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[bookmark: _Int_sVhFypFC]Critically evaluate outdoor education as a site of cultural struggle – what is in a definition?
[bookmark: _Int_WiZ642Oq]Humberstone (2000) used the terminology ‘Outdoor Industry’ to encapsulate the many guises of outdoor education, adventure recreation and ‘associated phenomena’, rather than attempt to provide a definitive statement. Numerous attempts have been made to define, model, or explain the different constituent parts of the ‘outdoor industry’ (Department for Education and Science, 1975; Higgins & Loyne, 1997; Gilbertson, 2006 & Institute for Outdoor Learning, 2021). But as Humberstone (2000) indicated, how the outdoor industry is interpreted can be very much dependent on the context in which the activities occur. The context is constantly evolving and can be shaped and influenced, both internally and externally, by individuals and through society (Beames, Mackie & Atencio, 2019). Different contexts have different values and norms or ‘worldviews’. The values and norms, or collective consciousness as identified by Durkheim (Brown, 2013), of one context is what shapes the behaviour within, and could be identified as a culture. Culture is defined simply as ‘the way of life of a social group’ (Theodorson & Theodorson, 1969). Humberstone (2000) suggested that through the development of social theories, cultures could be identified as
“The ways in which ideologies and practices are constructed through systems of meanings, by webs of power and through the organisations and institutions that produce and legitimate them.” 
Social theorists seek to clarify the relationship between different cultures within society (Pike & Beames 2013). In particular, the reciprocal influence between societal structures and individuals (Beames, Mackie & Atencio, 2019). Societal structures include the government, media, representative organisations such as the Institute for Outdoor Learning (IOL) and National Governing Bodies (NGBs) such as British Canoeing. Individuals are what sociologists call agents, ‘human beings who intentionally take action to pursue their goals’ (Hearn, 2012 in Beames, Mackie & Atencio, 2019). Pike & Beames (2013) suggest that it is this ‘tension’ between the two, that sociologists consider ‘an inherent part of human life’. Humberstone (2000) posited that “culture therefore is frequently concerned with struggle.”
One concept, developed by the influential sociologist Gramsci (1891 -1937) that attempts to explain how societal structures exert power through cultural dominance is cultural hegemony (Humberstone, 2000). The concept of hegemony helps to explain how those with power gain consent from those they dominate (Beames, Mackie & Atencio, 2019). 
“Power and privilege are maintained, through cultural hegemony but struggles over hegemonic control are inevitable. Subcultures are often formed which challenge dominant cultural forms.” 
(Wearing, 1998) 
Williams (1977) used Gramscian theory to explain how different subcultures interact and developed a ‘typology of cultural forms’ (Tracey, 2013). The ‘dominant’ form represents the cultural practices of those in power, whereas the ‘residual’ form represents those that used to be in power and still have persisting interests. Finally, the ‘emergent’ forms are those ‘embraced by rising social groups’ (Tracey, 2013). 
The outdoor industry in the United Kingdom (UK) is not immune to these ‘cultural struggles.’ Through its cultural and historical development, structural determinism and various agents, the nomenclature relating to it has ebbed and flowed, influencing practise. Outdoor pursuits, outdoor education, adventure recreation, adventure education and outdoor learning (amongst others), have all be used to describe what the ‘outdoor industry’ is and does. Whilst it is accepted that there are nuanced differences between them, the role of education or learning is not as prevalent as it once was in its many current forms (Loynes, 1998; Leather, 2018 & Cooper, 2018). 
During the period when it will be suggested that outdoor education was ‘dominant,’ one of the big debates was whether outdoor education was a subject or a method (Nicol, 2002a; Quay & Seaman, 2013a; Ogilvie, 2013 & Allison, 2016). When outdoor education was included in the 1991 National Curriculum as part of physical education, a subject, an opportunity was missed to embed many other methods of outdoor education (Ogilvie, 2013). It will be suggested that this, amongst other societal changes that occurred at a similar time, meant that adventure became the ‘dominant’ practice. This will not be an attack on adventure, as it clearly has a place in outdoor education and the many benefits it can bring (Mortlock, 1984; Hopkins & Putman, 1993 and Williams & Wainwright, 2020). An example being the ‘emergent’ practice of blue/green exercise (Pretty et al., 2005; Barton, 2016 & Thompson & Wilkie, 2021). However, one of the recent criticisms that outdoor education, when practiced as adventure, is not building the sustainable relationships with the environment required to meet the challenges of the recently labelled climate emergency (Nicol, 2002c; Mannion & Lynch, 2015 & Clarke & McPhie, 2014). 
This is an essential issue that potentially requires an emerging ‘method’ to be applied to one of the main underpinning philosophic approaches ‘adopted’ by outdoor education (Leather, 2018), experiential learning. Place-based education is concerned with ‘facilitating meaningful relationships with places’ and could have the potential for bridging the gap between subject and method (Mannion & Lynch, 2015). By taking learning outside of the ‘container’ (Mannion & Lynch, 2015) and into place and community, combining ontological with epistemological approaches that have the potential to break down the barrier that separates ‘the human from the non-human' (Nicol, 2002c). 
This essay will apply Williams (1977) cultural theory typology as a theoretical framework to explore how and why outdoor education has become ‘residual’ in the UK, with adventure currently being the ‘dominant’ practice. The social-cultural and political need for there to be a ‘definition’ of what outdoor education is will be acknowledged, and the roots traced. Whilst highlighting why this is potentially problematic for those engaging with and working in the ‘outdoor industry.’ The emerging practice of place-based education will be suggested as a facilitation method that has the potential to bring the learning in outdoor education back to the fore. Whilst acknowledging the benefits of adventure and the potential for the two different approaches to work coherently.
Outdoor education emergent to dominant
If Williams (1977) theory is to be applied, for Outdoor Education to be residual, it must therefore at certain times have been both emergent and dominant. Humberstone (2000) highlighted the ‘diverse historical, social and geographical’ influences that have shaped the development of outdoor adventure in the UK. Different outdoor ‘cultures have been influenced both by the Romantic movements, by nationalistic ideology and the British male aristocracy’ (Humberstone, 2000). Allison (2016) identified ‘six waves of outdoor education’ to summarise the historical development in the UK (exploration, personal and social development, environmental education, curriculum connections, climate change and intercultural connections). Utilising some of the ‘six waves’ identified by Allison (2016) gives structure to exploring the historical perspective. Allison (2016) posited that the origins of outdoor education in the UK can be traced back to a history of exploration and the British Empire. With the growth of mercantilism post-enlightenment, the tools were developed that enabled trade and scientific exploration (Ogilvie, 2013), this contribution to ‘the national narrative of exploration’ (Leather, 2018) continued into the Victorian era and the development of the British Empire. Examples of this can be found in the Golden Age of Mountaineering (Ogilvie, 2013 & Macfarlane, 2008) and in polar explorers such as Scott and Shackleton. The second wave identified by Allison (2016) was personal and social development (PSD). Allison posited that some of those involved with the first wave were responsible for the next, realising that through the hardships of exploration they developed ‘character’. As well as exploration, to some extent outdoor education in England was born out of a particular set of circumstances associated with war (Cook, 1999). Two of the most well-known ‘agents’ of this time (1900’s - 1950’s) were Baden Powell with the Scout Movement (1908) and Kurt Hahn with Outward Bound (1941) and the Duke of Edinburgh Award (1956). Whilst much has been written about the impact of these influential characters on the development of outdoor education (Cook, 1999, Loynes, 2007, Ogilvie, 2013 & Priest & Gass, 2017), it is beyond the scope of this essay to give a full account. It is important to highlight that both saw the potential of outdoor activities to solve some of the social issues of that time. Powell as a method to deal with ‘physical deterioration and moral degeneracy’ created by the industrial revolution, impacting on the fitness of soldiers for war and Hahn ‘the six declines of modern youth’ (Loynes, 2008). These ‘social ideologies of education’ of ‘rehabilitating morally or psychologically dysfunctional people’ and ‘developing the characters of people destined for a leadership role in industry’ (Halls, 1997 in Nicol 2002a), typified the approach either side of the Second World War. Implying that initially there was a pedagogic approach for outdoor education for those that did not fit into the societal or cultural norms of the time and ‘not simply for the benefit of the individual but in line with a particular social agenda’ (Nicol, 2002a). These approaches did not escape the attention of the Norwood Committee (1941) established to provide guidance to Local Education Authorities (LEAs) on how the reforms included in the 1944 Education Act should be delivered (Cook, 1999). The committee comprised of a group of mainly male individuals described by McCulloch (1984) as ‘the self-securing elite group... imbued with common values arising from their own public-school education’ (McCulloch, 1984 in Cook, 1999). Public schools had long since recognised the value of outdoor activities for developing character, indeed a considerable influence on Kurt Hahn, who had spent time in the British Public School system in his formative years (Preist and Gass, 2017). Up until this point the use of outdoor activities for social change rather than for individual health benefits, was mainly delivered through the voluntary or private sectors. The Norwood Report (1943) suggested that ‘young people might derive moral strength from adventurous land and water-based activities’ to create citizens and leaders with ‘pre-defined qualities and dispositions' (Nicol, 2002a). Setting out the context for post-war outdoor education through the state supported agenda of developing character and leadership, through the statutory implementation of the 1944 Education Act (Cook, 1999 & Nicol, 2002a). Social engineering as part of hegemonic control (Nicol, 2002a).
It could be argued that the 1960’s and 1970’s was where outdoor education transitioned from being emergent to dominant. Nicol (2002a) labelled the 1960’s as the ‘golden years’ and Ogilvie (2013) the 1970’s to the 1990’s as the ‘heyday’, with the 1970’s being the ‘honeymoon period’. This period was one of mass expansion of LEA provision, stimulated by the 1944 Education Act (Cook, 1999). Many of the facilitators of this time had the freedom to explore this new method of education. Funding was made available for various projects to deal with social issues in urban areas. Cooper (2018) writes about Wigan LEA opening centres in the Lake District based on funding to ‘assuage the disaffected youth’. Qualified teachers were employed to facilitate outdoor education covering a wide range of topics. 
It was during this time that the term outdoor education became the widely used nomenclature (Nicol, 2002b). ‘Cheesmond and Yates (1979) suggested that this was directly attributable to the formation of the National Association for Outdoor Education (NAOE)’ (Nicol, 2002b). When the NAOE formed in 1970, the intention was to draw together divergent practices that had ‘emerged’, through the historical development of outdoor activities. Nicol (2002b) suggested that these strands were:
1. Recreation: where activities are pursued for the intrinsic enjoyment
2. Leisure education: to stimulate the interest in the activity as a sport
3. Personal and social development: using the activities and residential experience as vehicles to develop personal and social qualities
4. An understanding of the environment
(Nicol, 2002b)
The definition given by the NAOE was that ‘outdoor education was a means of approaching educational objectives through guided direct experience in the environment, using its resources as learning material’ (Hopkins & Putman, 1993). 
Another influential event in the 1970’s that supports the transition of outdoor education from emergent to dominant is the Dartington Conference (1975), convened by the Department for Education and Science (DES). Hopkins & Putman (1993) stated that this was the first ‘systematic attempt. . . to identify and categorise the different goals of outdoor education and to identify the process by which they may be achieved’. Further, Leather (2018) suggested that the conference raised the concern that the NAOE definition did not help to ‘identify and emphasise certain important educational aims’ (DES, 1975 in Leather, 2018). Outdoor Education, through the structural determinism of the representative and governmental organisations, had started to adapt and shape the working practices of the emergent culture of outdoor pursuits. Nicol (2002b) suggests this is directly attributable to the attempt to link it with the school curriculum to gain ‘respectability from within the mainstream educational establishment’. Further, Ogilvie (2013) stated that the 1970 NAOE definition ‘signalled an important shift from the tendency hitherto to see outdoor education as a subject rather than an approach’. 
Adventure as emergent to dominant
Mortlock (1984) stated that adventures involve ‘a degree of uncertainty’ and ‘demand the best of our capabilities – physically, mentally, and emotionally’. The recreational use of the countryside emerged from the philosophical movement of Romanticism. Beames, Mackie & Atencio (2019) suggested that this movement looked to ‘wild nature as a salve to the sores caused by urban living, which even then, was hectic, dirty, and stressful’ a response to the industrial revolution. Much of the history of the development of adventure practices in the UK are interwoven with the emergence of outdoor education, especially during the wave identified by Allison (2016) as personal and social development. Cooper (2018) suggested that outdoor education emerged from two traditions, outdoor pursuits and field studies. Adventure is related to outdoor pursuits. As many (Cook, 1999; Nicol, 2002 & Loynes, 2007) have indicated, the instructors and influential agents of the ‘heyday’ period (1960’s-1980’s) of adventure education were often experienced mountaineers or sailors or had been involved with leading or organising expeditions. 
During this period, it was suggested that it was the field studies element that gave outdoor education the ‘curriculum connection’ (Cooper, 2018, & Nicol, 2002b) required to legitimate inclusion in the structurally determined dualistic viewpoint, of what constitutes education. However, in 1991 ‘outdoor education’ was included in the National Curriculum as part of Physical Education (DfE, 2012), a subject based around recreation and personal, social development. It is suggested by the author that this was the point at which the practice of adventure became dominant. This could have been due to adventure having measurable outcomes such as skill development and health benefits, thereby fulfilling the requirements for inclusion in education (Nicol, 2002b&c). Or, as Nicol (2002b) identified, that Drasdo (1973) and Mortlock (1984) were the first to develop a philosophy ‘within’ the practice of outdoor activities based around adventure. However, the structural impact was more than likely due to the political shift from the 1980’s onwards, towards ‘right-wing, market orientated ideas’ (Cooper, 2018). As Cooper (2018) suggested ‘policies based on free market economics wrought dramatic changes on all aspects of society, including education, health, social welfare and employment’. This treatment of education like a business with the introduction of a prescribed curriculum, league tables, funding per learner and many other ‘restrictions’, left little time or funding for teachers to explore alternative methods of education. Turning schools into production lines to fulfil the requirement for this type of market economics (Loynes, 2002, & Robinson, 2010). The ownership of school budgets also passed from the Local Education Authorities (LEAs) to individual schools. This lack of funding led to the closure or selling off of outdoor education centres. These centres had to adapt to market forces on a more commercial model more closely related to the outdoor recreation industry (Cooper, 2018). Potentially leading to the commercialisation and commodification of outdoor education (Loynes, 1998; Loynes, 2007 & Beames and Brown, 2014), missing the many important learning opportunities and values that outdoor education has the potential to imbue. 
Another major factor contributing to adventure being the dominant practice through the commercialisation of outdoor education is the role of risk. Again, another very important topic too broad a scope to cover in detail in this essay. However, the impact that the Lyme Bay incident (1993) had on the industry, and in particular, the way that outdoor professionals are trained and measured in their competencies to lead outdoor activities (Humberstone, 2000 & Nicol, 2002b), may have contributed to a focus on ‘hard skills’ rather than the wider educational benefits of spending time outdoors. It is acknowledged that NGB’s have gone some way to embedding an element of this into their training programmes (Ogilvie, 2013). However, utilising place-based learning as a focus could be the method required to bridge the gap between adventure and outdoor education.
Outdoor education as residual
Allison (2016) posited that outdoor education in the UK, if viewed over a period, is in a ‘state of confusion’, referring to the wide range of cultural, academic, and philosophical perspectives from which it is viewed. These perspectives are widely categorised as psychology, sociology, and philosophy (Allison, 2016), with Thorburn and Allison (2010) adding a wide range of sub-categories ‘too numerous to list’. Further Leather (2018), whilst exploring the curriculum connection, suggested it is ‘rooted in a shared cultural perspective rather than an evidenced based research position’. Nicol (2002b) suggested that without this context ‘outdoor education lacks validity’. Valid to whom is the important question to ask. Loynes (2002) identifies one feature of ‘the currently dominant, western capitalistic, post-renaissance paradigm called modernism’ that is ‘a scientific rationale’. The adopted and pervading positivist scientific paradigm that sets out to discover ‘the theory behind all observable phenomena’ (Loynes, 2002). This inherited epistemological position, which acts as the mediator of knowledge, as a deeply embedded cultural construct (Nicol, 2002c), means that without this legitimisation of outdoor education, it will always be marginalised (Fetsu, 2003). There are other philosophical paradigms through which outdoor education can be examined. Nicol (2003) explored both the epistemological and ontological position and suggested that to advance the claims of feelings and values, there needs to be an adoption of the correct ontological position. By ‘adopting the logical positivist view of empiricism... denies the existence of values and feelings leaving therefore a mismatch between philosophy and practice’ Nicol, (2003). It has been suggested that outdoor education (and indeed, education) needs to adopt a new philosophical paradigm from which it can be viewed (Nicol, 2002c; Nicol, 2003; Clark & McPhie, 2014; Paulus, 2016 & Quay & Seaman, 2013). It could be argued that this is essential to break down the barrier created between humans and nature by this philosophical paradigm that ‘separates the knower from the known’ (Nicol, 2002c). Nicol goes on to state that it is this separation ‘which is partly responsible for the cultural orientation that human beings are isolated from, and independent of the natural world.’ Ultimately, allowing people to live in ignorance and denial of the growing climate emergency. 
In the absence of the ‘perfect philosophical fit,’ Leather (2018) suggested that outdoor education has ‘adopted an ‘outdoor experiential philosophy’. Quay & Seaman (2015) suggested that ‘scholars in outdoor studies have long engaged with the notion of experience’. Experiential learning theory is strongly linked to John Dewey (1859-1952), a proponent of the importance of experience as a basis for all learning (Williams & Wainwright, 2016). Often Dewey’s approach is misinterpreted as ‘learning by doing’ (Roberts, 2012), especially by the critics (Quay & Seaman, 2015). This interpretation omits the important aspect of reflection post experience and prior to future practice and grounded in concrete experiences that are real, meaningful, and relevant to the learner (Williams & Wainwright, 2016). Pre-reflective experiences can be identified as the confused state at the beginning of reflective thinking and post-reflective as ‘cleared up, unified, resolved situation at the close’ (Quay & Seaman, 2015). In between is a more practical type of experience that is ‘aesthetic experience’ (Quay & Seaman, 2015). Aesthetic experience is ‘experience of what is going on in the immediate present,’ a different mode to reflective thinking of immersive awareness of the immediate present that relates to ‘being’ (Quay & Seaman, 2013 & 2015). This mode Dewey called ‘qualitative thought’ or ‘affective thinking’ of experience as it is directly had, ‘thinking in practice rather than thinking about practice’ (Quay & Seaman, 2015). Identifying aesthetic experience highlights that experiential learning is not just about doing, but also embraces being and knowing, discernible through reflective experience. However, even with the extensive academic adoption and investigation of the notion of experiential learning as the key underpinning philosophy, or method (Higgins, 2003) of outdoor education, it is still not fully accepted as ‘the method’. As Nicol (2002c) highlighted ‘the debate surrounding philosophy, methodology and the relative merits of adopting a rational (cognitive) or aesthetic experience (sensory) teaching approach is far from resolved’. Whilst there are others better equipped to explore the philosophical approach (for example, Quay, 2013b), a place-based approach through experiential learning that combines both the rational with the aesthetic could help outdoor education to become dominant once again.
The ‘emergent culture’ of place is currently being examined through many different lenses. Manion & Lynch (2015) identify socio-cultural and critical traditions, phenomenological and pragmatic traditions, and socio-ecological approaches. Whilst there is some ambiguity between them (for example, the need to be in the local environment or only dealing with either the human or non-human), it provides a framework for facilitators to work to. It can promote discourse around topics ever present in the environments the activities take place in, whether this be local or global, ideally connecting the two. Williams (2019) suggested that we connect to place as a consequence of ‘being’ in them, through ‘memories, events, ideas, feelings and meanings’. Williams goes on to suggest that there are three ways in which a connection to place can be explored; past, present, and future. Each of these provides a framework for promoting learning and discourse about the environment the activity is taking place in. This framework could be applied, with a little development of facilitators leading any type of outdoor education activity, whether it be adventure or educationally focussed.
‘Outdoor Education’ is the terminology used throughout this essay. This has made it extremely difficult to navigate the various component parts without an element of contradiction at points. As Cooper (2018) identified parents, school governors and teachers are not always aware of the differences between activity and outdoor education centres. The author suggests that this could also be extended to the instructors and managers that operate these centres. As Higgins & Loynes (1997) suggested, it is hardly surprising when outdoor education is trying to meet the many aims of outdoor recreation, environmental awareness, and personal and social development, leaving outdoor educators with a ‘sense of bewilderment’. There is clearly a role for both adventure and outdoor education to be ‘dominant practices.’ Rather than trying to promote under one umbrella term, the author suggests there is a need for a new approach from our representative organisation to give clarity to both the industry itself and those accessing it (see appendix 1 for the authors initial thoughts on this).
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Appendix 1
	
	Adventure Recreation
	Adventure 
Education
	Outdoor Education

	Main outcomes
	Fun

Health
 
	Personal and social development

Skill development
	Personal and social development

Environmental education
National Curriculum
 
Alternative Curriculum

	Qualifications
	In-house training +/- lower level NGB’s

Health related qualifications 
	NGB qualifications
 
Leadership/team development training
 
	NGB qualifications
 
Degree level education including facilitation methods, environmental understanding and/or teaching qualification

	Examples of activity types
	Blue/green exercise
 
High ropes courses
	Journey-based 
 
Adventure activities in natural environment
 
Leadership/team development
 
	Outdoor activities with a focus on the environment
 
Community-based projects e.g., gardening, conservation
 
Involvement with local environmental based organisations

	Examples of locations
 
 
	Climbing walls
 
Urban and rural environments e.g., parklands or beach, bike tracks
	National Parks
 
Coast
 
Other rural natural environments
	Anywhere outdoors

Forest schools

	Facilitation methods
	Process based
 
Self-facilitation
	Method based
 
Experiential learning
 
Place-based learning
 
Residentials
 
Expeditions
	Method & subject based
 
Experiential education
 
Place-based learning
 
Community based learning
Exploration of local/global issues relating to activity
Residentials


*Potential for the perspective salaries to be added, to solve one of the big debates amongst facilitators/instructors/teachers working in the ‘outdoor industry’.
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