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Abstract
In1859HerbertSpencer recognised that thekeycurriculum issuewas notwhat to includebut what to leaveout. 'What to leave
out'marked ashift in curriculumdiscoursefrom asearchforuniversalapproaches andabsoluteprinciplestowardscurriculum
questions understood as only resolvable relative to particularsocial contexts. Yet outdoor educationis frequently explained
and justified in universal, absolutetermsthat are incapable ofresolvingthe questionofoutdooreducation's educational worth
in anyparticularsituation. Thefirstpart ofthisstudy outlinessomenecessary linksbetweencurriculumdiscourse and outdoor
educationtheory. Thesecondusesoutdooreducationtextbooks toinvestigatehowcontext-free rationalesforoutdooreducation
have been framed. It found textbooks used One or more rhetorical devices: (1) treatingeducation as personal development,
with onlylimitedacknowledgment of the social functions and contexts ofeducation, (2) omittingthe outdoors from aimsand
purposes,or treatingthe outdoors asmonolithic, and (3) describing aimsand purposesin broad and abstractterms. Adopting
any or all of these positions drastically reduced the capacities of the proffered theories to (a) help determine if any given
programwas necessary or (b)help determinewhat programswere necessary. The article concludes that the evident flaws in
textbooks indicate a more Widespread failure in the outdoor education literature to comprehend curriculum questions.

Introduction

Inwhat circumstances and on what groundsmight
outdoor education be dispensed with? Undoubtedly all
kinds of educational aims and purposes may be linked
plausibly to outdoor education, and some educational
benefits may seem obvious. Numerous contributions to
the outdoor education literature that consider processes .
of teaching and learning in the outdoors also consider
possible aims and purposes. However, the question of
whether or not outdoor experiences can or do uniquely
fulfil any essential educational purpose is often treated
relatively lightly.Isoutdoor education the best approach
to solving certain educational problems? Does it offer
any exclusive educational benefits, and if so, should
those benefits be preferred ahead of other possibilities?
While a tendency to shy away from these more difficult
questions il; not ubiquitous in the outdoor education
literature, I have frequently encountered it. In contrast,
the question ofwhat to leave out is central to curriculum
studies, the area of educational thought concerned
with the aims and purposes of education (Hamilton,
1990). In this study I explore the relationship - or lack
of it, as the case may be - between outdoor education
discourse and curriculum discourse, and consider
what evidence there may be that outdoor education
theory and research has failed to properly consider the
grounds on which outdoor education could be justified
educationally.

Outdoor education discourse need not necessarily
be concerned with the question of indispensability,
of course. It is not chiselled in granite that outdoor
education achieve unique educational benefits,
although recognising outdoor education as just one
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of several alternatives may lend more circumspection
to the promotion of outdoor education programs.
Nor is it written that all outdoor education research
and scholarship be concerned with the significance
of the field in a wider context - outdoor education
exists, and there is work to do in explaining and
improving it. It is conceivable that providers and
participants alike support some outdoor education
programs, whose educational aims and purposes are
not unique, because to do so suits their interests and
inclinations - education often takes a particular form
for non-educational reasons. The more grandiose the
educational claims for outdoor education, the more
one might suspect the real reasons for the program lie
elsewhere, but that is not to say those non-educational
reasons should be summarily dismissed. Nevertheless
it seems reasonable to expect that outdoor education
theory be capable of helping to distinguish between
circumstances in which outdoor education, in some
form, is necessary, and circumstances in which outdoor
education is possible but not necessary.

This study is a step towards making some
stronger connections between outdoor education
theory and curriculum studies. As a study of some
texts - their origins, meanings, uses, and logic - I have
been drawn more to humani ties research traditions
(history, literature, cultural studies and philosophy,
respectively), than to the social science methods that
are more common in the outdoor field. As befits a
humanities approach, I have incorporated details of
my methods into the body of the text. Much of the
article is devoted to the problem of linking two largely
separate discourses, and to outlining some key elements
of curriculum study. In particular, I explain why
























