Assignment 2: Critically Evaluate the Emergence of Pedagogy of Place as an Important Focus for Outdoor Education. 
A body of evidence has suggested that current dominant adventure-based pedagogies in outdoor education have created universal, off the shelf teaching practises that creates a disconnect between student and the place the activity is taking part in (Baker, 2005; Loynes 1998, 2002). A sense of “landlessness” as described by Baker (2005). Here I will critically evaluate a pedagogy of place as an alternative to these adventure-based pedagogies. The motivations for Outdoor education being present in our curriculums over the decades have altered due to historical and cultural influences. One ever present motivation, used by organisations that employ an adventure-based pedagogy, has been to develop character in individuals. A body of literature has questioned the efficacy of this character-building motivation and suggested that a more place responsive pedagogy would provide more justifiable motivations concerning issues facing modern society and individuals. Here, I aim to critically evaluate the efficacy and relevance of the motivations given for the adventure-based pedagogies and place-based pedagogies and how place-based pedagogies could influence future Outdoor Education practice.   
I will be drawing upon writings from prominent academics, as well as national curriculum schemes of work and other relevant publications. I will aim to address the following points; Firstly, what role does Outdoor Education play in our current curriculums and what influences and motivations frame its current role? (Education Wales, 2022; Education Scotland, 2010; Department for Education, 2021a; Department for Education, 2021b; Brooks, 2003; Macfarlane, 2003; Quay and Seaman, 2018; Leather, 2018; Watchow, 2007). Secondly and finally, what is a pedagogy of place and how could this pedagogy influence the future of Outdoor education? (Brooks, 2003; Beames, 2015; Baker, 2005; Macfarlane, 2003; Quay and Seaman, 2018; Stewart, 2004; Wattchow and Brown, 2011) (Brooks, 2003; Baker, 2005; Scrutton and Beames, 2015; Stewart, 2004; Ogunseitan, 2005, Wattchow, 2007). 
The position taken here is that a pedagogy of place could and should play a central role in Outdoor Education provisions and educational curriculums of the future. That a place responsive pedagogy, delivered alongside or as apart of traditional adventurous outdoor activities, has the potential to impact learners in a way that could meet arguably more relevant, present-day objectives. Benefitting societies locally, nationally and globally. However, to do this educators, facilitators, policy makers and outdoor organisations must challenge their long-held beliefs about the outcomes that the current dominant adventure-based pedagogy produce. I suggest that a place responsive pedagogy has the potential to not only allow for cross-curricular objectives to be explored, but to allow this to be done in an engaging and relatable way. Also to  allow Outdoor Education to become a statutory subject so that it can have a more pertinent and regular part of our educational curriculums. I propose that a place-based pedagogy, working alongside other adventure activities, can provide learners with the experiences, skills, knowledge and most importantly the enthusiasm and awareness that can benefit the individual learner as well as society as a whole. As Robert Michael Pyle (1993, cited in Weisberg, 2000, p41) suggested, “People who care conserve, people who don’t know don’t care. What is the extinction of the Condor to a child who has never known a Wren.” 
The first question I will focus upon is the role that Outdoor Education plays in our national curriculums and what influences and motivations frame this current role. In reference to the national curriculum of England, Leather (2018) describes the historical positioning of Outdoor Education since the Education Reform Act of 1988. This act formalised the national curriculum in England and made explicit the compulsory entitlements for every child in England. Leather states that in the first iteration of the National Curriculum, Outdoor Education was placed as subject matter in the P.E curriculum, providing cross curricular support. I suggest that this set the stage for what would be an ongoing struggle for Outdoor Education to have a clearly defined, purposeful place in our education curriculums.
Recently, there have been some encouraging signs that Outdoor Education is playing a larger part in our curriculums. By providing outdoor experiences to pupils and by supporting other subjects in a cross curricular way. This is evident from the Curriculum for Wales document (Education Wales, 2022) where the curriculum guidance describes the cross curricular, health and environmental benefits of Outdoor Education. The role of Outdoor Education in the Scottish Curriculum for Excellence (Education Scotland, 2010) has also been made explicit. Stating that outdoor learning, “Encourages children and young people to become involved in emotional, physical, aesthetic, spiritual and cognitive experiences as part of their learning.” Since 2006 the Scottish curriculum has stated that Outdoor learning should be a regular and progressive experience for all pupils, with “an expectation for all early years and childcare settings to facilitate ‘free play’, ‘risk and challenge’ and ‘contact with nature’ on a daily basis.” (Learning Through Landscapes, 2022). In the English curriculum the importance of Outdoor learning or Outdoor Education is not so obvious. However, Outdoor learning has been expressed in the Early Years curriculum with all children having access to the outdoor learning situations (Department for Education, 2021a). Outside of Early Years settings in England the presence of Outdoors Education is found in the P.E curriculum where it is stated, “Children should be taught to, “take part in outdoor and adventurous activities and challenges both individually and within a team.” (Department for Education, 2013). The increase in popularity of Forest schools is also a positive sign (Williams and Wainwright, 2020). However, in England, outside of the early years, as Leather (2018) suggests, most Outdoor education takes place as an extra-curricular activity with the Duke of Edinburgh and National Citizens Service being two examples. 
Outdoor education does have a presence in our national curriculums with provision becoming statutory, especially in Early Years settings or in Wales and Scotland. However, I would suggest that the motivations, objectives as well as the relevant pedagogies for taking children into the outdoors are a source of confusion and difficulty for many education professionals. With the stated motivations being irrelevant to the modern learner and based on a cultural belief and not defendable research-based philosophy (Brook, 2003). Pete Allison (2006) stated, “The area of Outdoor education is a complex phenomena as it involves working in a wide range of contexts and with various groups of people aiming towards lots of different ends.” The motivations and objectives for these different contexts and groups have altered and shifted as the historical, cultural and socio-political pressures have shifted over time. Nicol (2002, 2002, 2003), Cook (1999) and Loynes (2008) all wrote about these influences and outlined these subtle shifts in motivations. An enduring historical and cultural belief central to Outdoor education provision in the UK is that experiences in nature or the outdoors can shape, alter or outright change an individual’s character (Brookes, 2003a; Leather, 2018; Scrutton and Beames, 2015). 
This cultural and historical obsession with character building stems from the influence of the Romantics. Romantism is a philosophy partly born as a reaction to the age of enlightenment and the industrial revolution. The Romantic philosophers, artists and poets glorified nature and saw it as healing and way of achieving freedom from the oppression and control of industrialization. (BBC, 2005a) The Romantics idealised nature, the wilderness and adventure, expressing the importance of fear, awe and wonder when experiencing the wilderness. The Romantic movement was extremely influential in all areas of western culture and society, with education and Outdoor Education being no exception. Their influence on Outdoor Education has been profound with some arguing that the Romantic influence is the strongest and most powerful influence on experiential education (Leather, Fewings and Porter, 2020). With some going as far as to suggest that without the influence of the Romantic movement there would be no Outdoor education at all (Watchow 2007). 
Macfarlane (2003) outlined how the romantic movement inspired risk and thrill-seeking activities to be attempted by individuals. These individuals had been enthused by the potential awe and wonder of the outdoors, with adventures to be had and challenges completed. Watchow (2011) indicates that adventure is a Romantic cultural construct that has become a part of our culture and therefore influences motivations and pedagogies in our educational curriculums and wider Outdoor community. Watchow (2007) described how participants enter the outdoors, carting cultural luggage, “that has dramatically arranged and constructed”, their encounters with the outdoors. He was referring to our western cultural perceptions of nature, that it is wild, adventurous and sublime. This love of adventure and social elevation of adventurous, heroic activities created a belief that these activities in wild nature could form and create desired character traits. This was described by Cook (1999) and Loynes (2008) when they determined that outdoor centres and adventurous activities were instigated to toughen moral fibre and prepare citizens for war. Cook (1999) stated that expected character traits produced by outdoor activity were, “courage, loyalty, endurance, sense of honour, self-denial, fair play, public spirit and obedience.   
This character-building motivation for Outdoor Education is deep rooted in our educational and societal culture (Brookes, 2003a; Leather, 2018; Scrutton and Beames, 2015). The very first National Curriculum referred to the “spiritual and moral development of the child” (Leather, 2018). The belief that character can be developed by experiences in the outdoors is attributed to Kurt Hahn. Kurt Hahn believed specifically that Outdoor Adventure and activity was part of the solution for his perceived six declines of the modern youth. They were the decline in fitness, the decline in initiative, the decline in imagination, the decline in craftsmanship, the decline in self-discipline and the decline of compassion. This Hahnian character-building philosophy has been the bedrock of many Outdoor education services and schemes, with the Duke of Edinburgh award and the Outward-Bound Movement being two notable constructions (Brookes, 2003a; Leather, 2018, Scrutton and Beames, 2015). To this day the idea of character building, often referred to as personal development plays an important role in wider education and is a widely cited motivation for the use of Outdoor Education and the presence of the outdoors in our curriculums. 
I would suggest that this current situation that Outdoor Education finds itself in, particularly in England, is partially a symptom of our current positivistic educational culture in the UK promoted by our policy makers and capitalist society. Where measurable objectives and assessment are central to all practice, this is a point echoed by Leather (2018). However, I do not believe that our policy makers are entirely to blame for the current position of Outdoor education in our curriculums, the culture and over reliance on character building motivations within some elements of the Outdoor community itself must bear some responsibility. 
Mainstream teachers, who would like to include Outdoor Education in their curriculums, will often seek support from organisations within the outdoor community. With some of the more tradition organisations providing this support being the Duke of Edinburgh Awards and Outward Bound. These two organisations centre their schemes around a traditional adventure-based pedagogy with character building or personal development centred objectives. (Leather, 2018; DofE, 2021). Blairvadach Outdoor Education Centre delivers Outdoor provision for schools in Glasgow Local Authority. They state that, “All courses facilitate personal and social development and meet educational outcomes through challenge and adventure.” (Blairvadach, 2023) I suggest that these motivations and objectives are extremely tough to both measure and prove, hence they do not conform to the current dominant positivistic culture within education. With these difficulties contributing to Outdoor Education’s fringe position in current curriculums. Scrutton and Beames (2015) in their article entitled Measuring the Unmeasurable, pointed to the depth of qualitative research but the lack of and poor quality of quantitative research in Outdoor Education. Brookes (2003) also suggested that there was a lack of interaction between the Outdoor Education research community and the wider education community. With these being reasons, that Outdoor Education is often failing to prove its own worth. Brookes (2003) continues by suggesting, that character building objectives are difficult if not impossible to measure. He ascertains that, “cross situational consistency in behaviour cannot be empirically proven,”. He also believes that these character-building motivations and objectives have been a “a yoke which once cast off, opens the way for more defensible theory, research, and practice in OAE” (Outdoor Adventure Education). 
Brookes (2003a, 2003b) argues that character building is an illusion and is not a product of what he calls, Adventure Education. Brookes states that humans exhibit different personality traits in different situations and that it is the situation that is the determining factor of how an individual behaves. That situations consider geographical, social and cultural elements. He suggests that the idea that a short-term experience in the outdoors can change an individual’s long constructed character is false. Brookes concludes that the current accepted view and position of character building is rhetoric. The reason that character building motivations have endured is because they are hard to prove, entrenched in our culture, is an appealing notion with appealing activities and driven by the cultural, unproven, belief that it works. 
I find Brookes’ (2003a, 2003b) article compelling. Supported with the assertions made by Scrutton and Beames (2025) I agree with the notion that it is outdated, counterproductive and unjustifiable that character building is the bedrock of Outdoor Education. That this motivation prevents Outdoor Education from being a proven and integral part of our curriculum’s, treated with as much respect as other core subjects. If character building is to be a central motivation for the presence of Outdoor Education, then I support the conclusion of Scrutton and Beames (2015) and Brookes (2003a, 2003b) in that research of the lasting impact on character traits. Taking into account a variety of different real-life situations and in different contexts and a number of different variables, needs to undertaken. As well as greater interaction with the wider educational community and higher quality quantitative results. With broader and larger sample sizes and improved methodologies. However, there are other negative effects created by the dominant adventure based pedagogy and its character building motivations.   
Finally, I would like to address the question, what is a pedagogy of place and how could this pedagogy influence the future of Outdoor Education? The current dominant culture in outdoor education is one centred upon an adventure-based pedagogy with character building outcomes (Cook, 1999; Loynes, 1998, 2002, 2008). Wattchow (2011), in his review of Outdoor Education motivations, contends that outdoor educators have an overwhelming view that nature is an “arena where students experience personal development through challenging activity” or a landscape that can be “appreciated and encountered aesthetically.” This culturally constructed view of nature is the source of other negative outcomes on Outdoor Education practice and therefore learners.   
Environmental Education and sustainability have, over recent years, been added to many centres lists of objectives (Baker, 2005; Blairvadach, 2023, PGL, 2023). However, as suggested in Clarke and Mcphie (2014) the positivistic, adventure-based pedagogies are delivering a dualistic understanding where nature is treated as an, “other”, separate from man (Stewart, 2004). Baker (2005) referencing the work of Leopold, has also stated that current practices in Outdoor Education are creating a sense of Landlessness in society, where there is a separation and a disconnect between people and places (Stewart, 2004). This leads to people passing through places and not interacting with them. Another negative of the dominant pedagogical structure has led to a universalisation and commodification outdoor courses, activities and provision (Loynes, 1998; 2002; Nicol, 2002; Leather 2018). This universalisation has resulted in one size fits all, off the shelf schemes that give no consideration to specific cultures, places or individuals (Stewart, 2004). Chris Loynes (1998) asserted that an effect of this commodification is to, “disassociate people from their experience of community and place”. The over-arching theme emerging from these negative impacts is one of separation or a disconnection from the places where adventurous outdoor activities are taking place. Creating a sense of landlessness that is exacerbated by our ever-modernising lifestyles with its dependency on technology and increased mobility (Stewart, 2004; Plumwood, 2000, cited in Stewart, 2004). 
An alternative to, or as Baker (2005) suggests, an adaptation to the currently dominant adventure-based pedagogy, with its character-building objectives, is required to remedy this growing sense of landlessness and to create a sense of landfullness. Brookes (2003b) puts forward that, “The collapse of the notion that single episodes of experience can change personal traits opens the way for more careful consideration of programs that construct on-going relationships between individuals, particular groups, and particular places in the outdoors.” A more place responsive pedagogy is required.  
According to Watchow and Brown (2011, cited in Beames, 2015, p28) “A sense of place has emerged from a “concern about the cumulative effects of modernity upon our ability to respect and care for the local places we call home.” A place sensitive or responsive pedagogy has had many definitions with differing terminologies and systems. Supporting Stewarts (2004) assertion that there is no one size fits all approach to place responsive education and Baker (2005) when she suggested place responsive approaches need to be flexible and able to change to meet cultural, social and place specific circumstances. However, they all have overlapping, essential criteria. Whether it be Gruenewald’s two key concepts which include, “decolonization, which involves learning to recognize disruption and “injury” to place, and reinhabitation, which focuses on learning to live well socially and ecologically in these places.” (2003, cited in Beames, 2015, p29). Or Baker’s landfullness framework, which is a holistic framework integrating environmental studies and adventure activities. The framework has, “four levels: (a) Being Deeply Aware, (b) Interpreting Land History, (c) Sensing Place in the Present, and (d) Connecting to Home.” (Baker, 2005). Or what Stewart (2004) described were his aims when delivering place responsive approach to, “connect students in an emotional and experiential manner.” Within a “conceptual framework” that aims to build understanding of the concerns facing the specific places and the structural issues effecting specific places. A place responsive pedagogy is a flexible, considered process of connecting people to the places in which they find themselves, immersing students in local heritage, culture, landscapes, community, opportunities and experiences (Promise of Place, 2023). Beames (2015) stated that a place-based pedagogy is much more that people getting to know their local areas. He enthused about creating “critical cosmopolitanism” which “shows students how the issues within their places are related to other places in a complex web of history, geography, politics and economics”. Brown (cited in Beames, 2015, p29) went further suggesting that place-based pedagogies won’t just teach people about their places but how to transform their places and how to transfer these skills to other places. Mulligan (2003, cited in Stewart 2004, p 278) stated, A sense of belonging extends from the local to the regional and beyond, and a sense of belonging can lead to a stronger sense of responsibility”.   
Considering all the literature and research I am of the position that an adventure-based pedagogy with character building justifications is preventing Outdoor Education from taking a more prominent role in our curriculums. I would put forward that more place responsive pedagogies have the potential to provide a more valid, relevant and justifiable position in which to argue for a more prominent and impactful role in our curriculums. However, I do believe that not all elements of the traditional adventure-based pedagogy should be replaced. But that the current dominant pedagogy should be adapted to address present day issues both locally and globally. Namely those of sustainability, environmentalism and conservation. As Baker (2005) suggested a sense of place can lead to a collective connectedness to our individual places and produce a more sustainable future. I also believe that a place responsive pedagogy could meet more person-centred objectives of physical and mental wellbeing. 
Ogunseitan (2005) in his study entitled, “Topophilia and the Quality of Life,”. Topophilia being defined as a love of or emotional connectedness to a place, concluded that, “The overall Quality of Life score is significantly associated with high rating of topophilia”. Meaning that people who perceived themselves to have a good quality of life also had an emotional sense of connectedness to their specific place. Implying that if people are taught the skills to allow themselves to connect to a place, then they would believe themselves to have a good life.  
I believe that the concept of adventure and the cultural expectations of that word could work as an advantage to outdoor curriculums. The adventure, risk, thrill element of the current provision is something that I believe important. This element of the traditional pedagogy can excite and enthuse students making them more likely to want to be in the outdoors and therefore more likely to want to learn about the outdoors and the places they are living, working and playing in. It is a fine balancing act for facilitators and teachers when selecting activities and designing schemes. Watchow (2007) asserts, “that desire for adventure and the intensity of activity means there is no room for the participant to build an awareness or understanding of the place they are experiencing.” I believe that the right mix of place responsive tasks and adventure-based tasks should be presented to specific cohorts. Something that Baker (2005) illuded to when she suggested that a sense of wonder of the outdoors is important to a place-based pedagogy.  This can also not be pre-determined and ready-made. The schemes activities must take into account their participants demographics as much as possible. Selecting the appropriate activities that have the ability to excite, enthuse and interest participants but also allow them to be place responsive and not just use the place as a stage to perform.
What this would look like in practice is complex and debatable. If a pedagogy of place were to be part of a mainstream education either to meet cross curricular objectives, or as part of more focused placed based residential sessions. It would require a shift in current character-building justifications of the present positivistic educational culture. Where commodification and universalisation reign and assessment and measurement highly valued. Other, often culturally constructed, concerns around health and safety, the weather and pupil behaviour would also need to be overcome. But these concerns are insignificant to the possible benefits of a population more connected individually to the places that they live. Having empathy, understanding and a sense of responsibility for the culture, society and environment in which they belong and for those in which they don’t. 
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