	OE 701: Assignment 1


Critically evaluate outdoor education as a site of cultural struggle.

Culture, as a concept, has transitioned over time through several meanings. In the eighteenth century it could be defined as ‘the growth and tending of crop and animals, and by extension the growth and tending of human faculties’ (Williams, 1977, 11). It is the aspect of human faculties which has then been extended further, altering the definition of culture to be more of an inner process. Its modern meaning now represents a characteristic way of life for a group or class, ‘the meanings, values, and ideas embodied in institutions, in social relations, in systems of beliefs, in mores and customs, in the uses of objects and material life’ (Bennet, 1987, 52).  

Culture has therefore become a very broad topic, consisting of many inter-linked areas with which outdoor education could be concerned with. Due to such dependencies these sections cannot be separated out from each other, still in this essay I wish to concentrate on the last few words of the quote above, namely material life or the natural world, and the human species’ relationship with it. I have chosen to focus on and around this area because our impact on the world is currently one of the biggest areas of struggle, between societies, classes and nations. 

On a more personal note I have chosen the environment as awareness to it is an area severely lacking in my own personal practice. Through the study of several models of outdoor education  (see Gilbertson, 2005) three overlapping sectors can be generally observed to make up outdoor education: physical skills, ecological relationships, and personal and social growth. This, combined with the outcomes of the Dartington Conference (DES, 1975), show environmental education as a key part of outdoor education and certainly an area I wish to learn more about as well as put to use in the future.

In the first part of this essay I will expand upon the current state of thinking on the environment, as well as look back over the last fifty years, with the aim of discovering the path of action the developed world has followed. This will include an introduction into the two defining philosophies of ecology, shallow ecology and narrow ecology as defined by Naess (2001), to provide a philosophical framework. Next, I want to focus on the links between this changing worldview and the state of environmental education within outdoor education provision in the UK, with an emphasis on school curriculum. Lastly, I will explore a more radical area of study in outdoor and environmental education practices called sense of place, as explored by Ardoin (2008) and Thayer (2003), and look to its practical application within the traditional Norwegian outdoor philosophy of friluftsliv, starting with Brookes’s and Dahle’s (2007) writings.

It is my position that, in terms of its relevance and links to wider global ecological movements, outdoor education and environmental education within outdoor education is very much a site of cultural struggle. This paper will explore how the developed world’s dominant thinking and practices on ecology, and the way this has altered since the 1950s, can be mapped out alongside similar views and practices within outdoor education. Theory, legislation and real world ideas will all be used to illustrate this link and relationship. 

Before beginning this first section it will be useful here to define key terms to be used in this discussion. Firstly, philosophy can be described as ‘the attempt to make clear, and if possible to answer, a range of fundamental and puzzling questions which arise when … we try to understand ourselves and the universe we inhabit’ (Grayling, 1988, 13). Next, ecology is ‘the scientific study of the interactions between organisms and the interactions of these organisms with their environment’ (Begon, Townsend, Harper, 2006, xi), which implies not just simply looking at the societies within each species but also how their development changes, both with interaction with other species and wider environmental conditions (Martell, 1994, 21).

Combining these two meanings creates the word ecophilosophy, which provides an umbrella definition of different viewpoints on the environment. It is a term which seeks to position species within nature, as well as consider a complete view using philosophical methods (Naess, 2001, 3). Within outdoor education ecophilosophy therefore describes how environmental education is used, included, and discussed within activities and courses, in terms of focus, depth, and outcomes. 

Naess writes that ecophilosophy can be seen to split in two differing directions, shallow ecology on one side, and deep ecology on the other (2001, 3). Narrow ecology is defined by Naess simply the ‘fight against pollution and resource depletion. Central objective: the health and affluence of people in the developed countries’ (2001, 28). This is very much a technocentric view of ecology with the belief that humans can always use technology, science or politics (by altering taxes, fees, and legal rights) to solve their problems, and indeed complete ‘faith that scientific and technological expertise provides the basic foundation for advice on matters pertaining to economic growth, public health and safety’ (O’Riordan, 1981, 376).

Deep ecology is a much more radical and transformative outlook with the aim of completely changing society and its views on the environment. This approach can be seen to be ecocentric, suggesting ‘that humans are only part of the web of life – not at the top of a hierarchy but equal with many other aspects of creation, including non-human nature’ (Benton, Short. 1999, 133). Naess defines deep ecology as a movement towards identity with nature, and an integration into natural processes (2001, 17), with some key points from his platform of the deep ecology movement being: the thriving of human life alongside rich and diverse non-human life; reducing human impact on the this diversity only to satisfy vital needs; significant change to economic, technological; and ideological structures and an awareness of life quality as opposed to a high quality of living (2001, 29). 

In more practical terms these ideas can be seen to include an emphasis on smallness of scale, community identity, a lack of faith in modern technology and the elitist expertise that comes with it, an end to materialism, and using economic growth to provide basic needs for those below subsistence levels (O’Riordan, 1981, 376). 

The knowledge of these two opposing ecophilosophies provides the tools to discuss the political and social climate of environmental issues over the past fifty years. To be clear, any earlier than this would require the detailed analysis of multiple social movements - civil, ethnic and women’s rights, the peace movement as well as the green movement – all irrevocably linked together as they progressed into mainstream consciousness (Martell, 1994, 141), but beyond the focus of this paper.

Looking back to the 1960s and 1970s, early measures proposed to combat such emerging environmental problems, such as acid rain and nuclear waste disposal, reveal two trends, partial measures within the conventional economic and technological framework versus a critical inspection of the relationship between man and nature (Naess, 2001, 162). These two movements for policy chance can easily be seen to mirror closely the differences between deep versus shallow ecology.  But from the beginning shallow ecology could be seen as the dominant philosophy making progress within governments and business, especially in America, with the creation of the Environmental Policy Act in 1969 and, in 1979, the forming of the Environmental Protection Agency (Benton, 1999, 85). These massive policy changes were simply political and technical measures to monitor and limit toxic outputs, without any mention of a need for social change.

As the years progressed the resultant increase in global problems of ozone depletion, soil erosion, waste disposal ‘caused by industrial and technological processes wrapped up in political and economic relations and tied to social lifestyles and cultural value systems’ (Martell, 1994, 3) began to create a huge contradiction. As Marx theorised, such a conflict of interest within a cultural system (in this case between economic growth and overutilisation of the Earth’s resources) must ‘ultimately be resolved since a social system containing such contradictions cannot survive unchanged’ (Haralambos, Holburn, 1991, 10). The result being that ‘new forces of production lead to the creation of a new set of relationships of production’ (Haralambos e.a., 1991, 11).  Within ecology movements this creation of a new set of relationships began to occur over next few decades producing a real struggle for philosophical dominance between shallow and deep ecology.

A key piece of research in this ecological battleground was the Limits to Growth report, from the Club of Rome, first published in the early 1970s (see Meadows, Meadows, Behrens, 1983). For this paper the authors used new (at the time) computer-modelling techniques to make predictions about the effects of continued growth on natural resource depletion, pollution, food production and industrialisation. Their results showed that factors within the system were predominantly interdependent of each other, and any changes merely pushed problems to other areas (Martell, 1994, 25). A key finding being that technological innovation as a solution to problems with growth could only slow crises, not halt them, and the ‘final outcome of The Limits to Growth … is the emphasis on social rather than technical solutions’ (Martell, 1994, 31). Such findings were a real boost to the deep ecology movement, increasing awareness of more radical ideas for social change, and diluting the dominance of the narrow movement. 

In fact, in the decade following this report people’s views on the environment began to change even further, thanks to regular reporting of environmental disasters, such as the 1979 partial core meltdown of the Three Mile Island Nuclear Generating Station and the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska. This increased availability of information provided a link between such hazards and real danger to human life. ‘People are less convinced of the limits-to-growth argument and more decided that economic growth has hazardous side-effects, especially in terms of environmental quality and health’ (Benton, 1999, 117). People really started to begin to think inwards, in terms of their own and their country’s impact on the environment.

However, it must be mentioned here that this increasing awareness of our environmental impact, and changes to people views was not without struggle. There was a backlash against environmental thinking in the late 1980s and early 1990s, with economists like O’Rourke taking to task the environmental movement for its opposition to economic growth: 

“Screw the rights of nature. Nature will have rights as soon as it gets duties. The minute we see birds, trees, bugs, and squirrels picking up litter, giving money to charity, and keeping an eye on our kids at the park, we'll let them vote”. (1995)

The biggest polarisation of people’s opinions was between environmental quality and job creation (Benton, 1999, 126), and this remains a key battleground today with rising unemployment levels after the worldwide banking crisis and several years of recession. 

But, as we approach the modern day, real social changes have begun to appear. This included the development of environmental economics, which instead of concentrating on simply the production and consumption of goods and services now includes externalities such as pollution and social costs. This has then been linked to the rise in green capitalism where, in the first instance, production processes have been adapted to keep in line with environmental regulation and in places seen reduced costs, and secondly product marketing and packaging have changed to respond to green consumerism (Benton, 1999, 128).  Additionally, recycling has ‘become an integral part of collective and individual behaviour in large sections of the public’ (Benton, 1999, 127) and there has been a renewed interest in leading a simpler, more minimal life. These changes may seem superficial at first but, within the developed world’s constrained work and life schedules and infrastructures based heavily on cheap oil, I believe they illustrate a slow shift towards a deeper understanding of our effects on the environment and provide a glimmer of hope for a desire to change as a society. 

In terms of the hegemonic process at work here, it is easy to see that shallow ecology has been the dominant philosophy every since environmental concerns began to enter the public consciousness. The creation of big government departments and new environmental policy, and investment in wide range of new energy technologies is a complete match to what Neass defined as shallow ecology   More recently the emergence of more ecologically minded products such as hybrid cars and efficient hot water tanks, as well as direct marketing of products concentrating on environmental benefits or energy efficiency illustrates ways in which shallow ecology is trying to win consent over the subordinate deep ecology movement. 

I believe that currently shallow ecology is still in control of the public consciousness in the developing world, but there are and will be continued struggles over hegemonic control in this area, linked with changes in our political future (with increasingly stronger environmental outcomes from the 1992 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, the 2007 Washington Declaration, and the upcoming 2009 United Nations Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen), increased resource depletion as underdeveloped nations increase their middle classes, and further real world including the visible effects of industrialisation and pollution on the environment, especially average global air and sea temperatures (and their effects on extreme weather conditions). 

This process of struggle, from a purely narrow view of ecology to the acceptance of the need for a more radical change in society, both between deep and shallow ecology and political rhetoric and action, has led to the discussion of the role that education can play, with the emphasis on ‘educating people in alternative and more ecological forms of consciousness in the transition to a sustainable society’ (Martell, 1994, 185). One method approach proposed here is in school curriculums ‘incorporating ecological perspectives’ beyond simple scientific ecology (Martell, 1994, 185) and it this area, the changes within the UK education system over the same time period and how they link into the evolving world view on ecology, that will be explored next.  

In conclusion, I believe that, in terms of its position and links to the wider global ecological movements, outdoor education and environmental education within outdoor education is, and will continue to be, very much a site of cultural struggle. As this paper demonstrated, dominant developed world thinking and practices on ecology and our impact on the environment, and the way this has altered since the 1950s, can be mapped out alongside similar views and practices within outdoor education. 

However, cultural struggle as with the general definition of culture itself is such a complex creation of so many different aspects, topics and competing views my writings here are a strict generalization of past and current events. I have merely tried to illustrate key findings and effects to demonstrate the relationships between dominant ecological philosophy movements and environmental education within outdoor education.
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1.0 Abstract 
Playwork is a profession that supports and facilitates freely chosen, intrinsically motivated and personally directed play. The need for playwork within modern society is due to a trend which seems to oppress unsupervised play opportunities and regard them as dangerous. 

The challenge of this project has been to design an experiential learning program that can be justified within the context of playwork, and therefore my role in facilitating free play. 

I have found throughout my research, that there is no or little correlation made between playwork and outdoor education theoretical perspectives, in particular to that of facilitation and experiential learning. Hence, I have attempted to utilise this project for two means. Firstly, as an opportunity to have a greater understanding of my facilitation style within the context of playwork, and secondly to argue that free play within a compensatory play space should be considered as an appropriate means of facilitating experiential learning. 4 

2.0 Introduction 
It may be argued, that the importance of play in children‘s lives is not a new phenomenon and can be dated back to Plato. Plato who saw play as a controlled medium for skill acquisition in preparation for work and adulthood (Smith, 2010, p21) and it has even been suggested that human play is a crucial factor in the survival of our species Hughes, 2001). However, it was the work of Friedrich Froebel (1782 – 1852) (who was heavily influenced by Jean-Jaques Rousseau (1712 – 1778) and Johann Pestalozzi (1746 – 1827)) that first advocated free or spontaneous play as a medium for learning and its importance in child development (Smith, 2010, p22). 

I am a playworker and I feel that my profession would be redundant if all children were given permission to play freely. Where once playing football on the streets, climbing trees, running wild in overgrown pastures, building forts and playing conkers was an accepted part of growing up, research suggests that modern society‘s perspective on children‘s free play has changed (Gill, 2007; Tovey, 2009; Russell, 2005; Stobart, 2009). 

David Lloyd George a former British Prime minister identified the potential impact that lack of free play opportunities could have on the nation‘s children when he stated: 

"The right to play is a child's first claim on the community. Play is nature's training for life. No community can infringe that right without doing deep and enduring harm to the minds and bodies of its citizens.' (David Lloyd George, 1927, cited in Hughes, 2001, pi) 
Playwork emerged as a profession during the 1980‘s in response to growing concerns over the lack of unsupervised play opportunities (Russell, 2005). In highlighting the unique role of playwork, Russell argues: 

„the primary role of the playworker is to support children‟s freely chosen, self-directed playing rather than other roles that might direct children‟s activities towards social or educational goals. This socialisation or education function can be carried out within other contexts; what is unique about playwork is that it supports playing.‟ (Russell, 2005, p5) 5 

Due to the uniqueness of playwork, this project will aim to provide a diagnosis of free play in modern British society and highlight how I understand the current playwork perspective to be. I will explore the notion of playworker as facilitator, and investigate whether paradigms exist between playwork, and facilitation as highlighted in outdoor education theory. Finally I will look for reassurance that free play within a compensatory play space may be argued to be an experiential learning method. 

My hypothesis for this project is: 

Is free play classed as experiential learning, and is there a correlation between outdoor education facilitation and playwork? 

3.0 The Context of Playwork 
3.1 The diagnosis of free play in modern British society 
Evidence since the 1970‘s has shown a cultural shift towards a risk averse society has significantly contributed to constraining children‘s free play. Growing adult control and supervision has shrunk „the freedom of action for children‟ (Gill, 2007, p12). Gill suggests the two main causes of risk aversion are the development of a compensation culture and the ‗nanny state‘ effect which has seen the growth in ‗bureaucracies like the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and Ofsted‟. (Gill, 2007, p20) 
Hillman, Adams and Whitelegg support this view and state: 

‗Ten year olds have a much smaller and more clearly specified area in which they can play freely, are monitored much more by parents and are likely to have their play curtailed at any hint of danger.‟ (Hillman, Adams and Whitelegg, 1990, cited in Tovey, 2009, p2) 
Aiding this cultural shift seems to be a society that is immersed in a „culture of fear‟ (Furedi 2002), the threat of child abduction, and ‗stranger danger‘. 

However, government research suggests: 6 

‗statistics categorically refute the dominant media message that dangerous, predatory strangers represent a significant or growing threat to children.‟ (as stated by Gill, 2007, p49) 
It may also be argued, that due to an increase in road traffic, modern technology and urbanisation over the past 30 years, children are less likely to walk to school, play outdoors unsupervised and access natural spaces to explore (Tovey, 2009; Hughes, 1990; Golinkoff, Hirsh-Pasek and Singer, 2006). 

My research highlights ‗play‘ as notoriously difficult to define due to its ‗ambiguity‘ (Sutton-Smith, 1997) and ‗there is not even agreement that play is always beneficial‟ (Russell, 2005, p4). 

However, it has long been argued within the field of playwork that denying children free play opportunities may have damaging effects on their development and health and well being (Hughes, 1990). This is an opinion I support. Known as „play deprivation‟, Hughes define this as: 

„the name given to the notion that not playing may deprive children of experiences that are regarded as developmentally essential and result in those affected being both biologically and socially disabled.‟ (Hughes, 2003, www.playwales.org.uk/page.asp?id=42) 
Research on the effects of play deprivation, are slowly emerging, and the symptoms have been describing „battery children‟, where children are aggressive and socially and emotionally repressed (Huttenmoser, et al, 1995, cited in Play Wales, 2008, p6). Studies by Chugani highlighted symptoms in children that were: 

“Mental problems, physical de-sensitisation and restrictions in brain growth and severe learning difficulties, erratic behaviour, difficulty in forming bonds, depression and withdrawal resembling autistic children, or hyper activity and loss of control, like children with ADD‟ (Chugani, 1998, cited in Play Wales, 2008, p6) 
However, Sutton-Smith provides the concept of „the rhetoric play as a progress” where he suggests: 7 

“This belief in play as progress is something Westerners cherish, but its relevance to play has been more often assumed than demonstrated. Most educators over the past two hundred years seem to have so needed to represent playful imitation as a form of children‟s socialisation and moral, social and cognitive growth that they have seen play as primarily about development rather than enjoyment.‟ (Sutton-Smith, 1997, p9) 
This view point is further supported by Smith: 

―The ‗play ethos‘ is a strong and unqualified assertion of the functional importance of play, namely that it is essential to adequate (human) development‖ (Smith (2010, p28) 
Despite these strong assertions, playwork as a profession has emerged due to a common belief that children are less likely to be given permission to play unsupervised (Gill, 2007; Tovey, 2009; Russell, 2005; Stobart, 2009). Russell states: 

‗A primary function of play provision and of playwork, therefore, should be to compensate for the lack of opportunity for unsupervised free play‟ (Russell, 2005, p5) 
As a playworker myself, I recognise that one of my primary roles is to support the creation of a play environment that is „appropriate, local, stimulating and challenging‟ (WAG, 2002, p4). Such play environments are called compensatory play spaces. Play Wales define a compensatory play space as: 

“a space that makes up for children‟s loss of a natural play environment due to factors such as living in highly populated area, high levels of traffic and parental fear of allowing children to play unsupervised” (Play Wales, 2008, p33) 
Or, “a play setting with playworkers” is a simpler definition provided by Stobart (2009, p5) 

Play as defined by Sylva is „the behaviour in which the sequence of ongoing actions is under the child‟s intentional control‟ (Sylva, 1977, cited in Play Wales, 2008, p7). 8 

This typifies the meaning of freely chosen play to me. Although within the reality of a compensatory play space, freely chosen play means ‗as free as practicable given the constraints of the safety of the child‘ (Play Wales, 2008, p7) 

It is with this understanding of freely chosen play I facilitate within a compensatory play space. My facilitation style is supported by various defined interventions that aim to extend free play (these interventions can be found in Hughes, 2001, p28) and Playwork Principle 3 states: 

„The prime focus and essence of playwork is to support and facilitate the play process…‟ (Skills Active, 2004) 
The ‗play process‘ for the purpose of this research is the cyclic processes of play or the theory known as ‗the play cycle‟ and the notion of ‗Psycholudics‟ (Ludemos Associates). This is defined by Ludemos Associates as: 

'the study of the mind and psyche at play, aiming to describe the process of play as it happens.‟ (Ludemous Associates, http://www.ludemos.co.uk/Psycholudics.htm) 
4.0 Theoretical Perspectives that Inform Programme Design 
4.1 Outdoor Education and Playwork 
In my practice, I use a facilitation style drawn from a number of years of playwork training. However, surprisingly, throughout my playwork training no similarities have ever been drawn to that of a facilitator within the context of outdoor education. This is therefore the concept I will look to explore in this section. 

Bee and Bee provide a definition of facilitation as: 

„holding out a helping hand, removing obstacles and generally creating a smooth pathway for the delegates to pursue their learning journey‟ (Bee and Bee, 1998, p.1 cited in Stan, 2009, p24) 
Whilst I agree in principal with this definition of facilitation, I also recognise that within a compensatory play space children may not always have positive play experiences, and therefore their learning journeys may not always be a smooth pathway. In supporting this viewpoint, Cooper states: 9 

„It is important that children experience uncertainty and failure and learn how to deal with their emotions and make decisions for themselves.‟ (Cooper, 2006, p23) 
Sturrock and Else defines a playworker who facilitates as: 

„a person who works with children in the expansion of their potential to explore and experience through play‟ (Sturrock and Else (1998, p2) 
When defining an outdoor education facilitator, the nearest definition I could find to a playworker was Heron. He defines a facilitator as ‗a person who has the role of empowering participants to learn in an experiential group‟ (Heron, 1999, p. 1). The „experiential group‟ arguably being the children playing and „the role of empowering‟ being the expansion of the children‘s potential to explore and experience through free play. 

However, Bendaly provides a further definition and sees the facilitator as: 

„the person responsible for guiding a group through a process in order to accomplish a specific task or achieve a specific goal‟. (Bendaly, 2000, p. 3, cited in Stan, 2009, p24) 
As a playworker, my facilitation style is driven by the ethos of children‘s play being „freely chosen, personally directed and intrinsically motivated‟ (Skills Active, 2004). I argue, that to set clear tasks or determine specific goals within a compensatory play space is akin to enforcing one‘s own agenda on the free play and therefore „adulterating‟ the play process (Sturrock and Else, 1998, p20). In discussing „adulteration‟ Sturrock and Else define it where: 

„there is a danger that the play aims and objects of the children become contaminated by, either the wishes of the adult in an urge to „teach‟ or „educate‟, simply to dominate, or by the worker‟s own unworked out play material‟ (Sturrock and Else, 1998, p20) 10 

From my playwork background, I support the view that „processing techniques‟ such as ‗framing‟ and ‗debriefing‟ (Haven, cited in Wurdinger and Potter, 1999, p153) or „reviewing‟ (Greenaway, 2009), are not always required of a facilitator in the setting of outdoor education. 

In supporting this viewpoint Haven suggests: 

„Mandatory use of framing and debriefing in experience based learning is not necessary and can be inappropriate in certain situations‟ (Haven, cited in Wurdinger et al, 1999, p159) 
This view is further highlighted by Greenaway regarding reviewing: 

“the fact that some experiences are best left untouched is not an argument for leaving all experiences alone; likewise, the fact that the reviewing of valuable experiences can bring out valuable learning is not an argument for reviewing all experiences” (Greenaway, cited in Becker and Schirp, 2008, p350) 
Whilst I recognise the context of these statements may lie within outdoor adventure learning programmes and experience based learning, I also recognise how Haven and Greenaway‘s viewpoints, may apply to my role as a facilitator of free play. I consider both statements support my facilitation style and would argue that the experience of free play should speak for itself. This is the basis of the „1940‟s generation of facilitation skills‟ (Priest and Gass, 1999, p215). 

However, this may not be a true reflection of mainstream thinking within outdoor education. Here, a primary role of the facilitator is the importance of debriefing in order to maximise the learning potential. Debriefing is defined by Priest and Gass as: 

„the process of facilitating a group discussion concerning details, analysis, and evaluation of the group behaviour, following completion of the activity‟ (Priest and Gass, 1997, p182) 
Interestingly, here Greenaway contradicts himself stating: 11 

„It is when the activity and review are working well together that the real adventure takes off – the adventure of personal and social development‟ (Greenaway, 1996, cited in Greenaway, 2009, p26) 
Further to this, according to Boyle: 

„Facilitating reflective activities is an important area of practice for the outdoor educator. If we wish to maximise the learning outcomes from experience then some form of reflective or debriefing activity assists with the process.‟ (cited in Dickson, Gray and Hayllar, 2005, p256) 
On the point of ‗framing‘ where I have previously stated „framing‟ is a task that would be difficult as a playworker, on reflection, I can concede framing may also occur naturally. „Framing‟ is defined by Luckner and Nadner ‗as setting the stage for what is about to take place in a structured activity‟ (Luckner and Nadner, 1997, cited in Wurdinger et al, 1999, p155); and Heron defines ‗A task‘ as, „an undertaking to act in a certain way in the social and physical world to fulfil a stated purpose‟ (Heron, 1999, p349). Therefore, it may be argued, the ‗stated purpose‘ within a compensatory play space is the permission granted by the facilitator to allow children to play freely. 

Also, whilst recognising that free play is not a structured activity, it may be argued that ‗framing‘ occurs when a playworker, provides ‗loose parts‘ when creating a play space. 

The theory of loose parts was first offered in children‘s play by Simon Nicholson where he stated in relation to the environment of children‘s play: 

„In any environment, both the degree of inventiveness and creativity and the possibilities of discovery are directly proportional to the number and kind of variables in it.‟ (Nicholson (1971 cited in Play Wales, 2008, p23) 
...These ‗variables‘ being loose parts for which to play. 12 

It may be argued supporting this concept of ‗framing‘, Sturrock and Else state: 

„Within the generalised summaries of playwork, there are well considered and articulated descriptions of some of the play frames that a child encounters. These tended to be concerned with the physical aspects of the playground and play setting.‟ (Sturrock and Else, 1998, p12) 
Therefore, ‗framing‘ within an indoor compensatory play space is argued to be the initial environment in which a child encounters on access to the play space. This frame is usually designed by a playworker and contains play resources or ‗loose parts‘ that promotes playing. I can identify with Bentley who suggests: 

„Facilitators concentrate on providing the resources and opportunities for learning to take place rather than “manage and control” learning‟ (cited in Bee and Bee, 1998, p2) 
It may be further argued, that once ‗framing‘ has occurred, children will freely choose the use of loose parts and reframe their play (and arguably their learning), through their own choice of play experience. Schon highlights: 

„framing reframing: framing is an initial perception of an issue, situation, person or object based on past understanding and present input. Re-framing is a process of transforming the perception into a new understanding or frame‟ (Schon, 1983, cited in Boud, Cohen, Walker, 1993, p150) 
Children‘s play frames are created in response to their own play needs and imaginations. I would argue that in order for children to create most of their own play frames (within a compensatory play space) they must initially reframe the initial framing of the environment by the playworker. The loose parts provided by the playworker support this process. Sturrock and Else defines the play frame as ‗the holding limitation or boundary for the projected ludic material of the child‟s play‟. The play frame forms part of the ‗the play cycle‟ and therefore the play process (Sturrock and Else, 1998, p9 and 11). 13 

Russell‘s „The Brawgg Continuum‟ is a theory that highlights how, ‗ideally‘ this ‗play cycle‘ should be facilitated. This continuum is based on the assumption both internal and external factors can cause a playworker to intervene. The external factors are set on the belief that a playworker understands the play process and should be facilitated between the didactic and chaotic mode of children‘s play. The internal factors are based on the emotions of the playworker and whether they respond or not, to play with the child – Ludic and non-ludic. It is thought that a playworker should always aim to facilitate in the middle of both continuums being the ludocentric and paraludic modes (Russell, 2005, p37). 

Figure 1: ‗The Brawgg Continuum‘, Russell (2005, p37) 

I would argue that in order for me to facilitate the central point of ‗The Brawgg Continuum‘, and therefore the ideal of freely chosen play, I must prioritise the autonomous mode of facilitation, as defined by Heron: 

„Here you respect the total autonomy of the group: you do not do things for them, or with them, but give them freedom to find their own way, exercising their own judgements without any intervention on your part‟ (Heron, 1999, p8) 
On intervention into the play process, veering towards either side of the central point of ‗The Brawgg Continuum‘, it may be argued that my mode of facilitation will change to cooperative. Also, depending on the severity (risk or behaviour) of the free play situation, I will lean towards the hierarchy mode, therefore arguably adulterating the play process (Sturrock and Else, 1998, p20). 14 

However it may also be argued, that too much autonomy when facilitating any group will lead to difficulties maintaining control (Heron, 1999). Therefore the need at times to change modes to cooperative and hierarchy is a necessity. 

―Too much autonomy for participants and laissez-faire on your part, and they may wallow in ignorance, misconception and chaos‘ (Heron, 1999, p9) 
A view supported by Russell when referring to the playworker ludocentric response in the Brawgg Continuum, she states: 

„Chaotic: If the didactic extreme of the continuum represents order and predictability, this end represents unpredictability, neglect and unprofessional behaviour on the part of the playworker.‟ Russell (2005, p 37) 
In conclusion whilst I consider there are some paradigms between the defined role of facilitators within the context of playwork and outdoor education, it is inconclusive from my review of literature whether there is a definitive definition that clearly states a connection. 

4.2 Free Play as Experiential Learning? 
7.0 Conclusion 
This project has enabled me to explore the concept of free play as experiential learning. I would argue that I have justified play as a learning experience, and that it is freely chosen and self directed. 

Dewey states: 

‗a truly educative experience sees no difference between utility and fun, the process and outcome‘ (Dewey, 1997, cited in Kolb and Kolb, 2009 p23) 

I consider free play is an innate educative experience that is driven by the children‘s desire to set „their own learning agenda in their own terms‟ (Kolb and Kolb, 2009, p23). Further to this, a compensatory play space also allows children to ‗learn and 28 

discover through recursive practice‟ (Kolb and Kolb, 2009, p23). With this in mind, I consider free play should be classed as experiential learning. 

In facilitating free play as an experiential learning method, I have, as a playworker utilised outdoor education theoretical perspectives. These perspectives have enabled me to have a better understanding of my facilitation style and ensured the children had better free play experiences. This project has also enabled me to have a greater understanding of what the term ‗facilitator‘ means, and I believe that there is a correlation between outdoor education facilitation and playwork. 

I now feel comfortable that I am a playworker that facilitates experiential learning, and within the context of free play, I support Rogers view: 

“If I trust the capacity of the human individual for developing his own potentiality, then I can provide him with many opportunities and permit him to choose his own way and his own direction in his learning” (Rogers, 1969, p114)
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