence levels. 

One-Way ANOVA test was performed on the following collated data sets; 
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• Student focused questions Likert responses for SOL1001 and SOL1004 deliveries 
running 2023 – 2024 

• Staff focused questions Likert responses for SOL1001 and SOL1004 deliveries 
running 2023 – 2024 

Student Focused Questionnaire Responses 
The student focused questions mainly target measures of student involvement with the 
respective EBL field programming. These results have been generated from Likert staff 
responses to the Post Program Questionnaire. The results listed below are based on collated 
responses from Q1, Q2, Q3, Q5 and Q9 from  

As can be observed in Tables 1 and 2 post treatment staff questionnaire Likert responses for 
the student focused questions show a possible correlation of observed student considerations 
between the SOL1001 NE1 2023 – 2024 deliveries and observed student considerations 
between thSOL1004 PLO 2023 – 2024 deliveries, and a strong correlation for the SOL1004 
PLO  2023 – 2024. 

Q1 How challenging was the program content for the learners? 

Q2 How challenging were the environmental conditions for learners? 

Q3 There were opportunities for learner to practice and consolidate skills and knowledge? 

Q5 Were there opportunities that supported peer teaching and feedback? 

Q9 Rank the amount of time allocated to learner for reflect and self-evaluate on their 
personal progress or performance. 

 

Table 1. SOL1001 Student Focused question responses Post Treatment 
SOL 1001 2023 – 2024 Student Focused Questions SOL1001 Q1, Q2, Q3, Q5, Q9 

Source DF Sum of Square Mean Square F Statistic P-value 

Groups (between groups) 7 1.175 0.1679 0.3443 0.9271 

Error (within groups) 32 15.6 0.4875 
  

Total 39 16.775 0.4301 
 

 

 

Table 2. SOL1004 Student Focused question responses Post Treatment 
SOL 1004 2023 – 2024 Student Focused Questions SOL1001 Q1, Q2, Q3, Q5, Q9 

Source DF Sum of Square Mean Square F Statistic P-value 

Groups (between groups) 5 0.4 0.08 0.2824 0.9182 

Error (within groups) 24 6.8 0.2833 
  

Total 29 7.2 0.2483   
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Staff Focused Questionnaire Responses  
The staff focused questions target subjective measures of perceived of facilitation strategies 
employed during the EBL field programming for both units. These results have been generated 
from Likert staff responses to the Post Program Questionnaire. The results listed below are 
based on collated responses from Q4, Q6, Q7, Q8 and Q9.  

As can be observed in Tables 3 and 4 post treatment staff questionnaire Likert responses for 
the staff focused questions show a possible correlation of perceived facilitation strategies 
between the SOL1001 NE1 2023–2024 deliveries, and perceived facilitation strategies between 
thSOL1004 PLO 2023–2024 deliveries, and a strong correlation for the SOL1004 PLO  2023 
– 2024. 

Q4 I felt free to employ my own facilitating style 

Q6 Rank the amount of formally facilitated session run during the program. 

Q7 Rank the amount of indirect facilitation. 

Q8 Rank the amount of no facilitation where you observed learner engaged with any 
relevant program content. 

 

Table 3. SOL1001 Staff Focused question responses Post Treatment 
SOL 1001 2023–2024 Staff Focused responses Q4, Q6, Q7, Q8 

Source DF Sum of Square Mean Square F Statistic P-value 

Groups (between groups) 7 0.7188 0.1027 0.3943 0.8964 

Error (within groups) 24 6.25 0.2604 
  

Total 31 6.9688 0.2248 
 

 

 

Table 4. SOL1004 Staff Focused question responses Post Treatment 
SOL 1004 2023–2024 Staff Focused responses Q4, Q6, Q7, Q8 

Source DF Sum of Square Mean Square F Statistic P-value 

Groups (between groups) 5 0.8333 0.1667 0.3333 0.8861 

Error (within groups) 18 9 0.5 
  

Total 23 9.8333 0.4275   

 

Reports from staff delivering latter units dependent on the scaffolded experiences contained 
within the SOL100 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO EBL programs expressed that there appeared to 
be greater and more consistent demonstration of requisite skills and knowledge by students. 
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Discussion 
The aim of this project was to improve consistency between EBL program deliveries for two 
units/subject, SOL1001 Natural Environments 1 and SOL1004 Preparing to Lead Others in 
Natural Environments. Greater consistency between deliveries was needed to ensure that 
scaffolding of skills and knowledge was accurate and effectives, and that programming met all 
ILO’s and supported the associated assessment tasks. 

Though the ILO’s for these units/subjects have always been made explicit to learners and staff, 
the variability in how they were prioritised, facilitated and practiced between program 
deliveries made inbuilt and contingent scaffolding (Wilson, 2014), unpredictable and 
inconsistent between learner cohorts. These inconsistencies were ascribed to variations in staff 
interpretations of the EBL field programming scheduled as part of both the SOL1001 NE1 and 
SOL1004 PLO units/subjects. Variations in delivery were also attributed to staff prioritising 
the ILOs associated with both units differently. 

Providing staff with more explicit unit delivery information addressing the unit/subject ILOs, 
EBL field programming information that including mapped ILPs and guidance on the relative 
application of the ILPs to each EBL field program appears to have assisted staff with gaining 
a deeper understanding of the delivery expectations associated with these two units/subjects. 
Staff were more able to communicate what the ILOs for each unit/subject are during pre-EBL 
program discussions, while also being able to refer to the specific ILPs and how they might be 
applied to the unit/s that they were teaching/facilitating. 

Post Treatment analysis of the student focused questionnaire Likert responses for the SOL1001 
NE1 and SOL1004 PLO deliveries demonstrate a possible correlation in consistency between 
staff responses. In addition, post treatment analysis of the staff focused questionnaire Likert 
responses for the SOL1001 NE1 and SOL1004 PLO deliveries also demonstrate a possible 
correlation in consistency between staff responses. However, as mentioned early these 
statistical results are at this point inconclusive do to the small data sets. 

The short post EBL field program interview for each delivery has provided additional 
qualitative information gathered from staff regarding the delivery of ILOs, student performance 
and engagement, and facilitation techniques used during the EBL field programs. During these 
post EBL program interviews, staff used more consistent language to describe how the 
programs were facilitated. Importantly, all staff used the same terminology when 
communicating the ILPs that were employed during their delivery/s of these units/subject EBL 
field programs. Even where the differenced do occur it appears to more possible to more clearly 
and precisely communicate differences between deliveries. 

Figure 3 provides a depiction of the relative application of ILPs as they relate to SOL1001 NE1 
and SOL1004 PLO EBL field programs. These units/subject have different ILOs and Graduate 
Capabilities. Learners entering these units are presumably at different stages of understanding 
skills and knowledge related to course content. SOL1001 NE1 provides one of the very first 
EBL experiences in the SBOL and SBOE degrees. It is a unit that provide underpinning skills 
and knowledge needed and scaffolded into SOL1004. As can be seen in Figure 3, the use of 
Facilitation in the SOL1001 EBL experiences rank higher than SOL1004 EBL program 
deliveries. Because learners will have experienced other scaffolded EBL experiences that 
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support the delivery of SOL 1004, there is a greater focus on ILPs Autonomy, Reflection, and 
Challenge. 

Understanding which ILPs will be employed is an important step in providing meaningful EBL 
programming. Determining how much or often ILPs are applied and embedded in a unit/subject 
may help achieve greater consistency between multiple facilitated EBL deliveries of a 
unit/subject  (Motley et al., 2024). Both SOL1001 and SOL1004 use EBL programming to 
meet. 

Higher resolution understanding and application of ILPs and EILS can help staff align EBL 
programming with inbuilt scaffolded (Wilson, 2014), High Impact (Russell et al., 2023), 
facilitation and programming practices that also support Transparent Design as described in 
Winkelmes (2019).  

 

Figure 3. Relative allocation of ILP to SOL1001 and SOL1004 EBL programming 

 

 

These units/subject take place in challenging, and complex natural environments. These 
adventure activity EBL programs also present complex social environments. ILP used to 
facilitate ILS that support EBL programming appears to support staff making decisions of how 
to best meet program ILOs, Grad Caps, maintain a positive social environment, while 
establishing more consistent student centred (Bowen, 2017), EBL sessions that better support 
unit assessments, and course scaffolding. 

 

 

REFLECTION AUTONOMY CHALLENGE AUTHENTIC TIME TO FOCUS FACILLITATION

Relative Allocation of Immersive Learning Practices

SOL1001 SOL1004
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