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ABSTRACT
The study seeks to investigate the effect of outdoor education camp toward group cohesion
among second year undergraduate teacher trainees from selected Teacher Education Institutes
of Malaysia. A pre-test and post-test approach with non-equivalent control group was utilised
among 350 second year undergraduate teacher trainees from four selected campuses. A
modified version of Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ) was used to gather data from
pre-test and post-test. Results from MANCOVA procedures suggested that the camp had
positively improved the group cohesion aspects of the experimental group with significant
gain in ATG-T, ATG-S, GI-T and GI-S. Furthermore, results also highlight the improvement
of group outcome aspects (GI-T and GI-S) which surpassed individual aspects (ATG-T and
ATG-S). Overall, the results of this study showed that outdoor education improves teacher
trainees’ group cohesion.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Over the last 20 years, outdoor education camps is claimed as powerful medium for learning
process for secondary and tertiary educational institutions. Thus many studies have been
conducted in examining the effect of outdoor education, especially on personal and social
development of participants [1-3]. In general, outdoor education is a form of learning process
conducted in both outdoor and indoor settings which encompasses challenging or adventure
activities as a medium to foster individual personal and social growth [4, 5]. According to
Foley [4], outdoor education is a broad field of studies and often referred to as adventure
education, adventure programming, outdoor learning, outdoor school, adventure therapy,
adventure recreation, adventure tourism, expeditionary learning, challenge education,
experiential education, environmental education, and wilderness education.
Outdoor education has been proven useful in promoting academic achievement, work
commitment, critical thinking, and in preventing delinquency [6, 7]. Typically, the stated
objectives of outdoor education are to improve group cohesion, leadership skills, improving
problem-solving skills, self-conceptualization, increasing trust, and improving communication
[1, 8, 9]. In other words, the emphasis on interpersonal and intrapersonal relationships is
frequently considered to be the primary highlight of outdoor education researcher [Priest &
Gass, 10, 11].
Generally, outdoor education involves adventure activities that is planned and designed with
the use of environment, nature and encourages sharing experience as a medium of teaching
and learning process. The importance of knowledge and experience sharing in the process of
learning has been acknowledged by world renown theorists such as Lewin, Dewey and Piaget
[12]. The engagement of experiential sharing process among participants will allow them to
create relationships and practice a new identity in a safe and supportive environment [13].
According to Kolb [14], experiential sharing is an integral part of learning in outdoor
education programs. He emphasizes experiential learning as a process of building knowledge
through experience. Based on Kolb’s model, it refers to the experience as a virtuous circle,
where participants start and finish with a concrete experience. These experiences can take
shape in many forms like an element in outdoor education camp.
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In Malaysia, outdoor education has been developed as a consequence of Razak Report 1956
(the first education report) which stressed on national unity through the education system.
This report was crucial to educational development in Malaysia as it led towards the
establishment of The National Education Policy (NEP) in 1961. The primary objective of
NEP is to achieve national unity and development through education [15] has become a tool
of social rejuvenation system in Malaysia [16]. As a result, the Ministry of Education has
drafted the Malaysian education system that focuses on the development of physical,
emotional, spiritual and social well-balanced individual as stipulated in the NEP [17]. In
achieving these goals, the Teacher Education Division (TED) had to play an integral role in
the establishment of excellent teachers in schools all over Malaysia.
Teacher quality is a fundamental characteristic towards the success of NEP. With regard to
the goal, TED has set the philosophy of teacher education which outlines:

“Teacher, who is noble in character, progressive and scientific in outlook, committed
to uphold the aspirations of the nation, and cherishes the national cultural heritage,
ensures the development of the individual and the preservation of a united,
democratic, progressive and disciplined society” [18].

Hence, TED has prepared the curriculum and syllabus based on the philosophy outlined
which equally balanced the: (1) academic, (2) co-curricular, and (3) internship aspect of
teacher education [19]. One of the academic component of teacher education in Malaysia
enlists outdoor education subject as a medium for students’ psychosocial development, hard
skill and management skill [20]. This subject incorporates academic learning and active
participation outdoor education practical which includes camping programmes in remote area.
The main focus of the programme is to gain personal and social development [21-23]. The
subject is divided into three parts; (1) weekly theoretical class, (2) weekly practical session
and (3) participation in outdoor education camping. Outdoor education camping in the
Teacher Education Institutes of Malaysia is normally conducted in remote setting such as the
mountain region or islands. The outcome of the programme is expected to increase students’
personal and social development, management skill, and outdoor pursuit skills.
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Normally, weekly theoretical class covers outdoor education topics, such as philosophy,
history, leadership, management strategies and current issues in outdoor education.
Meanwhile, weekly practical class exposes students to various outdoor pursuit skills ranging
from basic camping skill to land and water based adventure activities such as kayaking,
orienteering, abseiling, survival and trekking. By the end of the semester, the teacher trainees
will have participated a six-days in outdoor education camping. Traditional base camp
approach is used where the students sleep in tents and prepare their own meals. During the
camp, the students will participate in several outdoor pursuit expeditions such as kayaking,
trekking, boating, orienteering and abseiling which are done on a daily rotation basis. At
night, they will be geared for a series of group discussions, games and group presentations.
These activities are conducted to reinforce their outdoor education camp learning experience.
This camping programme emphasized positive affective values and promotes behavioural
change especially group cohesion with adventure activities as a medium of learning.
To date, many outdoor educators and researchers have proposed that participation in outdoor
education camps is effective in fostering participants’ group cohesion [24-32]. This
assumption was made as outdoor education emphasized on the importance of interpersonal
relationship and group cohesion [33]. However, the effectiveness of outdoor education camps
as a catalyst for the formation of group cohesion is debatable, due to inconsistent findings.
For instance, several studies in outdoor education camps found insignificant results of group
cohesion enrichment, and inconsistent finding on task and social aspects that influences group
cohesion [34]. While others reported participants did not show any changes after experiencing
learning in environmental setting due to lack of classroom reinforcements [35, 36], less
effects on behavioural outcomes, lack of appropriate sequence of activities and insufficient
transfer of learning.
These inconsistent findings posed a challenge to the implementation of outdoor education in
Malaysian educational system, especially the socio-economic aspects of the subject. As
camping involves abundant time of planning, resources and finances, the current scenario of
inconclusive effects of camping is tapping outdoor education subject at stake. Therefore,
amidst these inconclusive findings, there is a need for a systematic research to gather
empirical evidence in order to support the claims that outdoor education camp in the Teacher
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Education Institutes of Malaysia have a positive impacts on group cohesion [38]. Specifically,
the current study posed a critical question to the implementation of outdoor education camps
in Teacher Education Institute of Malaysia about impact of outdoor education camp on
students’ group cohesion. Finding from this research will underline the future body of
knowledge, curriculum and practices of outdoor education camp on group cohesion in
Teacher Education Institute of Malaysia.

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1 Sample
The current study involved intact group following a quasi-experimental design (none
randomized) with utilised a pre-test and post-test with control group [39]. A pre-test and
post-test design allowed us to compare these conditions in both immediate learning gains (at
the end of instruction) [40]. The population of this research comprised of 350 second year
undergraduate students (aged between 18-25 years old) form selected Teacher Education
Institutes of Malaysia who major in Physical Education and Health studies were appointed as
experimental group (n=178) while second year Social Studies students were selected as
control group (n=172). The experimental group is required to undergo outdoor education
camp for six day and five nights meanwhile the control group did not participate in any
outdoor education camp but were administered with pre-test and post-test at their respective
campuses.

2.2 Instrument
A modified version of Group Environmental Questionnaire (GEQ) [41] was employed to both
groups in which the experimental groups participated in outdoor education camp organised by
the respective campus. Meanwhile, control group did not receive any treatment at all. The
questionnaire was used to measure the impact of outdoor education camp on students’ group
cohesion. The GEQ has 18 items presented on a 9-point scale anchored at the extremes by
strongly agree (9) to strongly disagree (1). Scoring was treated as interval data which consists
of

four

dimension

constructs

namely

Group

Integration-Task

(GI-T),

Group
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Integration-Social (GI-S), Individual Attraction to the Group-Task (ATG-T), and Individual
Attraction to the Group-Social (ATG-S) [42].

2.3 Procedure
The GEQ was administered through the pre and post-test for both the experimental and
control group. In the pre-test, both groups were tested on the same day at their respective
campuses before the experimental group leave for their outdoor education camp. Then, once
the experimental group completed their treatment (outdoor education camp) which lasted for
six days and five nights, both groups were given the post-test at their respective campus.

Fig.1. Design of the Study
3. RESULT
Data of the study was collected from 350 students (N=350) from four different campuses
which then were divided into two groups: (1) experimental group (n=178), which involved
teacher trainees who participated in outdoor education camps and and (2) control group
(n=172), comprised of those who have not participated in any outdoor education camp.
The MANOVA and MANCOVA analysis was conducted to see the comparison between the
control and experimental groups before and after the treatment.
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Table 1. Result of the MANOVA Examining the Level of Group Cohesion before the Camp
Multivariate

Effect

Analysis

Intercept

Wilks' Lambda

Group

Wilks' Lambda

F

P
b

4461.181
6.880

b

Partial Eta
Square

.001**

.981

.001**

.074

Design: Intercept + Group *p<0.05 **p<0.01
b. Exact statistic

Table 2. Results of Univariate ANOVA Examining the Level of Group Cohesion before the
Camp
Dependent

Experimental

Variable

Control

(n=178)

Univariate ANOVA

(n=172)



Sd



Sd

F

p

Partial Eta
Squared

Pre ATG-T
Pre ATG-S

26.48
33.42

5.607
5.216

26.8
34.1

5.75
5.209

4.681
23.229

0.031*
0.001**

0.013
0.063

Pre GI-T
Pre GI-S

32.55
25.07

5.463
4.514

33.34
25.12

6.608
6.251

1.478
0.006

0.225
0.941

0.004
0.001

Pre GEQ

*p<0.05

**p<0.01

The above Table 1, MANOVA analysis revealed that the subscales of the GEQ significantly
affected the group. Using an alpha level of .05, it revealed that this test is significant (Wilks’
Λ= .926, F (1, 348) = 6.880, p= 0.001, η2= 0.074). The multivariate η2= 0.074 indicated that
7.4% of multivariate variance of the dependant variable is associated with the group factor.
The multivariate effect sizes were medium [43, 44].
Significant effects in the MANOVA analysis (Table 1) were further investigated with
Univariate ANOVA (Table 2). Table 2, ANOVA results revealed that both experimental and
control group showed significant differences for the subscale of ATG-T (F (1, 348) = 4.681,
p= .031, η2= .013) and ATG-S (F (1, 348) = 23.229, p= .001, η2= .063). Meanwhile, no
significant differences were found between experimental and control groups for the GI-T (F
(1, 348) = 1.478, p= .225, η2=. 0.004) and GI-S subscale (F (1, 348) = 0.006, p= .941, η2=.
0.001). The analysis revealed that multivariate effect sizes were found low and very small
effect sizes for most subscales. Overall, there was no significant difference for the pre-test
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mean scores between groups in the ATG-T and ATG-S. However, the analysis revealed
significant differences on the GI-T and GI-S subscales before the camp.

Table 3. Results of the MANCOVA Test Examining the Level of Group Cohesion after the
Camp
Multivariate

Effect

F

Analysis

Intercept

Wilks' Lambda

Partial Eta

P

34.410

b

Square

.001**

0.288

b

Group
Pre ATG-T

Wilks' Lambda
Wilks' Lambda

9.474
2.428 b

.001**
.048*

0.1
0.028

Pre ATG-S
Pre GI-T

Wilks' Lambda
Wilks' Lambda

6.736 b
4.221 b

.001**
.002*

0.079
0.047

Pre GI-S

Wilks' Lambda

7.752 b

.001**

0.083

a. Design: Intercept + pre ATGS + pre ATGT + pre GIT + pre GIS + Group
b. Exact statistic
*p<0.05
**p<0.01

Table 4. Results of Univariate ANOVA Examining the Level of Group Cohesion after the
Camp
Dependent
Variable

Experimental

Control

(n=178)

(n=172)
Sd



Post GEQ
Post ATG-T
Post ATG-S

28.46
34.76

5.85
6.635

26.74
34.05

5.667 10.828 .001**
6.2
4.149 .042*

0.031
0.012

Post GI-T
Post GI-S

35.72
28.53

6.167
4.493

33.62
25.17

6.563 14.899 .001**
6.339 34.274 .001**

0.042
0.091

Pre ATG-S

DV
Post ATG-T

F

p

Partial Eta
Squared



Covariate
Pre ATG-T

Sd

Univariate ANOVA

9.17 .008*

0.065

Post ATG-S
Post GI-T

0.184
0.411

0.668
0.522

0.001
0.001

Post GI-S
Post ATG-T

0.193
2.056

0.661
0.153

0.001
0.006
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Post ATG-S

8.771 .033*

0.025

Post GI-T
Post GI-S

1.4
0.048

0.238
0.826

0.004
0

Post ATG-T
Post ATG-S

0.791
3.546

0.374
0.061

0.002
0.01

0.705
0.36
25.728 .001**

0.004
0.07

Post GI-S
Post GI-T
Pre GI-S

Post ATG-T
Post ATG-S
Post GI-S
Post GI-T

*p<0.05

1294

0.68
0.027

0.41
0.869

0.002
0

14.799 .001**
2.879 0.098

0.041
0.008

**p<0.01

Meanwhile, after the camp a one-way MANCOVA (Table 3) was conducted to examine the
effect of group on all four subscales (ATG-T, ATG-S, GI-T and GI-S) while controlling the
pre-test scores. The data revealed that the groups (experimental and control) showed
significant effect on the post-test subscales score (Wilks’ Λ=.900, F (1, 344) = 9.474, p=
0.001, η2= 0.1). Meanwhile, the covariates of pre ATG-T scores (Wilks’ Λ=.972, F (1, 344) =
2.428, p= 0.048, η2= 0.028), pre ATG-S scores (Wilks’ Λ=.981, F (1, 344) = 6.736, p=
0.001, η2= 0.079), pre GI-T scores (Wilks’ Λ=.917, F (1, 344) = 4.221, p= 0.002, η2= 0.047)
and pre GI-S scores (Wilks’ Λ=.953, F (1, 344) = 7.752, p= .001, η2= .083). Overall, it was
found that, all covariates significantly influenced the post subscales scores.
However, Univariate ANOVA (Table 4) discovered that the experimental group’s post
ATG-T subscale score significantly differ from the control group (F (1, 344) = 10.828, p =
.001, η2= .031 and the covariate of pre ATG-T test (F (1, 344) = 9.17, p= 0.008, η2= 0.065).
Meanwhile, for post ATG-S subscale, result shows experimental group score is significantly
higher from the control group (F (1, 344) = 4.149, p = .042, η2= 0.012) and the covariate of
pre ATG-S test (F (1, 344) = 8.771, p= 0.033, η2= 0.025).
A similar result was recorded in post GI-T subscale score as the experimental group score
differs significantly than the control group (F (1, 344) = 14.899, p = .001, η2= 0.042) and the
covariate of pre GI-T test (F (1, 344) = 25.728, p= 0.001, η2= 0.07). Lastly, the experimental
group scored significantly higher in the post GI-S subscale than control group (F (1, 344) =
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34.274, p = .001) and the covariate of pre GI-S test (F (1, 344) = 3.931, p= 0.001, η2= 0.044)
significantly influence the post test results. The experimental group scored higher than the
control group in all subscales with mean comparison of post-test scores revealed that the
experimental group had significantly higher group cohesion than the control group after the
outdoor education camp.

Dependent
Variable

Experimental

Control

(n=178)

Univariate ANOVA

(n=172)

Partial Eta



Sd



Sd

F

p

Pre ATG-T

26.48

5.607

26.8

5.75

4.681

0.031*

Squared
0.013

Pre ATG-S
Pre GI-T

33.42
32.55

5.216
5.463

34.1
33.34

5.209
6.608

23.229
1.478

0.001**
0.225

0.063
0.004

Pre GI-S

25.07

4.514

25.12

6.251

0.006

0.941

0.001

Pre GEQ

*p<0.05

**p<0.01

4. DISCUSSION
4.1 Level of GEQ before the Camp
During pre-test, both groups showed a favourable degree of group cohesion with the score of
experimental group for pre GI-T (M=32.55, SD=5.463) and pre GI-S (M=25.07, SD=4.514)
showed no significant difference with the score of control group for pre GI-T (M=33.34,
SD=6.608) and pre GI-S (M=25.12, SD=6.251) subscales. However, significant differences
were found between experimental and control group which the finding revealed that
experimental group scored lower for pre ATG-T (M=26.48, SD=5.607) and pre ATG-S
(M=33.42, SD=5.216) as compared to control group scored higher for pre ATG-T (M=26.8,
SD=5.75) and pre ATG-S (M=34.1, SD=5.209) subscales.
These scores explained about the personal involvement of an individual pertaining to the
group’s goals and objectives associated with the task and social aspect before the camp. Both
groups scored above midpoint of the scale and considered as having positive perception
toward group cohesion (mean score for both groups more than 25). In overall, the control
group scored slightly higher than the experimental group for all subscales in the pre-test. The
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higher score represented greater sense of connectedness to the group. Thus, the researcher
proposed several potential reasons for these findings.
Firstly, the control group was selected from Social Studies programme which are formally
exposed to the importance of diversity and respect towards others [45]. Their Social Studies
experiences is believed to promotes a sense of belonging and acceptance as they engage
actively in several socio-activities at the local, community, provincial, national and global
level [46]. As a result, they recorded significantly positive in their group cohesion scores.
Meanwhile, personal and social value is not taught directly but embedded in several subjects
of Physical Education studies [47]. Therefore, the researcher proposed that the difference in
academic approach between Social Studies and Physical Education field of studies may have
influenced group cohesion scores between the groups.
Secondly, the researcher also presumes that the difference of scores was mediated by the prior
social experience that students gain in their respective campus before the camp. Since both
groups were in the third semester, the social experience factor might influence their
perception toward group cohesion. The possibility is supported by Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and
Gurin [48] which explained that peer diversity and structural features of campus like size,
percentage of students, rules, and peer group has indirect influence on students’ social
cohesion.
Thirdly, the influence of previous experience in outdoor recreation or co-curriculum
programme is believed to inspire their perception toward group cohesion. Based on the
demographic data, it was showed that more than 50% of the respondents from both groups
had previous experience in outdoor recreation in various outdoor recreation programmes.
Most of literatures would suggest that there exist positive relationship with what individual do
previously in their lives with what they interpreted or do later [49]. Lewis [50] addressed that
previous outdoor experiences are important factor that can influence the development of
positive group cohesion in outdoor education.
Lastly, the researcher presumes that this might be caused by the influence of students’ gender.
To support, based on the descriptive analyses on students gender between groups, it was
found that the experimental group comprised of 53.4 percent (95) male and 46.6 percent (83)
female students. Meanwhile, the control group consisted of 31.4 percent (54) males and 68.6
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percent (118) females students. A further analysis was conducted and the researcher found
that female respondents in the both group scored greater than male respondents.
The influence of gender in the present study was in line with Digby’s [51] review of gender
differences in outdoor education attitudes and behaviours. They found that women were
having stronger group cohesion than men. It was assumed that female have been found to be
more comfortable in group process where feelings are being shared whereas males are more
comfortable in groups focused on tasks [52]. This probably because of their role in
childbearing and child rearing, women are believed to be closer to nature [53].
On the other hand, the pre-test findings also revealed that among the four subscales of GEQ,
the ATG-T and ATG-S subscales were having significant differences between the groups. As
control scored significantly higher than experimental groups in both subscale, the researcher
assumed that personal and individual perceptions might have an influence on this finding.
Carron et al.,[54] highlights that the individual attractions subscales (ATG-T and ATG-S)
required a students’ judgment which is more toward personal and individual perception.
Individual attractions to the group relates to the student’s beliefs about what attracted them to
the team [55]. This can be seen on each items on both subscales which requiring “I,” “my,”
and “me” assessments that encourage students to focus within themselves and ignore the
experiences of other group members. Therefore, the items in both subscales contain personal
perception perhaps encourage students to focus outside themselves and consider common
experiences as a reference and thus make different view on group cohesion before the camp
[54]. The above claims were strong evidences for the insignificant differences in the ATG-T
and ATG-S subscales score for both groups.
The current finding similar to Tazein and Meshkati, [56] who studied group cohesion among
volleyball, basketball and handball games. They found that there were significant differences
of the ATG-T and ATG-S subscales in the pre-test scores between control and experimental
group. They highlights that this difference was due to the various aspects of their character
upon group cohesion. To further relate the claim, Whitaker [57] explained one of the early
stages of group development is inclusion, where new members are anxious with how to
become a part of the team.

It is influenced by the cohesive interaction which is characterized

by group members sharing information with one another about their lives outside of the group
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[58]. Interestingly, since both groups are a new group, the researcher theorized that they are in
the process of inclusion stage where judgment is more on personal and individual. Therefore,
there were differences of their perception for both groups toward ATG-T and ATG-S
subscales.
On the other hand, the current finding also revealed that there is no statistically a difference
between the experimental and control groups’ score for the GI-T and GI-S subscales. The
researcher presumes that perceptions of both groups were generally equivalent in group nature
for the GI-T and GI-S subscales at the beginning of the research. This is affirmed by Dion
[59], which outlined that perceptions of cohesion between groups tend to similar when they
not differ in group nature. Study conducted by Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, and Zazanis [60]
have pointed out that the social nature of the group influences how individual’s perceptions
develop. This is consistent with Boyle’s [26], view about group in his research. Boyle which
studied group cohesion in adventure education posited that, when people get together they are
more positive about group.
Furthermore, the group integration subscales (GI-T and GI-S) of the GEQ demand individual
judgment about general state of the group. Therefore, the items in both subscales contain
statement “we,” “us,” and “the group” assessments perhaps encourage students to focus
outside themselves and consider common experiences as a reference and thus make similar
view on group cohesion before the camp [54]. The above claims were strong evidences for the
insignificant differences in the GI-T and GI-S subscales score for both groups.
From the view of task and social aspects, it was found that both groups scored slightly higher
in the ATG-S (social) and GI-T (task) subscales with the experimental group scored M=33.42
for the ATG-S and M=32.55 for the GI-T subscales. Meanwhile the control group scored
M=34.1 for the ATG-S and M=33.34 for the GI-T. The findings looks contradict to the
literature which addressed the task-related aspects (ATG-T and GI-T) of cohesiveness are
more likely to characterize a team’s cohesiveness than the social aspects (ATG-S and GI-S) of
cohesiveness at early stage of group’s development [61]. These mixed finding differs from
previous research which consistently found the ATG-T or task aspect to be a predictor of
objective measures of group productivity [e.g 27, 62, 63, 64].
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This different pattern of finding could be due to the nature of both groups in this study. As
mentioned earlier, both groups were in the third semester and enrolled for Hubungan Etnik
(Ethnic Relations) subject. At the same time, the experimental group from Physical Education
programme enrolled for the outdoor education subject as treatment which the subject was
purposely designed for socially oriented activities and focus more on the personal and social
growth [65]. On the other hand, the control group from Social Studies field also in the third
semester but had no treatment (outdoor education camp) given. However, as both groups
experienced social relationship in their informal activities and daily life before the pre-test, it
probably has influenced their perception about the group. Carron, Widmeyer, and Brawley
[66] asserted that social cohesion refers to activities associated with developing and
maintaining harmonious social relationships. Informal activities outside of the programme,
such as eating meals in group, recreational activities, social functions, and even practical
jokes that are in the spirit of fun, are important considerations in developing social
relationship, social support, and personal bonding [67]. The high score for the GI-T scales
before the camp may reflect the fact that group give high emphasis on group-related planning
and interactions during preparation as they prepare for the daily task and upcoming camp.

4.2 Level of GEQ after the Camp
After the camp, the results indicate that the experimental group recorded statistically higher
group cohesion scores than the control group. A huge score improvement occurred in the
experimental group. This finding support the claims that group which exposed to outdoor
education camp treatment would increase scores on all the GEQ subscales [68]. Based on the
task and social aspects, the experimental group scored by more than three points on the
perceptions of the group as a total unit working toward social aspects of team cohesion (GI-S)
and as well as the perceptions of the group as a total unit working toward task aspects of team
cohesion (GI-T) subscales after the camp.
Whereas the individual attraction to the group to execute task aspects (ATG-T) and the
individual attraction to the group to execute social aspects (ATG-S) only increased by almost
two points. It is important to note that, individual factors of cohesion are not always noted in
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the research but cohesion in general is linked to success between work groups, so guiding the
research to determine which factors of cohesion have the strongest effect may be useful [69].
The higher score of the GI-S and GI-T indicated that majority of the respondents feeling more
comfortable and cohesive at the group level than individual level. Social and task aspects
scored in the GI-S and GI-T reflect a high degree of groupness, which predicted the group
variance in perceptions of group satisfaction [61]. The researcher presumes that the lower
score of individual level of task and social related aspect maybe because of the nature of the
programme.
As discussed earlier, the outdoor education programme is designed to promote group
cohesion which focuses more on the group process to accomplish the outdoor pursuit
activities but not much on task aspect [12]. Therefore, individual group member perceptions’
of group condition is one of the vital links between group process and outcome [30].
Members of groups who feel that they have a great group condition will have more positive
outcomes than groups whose members feel like there is a negative group climate.
Overall, the results of this study suggest that outdoor education programme can obtain notable
and particularly strong outcomes regarding group cohesion. The researcher proposed several
possible reasons for these findings. Firstly, the researcher believed that the outdoor education
camps itself contributes to the improvement of group cohesion of the experimental groups.
The camping programme that was conducted in four different locations in six days that away
from their normal daily routine has played an important role for the changes. This is
supported by Priest and Gass [10] and Wilding [70] which claimed that a new and novel
setting which is away from the familiarity of “normal” daily routines or “comfort zone” was
documented as one of the antecedents for change in an adventure-based programming setting.
The researcher believes that the increase that occurred in this study is likely to be caused by
factors which the students were not subject to interference from outside and negative
influences. Since it was conducted away from normal daily routine, with traditional camping
method and used less technological devices, students have more time to bring the group closer
together as a social group and increase view toward group cohesion [71]. This is supported by
Milton and Cleveland [72] which states that the individual that is placed in a quiet and
stress-free experience and capabilities of the new attractions to tend to be more cohesive.
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While in the camp, they are free to talk, discuss, sleep together in a tent, exercise, eat together,
trust, share responsibility, touch each other, seek for help and work as a team to accomplish
shared objectives and tasks. Particularly, the researcher’s claims were coherent to the studies
conducted by Glass and Dotson-Blake [73] and Wilding [70].
These researchers found that all form of togetherness and adventurous experiences in order to
accomplish physically and mentally demanding tasks give students and members of their
group a chance to realize they are not alone in their struggles and thus socially bond the group
[70, 73]. Element of togetherness was shared and applied in the whole camp members when
they need to collaborate in order to accomplish the task [74]. Therefore, these activities exert
a great influence of the improvement of group cohesion among students.
Secondly, a further investigation on instructional plan for outdoor education subject prepared
by Ministry of Education for the Teacher Education Institute of Malaysia found that, group
cohesion was highlighted as one of the main concern objectives. Through this objective, the
programme was designed and implemented during the camps with the entire programme was
conducted in a natural environment. As a consequence, all of the outdoor pursuit activities
selected was designed with group cohesion as one the priority values such as camping,
kayaking, orienteering, camp craft, survival, and others. During these activities, they are
encouraged to participate and cooperate which requires high degree of interpersonal
relationship in a way that promotes group cohesion. Then, at the end of the each session, it
was reinforced by the debriefing session which led by a lecturer to discuss and reflect about
what they have gained from the activities.
Breunig et al., [75] and Yuen, Pedlar, and Mannell [76], had long highlighted about the
influence of the above variables. They proposed that an appropriate debriefing of experiences,
activities, unfamiliar environment and sense of getting away was discovered as influenced and
encouraged group cohesion through outdoor education camping. The use of natural
environment that places physical and emotional demands reliance on others in the group [77].
The researcher’s claim regarding these issues was supported by several previous local and
international studies [26, 31, 78].
Finally, the researcher assumed that a comprehensive understanding of the notion of Kolb’s
(1984) Experiential Learning Model enhanced students’ learning experiences that maybe
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transformed towards their group cohesion potential. Through researcher’s observation, it was
found that students improved teamwork skills. While they were in the outdoor education
camp, each member in groups take advantage of their strengths, respect group members,
communicate effectively with team members to resolve conflict and used various method to
deliver a messages. The notion of the above models has been used to refer to everything from
kinaesthetic, directed instructional activities in the classroom to special workplace projects
interspersed with serious discussion led by a lecturer to learning generated through social
action movements, and even to team-building adventures in the wilderness [79].
Therefore, the researcher believed that the application and understanding of the Experiential
Learning Model have greatly influenced students’ experiences and the way they learnt. The
researcher presumes that these theoretical frameworks which act as a basis may instil and
increase positive student’s interpersonal and thus applicable in gaining their group cohesion.
The theory has been proven effective in improving personal and social development and has
close relationship with outdoor education field.
In contrast, the control group was not exposed to any outdoor education camp intervention.
Thus, their source of group cohesion information probably limited to their Hubungan Etnik
(Ethnic Relations) subject, social studies field, personal activities and previous knowledge
without much hands on approach. Analyses from the MANCOVA on post-test scores
suggested that the score obtained by the control group on group cohesion is almost stagnant
between pre-test and post-tests. According to this finding, the researcher suggested that
without any relevant treatment (outdoor education camp), perceptions toward group cohesion
might remain unchanged overtime.
It was found that the control group recorded slightly increased (GI-T and GI-S) and decreased
(ATG-T and ATG-S) but with no significant influences on social and task aspects. Researcher
assumed that it is normal for the control group to record little improvement on their GI-T and
GI-S score since they were in the third semester and exposed to social studies learning and
Hubungan Etnik (Ethnic Relations) subject in their daily formal learning and informal
practices. The researcher’s claim regarding this issue was supported by several previous
studies [80, 81, 82]. Other research suggests that individual characteristics may vary the
relationships among group cohesion elements and participation. For example, in older adults
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it appears that ATG-S and ATG-T may be more likely to predict initial participation while
GI-T and GI-S may be more likely to predict longer-term group membership [83]. Thus, this
might be a possible reason for the increased and decreased of the control group scores after
the camp. For that reason, it can be concluded that outdoor education camp interventions that
used outdoor pursuit activities to increase group cohesion were more effective than simply
having participants meet and attending class together [84].
However it is important to note that, central tendency effect might be involved in the research
that used a pre-test and post-test research design where students might try to score low in
pre-test and suppose to score higher during post-test [85]. Nevertheless the effect was found
minimised in this study as both groups scored higher in the pre-test (according to GEQ scale,
scored more than 20 out of 36 and 45 represents good level of group cohesion). In addition,
the researcher never mentioned about post-test as subsequent to the pre-test to the
participants. Therefore, by the end of the camp, the increase is not too drastic but incremental
thus proposing that the central tendency issues has been minimised or may not exist at all.
On the other hand, the issue of gained score made by the experimental group might be argued
as such improvement might not be the sole result of the outdoor education camp per se as
pre-test might influence post-test result. Therefore, the researcher proposed that the issue was
minimised by utilising MANCOVA analyses. MANCOVA is a multivariate test that
minimised problem related to non-random by controlling the effect pre-test [86]. Based on the
reason, the result generated by the analysis only highlighted the factual effect of the
intervention.

5. CONCLUSION
In conclusion, this study details the effects of an outdoor education camp in short term and
support the notion that outdoor education camp is effective in influencing the improvement of
students’ group cohesion. The whole findings of this study support the body of knowledge
and practical aspect of Teacher Education Institute of Malaysia’s outdoor education camps in
enhancing positive group cohesion. The current study suggests that Teacher Education
Institute of Malaysia’s outdoor education camps are effective in improving students’ group
cohesion. In addition, the finding also revealed that GI-T and GI-S aspects scored higher than

M. M. Yasim et al.

J Fundam Appl Sci. 2017, 9(6S), 1286-1311

1304

ATG-T and ATG-S aspects which can be translated that Teacher Education Institute of
Malaysia’s outdoor education camp promotes group outcomes more than individual
outcomes. This finding also consistent with the findings by the other previous researchers
such as Mazuki [31] and Boyle [26].
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