Critically evaluate the use of modern technologies and digital media in outdoor education to promote ecological understanding and pro-environmental behaviour.

Global sea levels have risen 15.4 centimetres since 1900 and are predicted to rise as much as 1.12 metres, from modern levels, by 2100 (Met Office, 2018), with 1 in 10,000-year floods occurring every year. The Met Office report (2018) states, “The future change in climate projected by models in UKCP18 is strongly dependent on global greenhouse gas emissions in the future.” Agreeing with the scientific consensus, published and clarified in copious academic articles and media sources (An Inconvenient Truth, 2006) (Orr, 2007, 2015) (Climate Change Committee, 2022) (IPCC, 2021) (Macey, 2023)

Human interactions with and attitudes towards nature have created an environmental emergency that requires action by humans to address and rectify (Climate Change Committee, 2022) (HM Treasury, 2021) (United Nations, 1992) (Hayhow et al, 2019) (Macey, 2021) (Prince, 2017). In this essay I will be critically evaluating the role of Outdoor Education, specifically the role of modern and digital technology within Outdoor Education, in promoting ecological understanding and in creating pro-environmental attitudes, in an effort to produce positive and sustainable human interactions with nature.     

In helping me answer the overarching essay question I will consider the following points. Firstly, what is Deep Ecology and Eco literacy and how could these philosophies influence educational programs and pedagogies to promote ecological understanding and pro-environmental behaviour? Secondly, what are the positive and negative impacts of different technologies on Outdoor education pedagogies and therefore student experiences. Thirdly, what is the role of Outdoor Education in promoting pro environmental behaviours and attitudes in a primary education setting and how could modern technology potentially contribute to achieving this aim. Answer

The position taken in this essay is that Outdoor Education programs have an opportunity to inform, excite, enthuse, and engage pupils of all ages and demographics, connecting them to the places they live, work and play. I put forward that through a critical and tailored approach to program and or curriculum design, Outdoor Education can meet the individual needs of all members of the public regardless of demographics. Tailoring programs in a reflective and critical manner whilst embedding Place Responsive practices and ecological understanding whilst not forgetting traditional Adventure Education activities (references). Outdoor Education has the potential to create environmentally enthusiastic, responsible, empathic and thoughtful individuals that can create change in our cultural and societal structures, challenging the dominant hegemony for the benefit of humanity and the planet we live on. (references) Regarding technology, I believe that technology of all kinds should be used critically, weighing the positive and negative impacts on the individual learners’ experiences. it must not be allowed to become an overwhelming barrier or distraction from the natural world. Technology has great potential to expand and enrich outdoor programs, if used appropriately. It can enthuse, inform and engage learners. New apps, programs and websites can help to provide the environmental, cultural, societal and historical information for inexperienced individuals, offering a window into the places in which they reside. Used appropriately technology can help to reconnect individuals who are detached from their places and the natural world, taking those first steps into becoming environmentally understanding, empathic and responsible. (References)
Deep Ecology is a social movement and philosophy, that promotes and explores the interconnectedness of all living and non-living mechanisms on earth. While questioning the ecological impact of every policy, practice, assumption and value in society (Glasser 2008)(More) The term deep ecology was first put forward by Arne Naess in 1972, although Naess asserted that Rachel Carson’s ideas was the root of his thinking (Rothenberg and Naees, 1993). Naess believes that environmentalists or shallow ecologists must do more than protect and guard the environment. That technological advances and pragmatic reforms are not radical enough to avoid an environmental disaster (Naess, 1997) (more). Shallow ecology refers to practice of fighting pollution and other forms of environmental degradation in pragmatic ways and in often rich countries alone (Rothenburg and Naees, 1993) (Devall, 2001). “Fighting the symptoms of ecocultural unsustainability but leave the causal structure unchanged” (Glasser 2008). Naess put forward that the modern, predominantly western, view of self as being separate from nature is incorrect and damaging. (Madsen, 2013) (Rothenberg, 2012) (Naess, 1997) (Devall, 2001) (Sylvan, 1985). That an egocentric view of humanities place on the planet, not only damages nature and the environment but also damages humanity itself as nature and humanity are one and the same (Rothenberg and Naees, 1993) (Naess, 2005). A view shared by Joanna Macey (2017) who asserted that this environmental crisis is “slapping us in the face” waking us from a shrunken sense of self and making us see that we are part of life on earth.”
Naess himself made the distinction between the Deep Ecology Movement and the Deep Ecology philosophy. Naess (2005) stated, “One must avoid looking for one definite philosophy. There is a rich manifold of fundamental views compatible with the deep ecology platform. The “platform” of which Naess speaks of comprises of 8 commonly quoted and often adapted, principles. These principles then guide the questioning, thoughts and actions of the Deep Ecology movement. (Naess, 2005) (Rothenburg and Naees, 1993) (Devall, 2001).  This platform can be seen in appendix 1. 
I put forward that Deep Ecology may well be a possible destination for the future of humanity as future generations confront environmental problems or if humanity is confronted by an environmental catastrophe. I say this as I believe that while Deep Ecology is philosophically correct and that many of the eight principles are logical and or necessary, I do not believe that our cultures, societies and political systems are ready or capable for such drastic change. (reference) I believe most people living in developed nations are so distracted and disconnected from the natural world that many of the principles of Deep Ecology are currently unrealistic and lack pragmatism and are unlikely to inspire widespread change. Joanna Macey (2021) asserted that mainstream society doesn’t want to hear about the Earth’s suffering so will not confront its and their own ecological pain. I agree with the conclusion that Naess may have stimulated the conversation and identified the unsustainability of human interactions with nature and suggested deep root and branch changes to societal structures, institutions and individual habits (Rothenberg and Naess 1993) (Devall, 2001). But he did not give any pragmatic or realistic methodology to achieve these aims, resulting in Deep Ecology being a quite abstract concept (Glasser, 2008) (Prince, 2017). 
Deep Ecology suggests radical change from the “top” down, changing societal ideologies, economic systems, individual mindsets and cultural norms. Which is required but also very hard to achieve quickly. I question if instigating change from the “bottom” up would be more constructive and generally more successful. Achieving this through the education of people to adapt cultural norms to be environmentally connected, empathic and responsible. Giving the inspiration, motivation and skills to current and future generations to incrementally change or adapt cultural viewpoints, institutions, and create a sustainable and harmonious relationship between humanity and nature (Hill and Brown, 2014) (Rothenberg and Naess, 1993) Currently our educational systems and dominant cultures do not prioritise outdoor experiences or an ecological focus (Hall and Brown 2014), although new curriculums and schemes from the Welsh and Scottish governments do suggest that this is changing (Education Wales, 2022) (Learning through Landscapes, 2023) (Deeside, 2022) (BBC, 2022). As David Orr (1993) indicated that education is now seen as an indoor activity. This view of education must change. 
David Orr suggests that the root of humanities ecological crisis is his adapted definition of Biophobia, a dislike of or discomfort in nature. The cause of this Biophobia being the modern disconnection from our natural places, that in turn causes the attempted domination and exploitation of nature for economic motivations (Orr, 1993) (Hill and Brown, 2014) (HM Treasury, 2021). Orr believes that his own love of nature and place (Biophilia) was ingrained upon him during his younger years as he spent much of his time in the rivers, streams and mountains of his locality agreeing (Hundt, 2022) (Monroe, 2015) (Dalton, 2009). He also believes that this Biophilia or connections to nature is something that is learnt through positive experiences in the nature and place (Orr, 1993) (Hill and Brown, 2014) (Baker, 2005). A separation of the definition from popularised by Edward O. Wilson in which he suggested Biophilia was innate (Rogers, 2010). Place (2016) also supported the view that positive outdoor experiences and influences at a young age attribute to pro environmental actions and views points in adult hood.  

Ecoliteracy is a term attributed to the work of David Orr. To be Eco literate is to understand the complex web of interconnected systems between all living and non-living things. Including the effects our own actions have on these systems (Martin, 2008) (Orr, 1990, 2007, 2015) (Dalton, 2009). In his paper entitled, Environmental Education and Ecological Literacy: Knowing, Caring, and Practical Competence (1990), David Orr gives a comprehensive outline of Ecoliteracy. With Ecological Literacy being “a quality of mind that seeks out connections.” “Having the knowledge necessary to comprehend interrelatedness.” In many of its core values and philosophies I suggest Ecoliteracy is very similar to Deep Ecology. I believe it is evident, that Ecoliteracy goes further than the philosophical and suggests pragmatic changes to current dominant educational structures with the aim of adapting dominant political and institutional structures. A view supported and developed by Hill and Brown (2014) with them suggesting holistic changes to tackle not only climate change but biodiversity loss, deforestation, waste pollution, global poverty, malnutrition and the rising inequality in the west. 

David Orr described in detail why Ecoliteracy is needed and how it could be implemented to benefit society and the planet. Orr stated, “Earth-Centred learning rests on seven propositions.” Many of these propositions refer to education and how the current educational hegemony should be challenged to benefit the planet and therefore humanity. These prepositions can be seen in appendix 2. Orr stated, (2009) “The challenge to us as educators is to equip our students with the practical skills, analytic abilities, philosophical depth, and moral wherewithal to remake the human presence in the world.” Something Hill and Brown (2014) called, creating active political citizens. David Orr aimed to deliver on this and on the prepositions asserted by Ecological literacy. He helped create buildings and compounds in which students of multiple disciplines have contributed to planning and construction. These projects have either proven to be net zero (not consuming energy) or even net positive (putting energy into the grid) (Hundt, 2022) (Monroe, 2015) (Dalton, 2009). One such building being the Adam Joseph Lewis Center in Oberlin. Orr (2011) remarked, “The goals for the 250 participating students and the 20 members of a remarkable design group were to join all the parts of the building (materials, energy use, water, and landscape) into a model of integrated design between landscape and building.” This building was used as a pedagogy exemplifying of Orr’s Ecoliteracy. The building was used to both educate and inspire students and used as an educational tool. Or to create, as Orr puts it, “practical competence”, which is not the mastery of one subject but the ability to merge many disciplines to solve a problem (Orr, 2021) (Orr, 2009). When referring to the Oberlin project Orr asserted, “it is an opportunity to join the theoretical and practical sides of learning—head, hands, and hearts.” Joining the practical skills, with philosophical and theoretical concepts to larger moral and emotional ideas. Orr’s projects are a living example of Prince’s (2017) concept that ecological knowledge delivered alongside positive ecological role models are required to change individual attitudes. Prince referred to the social learning model, in which individuals are more likely to change if it is socially driven and a part of cultural life. I believe Orr’s projects are a fantastic role model for this.  

To my mind this would be an extremely constructive and effective way of forming curriculums and pedagogies of the future. I believe that David Orr and Ecoliteracy has provided a pragmatic, yet radical and a practical, yet ambitious, structure of how education and pedagogies could be formed to create a sustainable society. The extent that Ecoliteracy is delivered to specific demographics of students is something, I believe, would require planning and critical reflection. If framed and delivered in the appropriate way, Ecoliteracy could be a powerful way of connecting people constructively to the places they frequent and ultimately creating a more sustainable society. The Dasgupta Review (HM Treasury, 2021) and Hills and Brown (2014) supported this assertion with them summarising that sustainability education and place responsive pedagogies could be used to create connections to the natural world. Prince (2017) suggested Coopers framework concluding that, “Outdoor experiences can provide an opportunity to value our relationship with, and empathy towards, the environment as illustrated through Cooper’s (1998) framework of awareness, empowerment
and commitment.” Also Summarizing that, “Outdoor experiences that involve understanding and experiencing nature can change behaviour and attitudes and are key attributes of sustainability examining nature experience.” 

The Dasgupta review (HM Treasury 2021) stated, “Interventions to enable people to understand and connect with Nature would not only improve our health and well-being, but also help empower citizens to make informed choices and demand the change that is needed”. With these connections inspiring sociocultural, socioeconomic and socioenvironmental changes. Echoing Ecoliteracy, Hill and Brown (2014) suggested the use of a framework that recognised and utilized the interconnectedness of these cultural, economic and environmental values. Summarising that these aspects should always work holistically, an idea that is now being seen in practice in the Welsh governments, Well-being of Future Generations Act (2015) (Howe, 2019).  In which, “sustainable development” means that the body must act in a manner which seeks to ensure that the needs of the present are met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” A ground-breaking piece of legislation that aims to develop and protect the economy, culture and the environment of Wales holistically.   Prince

David Orr (2004) cited quote by H. G. Wells “He said that we are in a race between education and catastrophe. This race will be decided in all of the places, including classrooms, that foster ecological imagination, critical thinking, awareness of connections, independent thought, and good heart.” I believe that Outdoor Education is in an ideal position to deliver on Wells’ declaration and can deliver reconnection to place and environment while also delivering ecological understanding to students of all demographics.  

Past paper mcphie. Brookes. Baker. 

In the second part of the essay, I will be critically evaluating the positive and negative impacts of different technologies on Outdoor education pedagogies and therefore student experiences. In April 2019 the Department for Education released a report entitled Realising the potential of technology in education. The aims of the Department for Education (2019) were to support education in understanding how to use technology to amongst other things, “support inclusion and ultimately drive improvements in educational outcomes.” While I am sure this support is welcomed by professionals, the governmental consensus seems to be that educational technology (Edtech) will undoubtably improve learning as they seek to “embed” its presence (Department for Education, 2021). A Department for Education Survey (2021) found that, overall Edtech improved pupil attainment. With 64% of UK schools using technology every day (Remon, 2022) digital technologies certainly seem like they are here to stay. Raja and Nagasubramani (2017) proclaimed that, “technology has transformed the way we live,” “playing an important role in every sphere of our life,” while “revolutionising the field of education,” and, “making the process of teaching and learning all the more enjoyable.” But what if the world as it is needs to change? What if the technology we use is creating a situation of unsustainability? How would technology fit into an educational field aiming to reconnect individuals to the natural world?   
     
Imre Kraalingen, believes that in the outdoor community there 2 distinct camps, some that are against the use of modern technology and some that use it readily (Bennett, 2021) (Bollinger and Shepherd, 2017). Kraalingen suggests that use of technology in outdoor education is a complex issue encompassing cultural, social and philosophical issues and that the effects of technology on individual experiences are equally as complex and not fully understood (Bollinger and Shepherd, 2017). Kraalingen (2021) in her literary review found that some studies reported a loss of experiential quality to sessions with technology being a distraction, while other studies reported an increase in engagement, informativity as well as convenient and memorable way of data collection.  

Cuthbertson et al (2004) stated that modern technology has been adopted by many outdoor practitioners without the thought for the impacts this will have on participant experience. Cuthbertson believe that this uncritical use of modern technology, negates the possible positive impacts of technology and has become a meditating factor and compromises people’s ability to make meaningful connections to the outside world a position support by Beames (2017), Hills and Thomas (2019) and Kraalingen (2021). Beames stated suggested that innovations of any kind must not be adopted without consideration of the effects as they, “may add unwanted layers of clutter” that reduce meaningful ecological and sociocultural interactions. Hills and Thomas (2019) contribute to this by asserting that, “digital technology can undermine the aim of being outdoors”. They did go on however to suggest that technology can create opportunities to enhance outdoor learning experiences. 

Hodges (2018) asserts that by embracing technology we are empowering learners to connect more to the natural environment around them. Hodges goes on to state that technology can engage learners, drawing them in, with technology contributing to the learning of new skills and the reflective experience. Bentacur (2018) states that technology enhances learning and encourages students to connect to the outdoors. Both authors go on to describe flora and fauna identification apps, data collection devices and activities like geocaching, as examples of positive experiences outdoor experiences using technology. 

I believe, that if we are attempting to reconnect individuals to nature and place and build ecological awareness. The role of technology and specifically understanding the impact technology has on individual experiences and individuals’ ability to connect with their environment is of vital importance and an interesting point for future research. With our current understanding I believe that a critical and reflective approach to technology use in outdoor education is required, a view supported by Kraalingen (2021), Hills and Thomas (2017), Cuthbertson et al (2004) and Beames (2017). The effects and considerations for the use of technology in outdoor education are multifaceted, but to be able to achieve desired educational objectives and provide the desired experiences, they must be tackled. Hills and Thomas (2019) (seen in appendix 3) suggest a framework considers pedagogical considerations from relevant literature and weighs the threats against the opportunities that technology presents to the specific experience. The outcome of this critical evaluation then leads to a consequence for the experience and gives the facilitator the opportunity to make an informed decision on the impacts of technology upon their leaners. 

Kraalingen (Bennett 2021) suggests that outdoor facilitators need to learn when, where and how it is appropriate to use the pedagogical tools (technology). Kraalingen (2021) suggested three principal strategies to support critical thought about the use of technology in the outdoors. These she describes as Mitigation, a way of limiting the use of technology when not contributing to the learning objectives, as the lack of technology is an important distinguishing factor for Outdoor Education. Intentionality, the decision to use technology is in service of the learning objective and not the focus. Lastly, Adaptations when, where and how technology should be used. 

I consider these critical frameworks and principals and to be an extremely valuable tools so that facilitators can be reflective and critical of their own choices and aware of the consequences for the learner’s experience. While I think that technology has the potential to include, inform and engage learners in a variety of ways. The overarching message of Outdoor Education must be to provide positive outdoor experiences, with a view of either starting or continuing a learner’s journey to connecting with their natural environment and thus becoming more ecologically aware and empathetic of their environment. As Cutherbertson et al summarised, the use of technology in Outdoor Education should not be an unquestioned assumption.  

Thirdly and finally, I will aim to critically evaluate the role of Outdoor Education in promoting pro environmental behaviours and attitudes in a primary education setting and how could modern technology potentially contribute to achieving this aim. Hill and Brown (2014) stated, that in order to create a sustainable society, “Engaging students in positive experiences in and with the natural world in western societies is perhaps one of the most pressing questions for educators today.” Place (2016) concluded that early life positive experiences in nature are part of the formation of positive environmental attitudes. David Orr (Ball, 2019), Arnee Naees (1997) and David Sobel (Charriere, 2021) all attributed consistent positive childhood experiences in nature as the foundation for their love of the natural world and subsequent pro environmental attitudes. 

Governmental commitment to educating our young people about sustainability has been expressed. In 2016 Conservative Environment Minster Rory Stewart (2016) stated, “We learn to love nature as children, respecting it, protecting it, restoring it, or simply enjoying it – is built on that childhood foundation. That’s why it’s so important we give all children the chance to experience the natural world.” In 2022 the Department for Education released a report entitled, Sustainability and climate change: a strategy for the education and children’s services systems. This report outlined the ecological educational ambitions for the young people of England and most crucially emphasized the importance of connecting young people to nature through experiences in nature throughout adolescence. Secretary of State, Nadim Zahawi asserted, “Through their learned and lived experiences from early years to further and higher education, we will provide opportunities to develop a broad knowledge and understanding of the importance of nature, sustainability and the causes and impact of climate change and to translate this knowledge into positive action and solutions.” 
The Dasgupta Review (HM Treasury, 2021) concluded that, “Establishing the natural world in education policy is essential. The development and design of environmental education programmes can help to achieve tangible impacts. This governmental commitment has been echoed by the curriculums of Wales (Education Wales, 2022) and Scotland (Education Scotland, 2010) where they place experiences in nature in a position on importance. However, more is needed, I agree are with Hill and Brown when they suggest that in order for education to produce transformative experiences that benefit the natural world, the Western paradigm of education must shift. They asserted that this current paradigm of education supports the current dominant socio-economic and socio-cultural systems and practises, the very systems and practises that have created the ecological position we find ourselves in.    
If the current educational culture did see the forming of positive environmental attitudes as a vital goal. I suggest that Outdoor Education in Primary School setting is the perfect starting point for creating a citizenship with pro environmental attitudes. Individuals from all different demographics in the United Kingdom all have different relationships with the natural world created by their experiences in the natural world. Through a tailored, critical, reflective, flexible but consistent approach to the types of experiences students are exposed to and how these experiences are delivered I believe facilitators can create experiences that reconnect individuals to their places and nature. David Sobel (Charriere, 2021) calls these “Transcendence experiences”, Hill and Brown (2014) refer to them as transformative experiences and Molly Baker (2004) calls them Landfull experiences. If programs and facilitators can design courses specific to small group demographics, considering features such as, prior experience, developmental level, age and socio-cultural background. Then selecting elements of pedagogy from place responsive practices, ecological education and traditional Adventure Education activities. While utilizing both so called fast and slow experiences in nature. The presence of Forest schools in Education settings is very encouraging and a fantastic step and resource in realising this ambition. Technology will also play a role in engaging and informing the inexperienced in nature. Technology is familiar to the majority of our young people and with the critical, intentional and reflective use of technology it could prove to be an invaluable pedagogical tool. EYFS and Primary education settings are the ideal place to start the personal journeys of our young people to connecting, caring and the protecting their places and nature. As Hill and Brown (2014) stated, “Connection is necessary for commitment and commitment is the precursor to action.  Or as Jay Gould (1993) put it, “we will not fight to save, what we do not love.” References for above    
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3. Critical consideration of the role of Outdoor Education to promote pro-environmental behaviours in your sector (School / Community / Forest School / Business) (30)


























































Potential for modern technologies and digital media to enhance your professional Outdoor Education practice and promote ecological awareness.(10)
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Appendix 1

The Deep Ecology Platform 

· 1. “The well-being and flourishing of human and nonhuman life on Earth have value in themselves…. These values are independent of the usefulness of the nonhuman world for human purposes.”
· 2. “Richness and diversity…contribute to the realization of these values and are also values in themselves.”
· 3. “Humans have no right to reduce this richness and diversity except to satisfy vital needs.”
· 4. “Present human interference with the nonhuman world is excessive, and the situation is rapidly worsening.”
· 5. “The flourishing of human life and cultures is compatible with a substantial decrease of the human population. The flourishing of nonhuman life requires such a decrease.”
· 6. “Policies must therefore be changed…[to] affect basic economic, technological, and ideological structures.…”
· 7. “The ideological change is mainly that of appreciating life quality…rather than adhering to an increasingly higher standard of living.…”
· 8. “Those who subscribe to the foregoing points have an obligation directly or indirectly to participate in the attempt to implement the necessary changes.”




















Appendix 2

Ecoliteracy 

EARTH-CENTERED learning rests on seven propositions:

1. All education is environmental education. By what is included or excluded, emphasized or 
ignored, students learn that they are part of or apart from the natural world. Conventional 
education, by and large, has been a celebration of all that is human to the exclusion of our 
dependence on nature. As a result, students frequently seem to be devoid of any sense of place or stewardship, or inkling of why these are important.

2. Environmental issues are complex and cannot be understood through a single discipline or department. Despite a decade or more of discussion and experimentation, interdisciplinary environmental education remains an unfulfilled promise. The failure occurred because it was tried within discipline-centered institutions. A more promising approach is to reshape the larger institutional structure to function as an interdisciplinary laboratory that includes components such as agriculture, solar technologies, forestry, land management, wildlife, waste cycling, architectural design, and economics. Part of the task of interdisciplinary education is the study of interactions across the boundaries of conventional knowledge and experience.

3. The study of place is a fundamental organizing concept for education. To a great extent, 
formal education prepares students to reside, not to inhabit. The difference is important. The resident is a temporary and rootless occupant who mostly needs to know where the banks and stores are in order to plug in. The inhabitant and a particular habitat cannot be separated without doing violence to both. The sum total of violence wrought by people who don't know who they are because they don't know where they are is the global environmental crisis. To reside is to live as a transient and as a stranger to one's place and inevitably to some part of self. The inhabitant and a place mutually shape each other.
Knowledge for the resident is theoretical and abstract. Its purpose is control. For the resident, education is akin to training, the overdevelopment of one part of self. For the inhabitant, education aims toward wholeness.

4. For inhabitants, education occurs in part as a dialogue with a place and has the characteristics of good conversation. Formal education happens mostly as a monologue of human interest, desires, and accomplishments that drowns out all other sounds. It is the logical outcome of the belief that we are alone in a dead world of inanimate matter, energy flows, and bio-geo-chemical cycles. But true conversation can occur only if we acknowledge the existence and interests of the other.
In good conversation, words represent reality faithfully. And words have power. They can 
enliven or deaden, elevate or degrade, but they are never neutral because they affect our 
perception and ultimately our behaviour. The use of words such as resources, manage, 
channelize, engineer, and produce can determine whether we are engaged in conversation or monologue with nature. The language of nature includes the sounds of animals, whales, birds, insects, wind, and water: a language more ancient and basic than human speech. To hear this language requires patient, disciplined study of the natural world. But it is a language for which we have an affinity. Good conversation is unhurried. It has its own rhythm and pace. Dialogue with nature cannot be rushed; it is governed by cycles of day and night, the seasons, the pace of procreation, and the larger rhythm of evolutionary and geological time. Human sense of time is increasingly frenetic, driven by clocks, computers, and revolutions in transportation and communication.
Good conversation has form, structure, and purpose. Conversation with nature has the purpose of establishing what is here, what nature will permit here, and what nature will help us do here. The form and structure of any conversation with the natural world is the discipline of ecology as a restorative process and healing art.

5. The way education occurs is important as its content. Students taught environmental, awareness in a setting that does not alter their relationship to basic life support systems learn that it is sufficient to intellectualize, emote, or posture about such things without having to live differently. Environmental education ought to change the way people live, not just how they talk. Learning in this view best occurs in response to real needs and the life situation of the learner. The radical distinctions typically drawn between teacher and student, between school and community, and between areas of knowledge are dissolved. Real learning is participatory, experiential, and interdisciplinary, not just didactic. The flow can be two ways between teachers, who function best as facilitators, and students, who are expected to be active agents in defining what is learned and how.

6. Experience in the natural world is both an essential part of understanding the environment and conducive to good thinking. Experience trains the intellect to observe land carefully and to distinguish between health and its opposite. Direct experience is an antidote to indoor, abstract learning. It is also a wellspring of good thinking. Understanding nature demands a disciplined and observant intellect. But nature is also a source of language, metaphor, and symbol. Natural diversity may well be the source of much of human creativity and intelligence. If so, the simplification and homogenization of ecosystems can only result in the lowering of human intelligence.

7. Education relevant to the challenge of building a sustainable society will enhance the 
learner's competence with natural systems. Practical competence is an indispensable source of good thinking. Good thinking proceeds from the friction between reflective thought and real problems. Aside from its effects on thinking, practical competence will be essential if
sustainability requires that people take an active part in rebuilding their homes, businesses, 
neighbourhoods, communities, and towns. Shortening supply lines for food, energy, water, and materials, while recycling waste locally implies a competence not necessary in a society of resident’s dependent on central vendors and experts. 
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Figure 1. The digital technology and outdoor experiential learning framework (DTOEL, Hills & Thomas, 2019).
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