Praxis when leading groups and expeditions in the outdoors has always been a contested topic. Many have taken their turn debating the most comprehensive and effective model for guiding various groups through the dynamic and challenging environment that is the outdoors. The paper by Brymer and Gray (2006) offers an interesting perspective on this remarkably controversial problem. They claim that leadership should be about forming relationships with your group. Providing a transformational experience for them. This is opposed to traditional leadership skills, such as command and transaction. This essay shall critically reflect on Brymer and Gray’s stance, attempting to place their argument within the broader scope of literature available. Mainly diving into transactional, transformational and situationally guided leadership to determine the relevance of Brymer and Gray’s concepts and positions. Furthermore, this discussion will be grounded in my own personal leadership experience in the outdoors.  My reflections will then be used to influence my own eventual professional development as an aspiring mountain guide and outdoor leader. I find it pertinent that I immerse myself in as much literature on leadership styles and methods as possible and use them to influence my own practices, to become a more competent leader and outdoor education practitioner.  
To summarise the base paper, Brymer and Gray (2006) put forward the notion that adventure leadership is a fluid and relationship-driven process that stands above technical competence and authority via position. The main premise of their paper is that effective leadership requires trust and empowerment of followers. Giving the followers an element of free will and decision-making potential. Through this lens, they place emphasis upon the transformational capacity for adventure activities, hinting that the finest leaders encourage self-development on the part of their followers. This follows on from a wider narrative in outdoor education and adventure activities that praises the facilitation of experiential learning and personal growth. On one hand, the paper can be seen as valuable in laying out the relationship between the followers and leader, and the development aspects of leadership. However, on the other the paper is not without its own issues. The main issue is the largely unempirical nature of the evidence, making this argument largely conceptual. Calling into question the universal effectiveness of transformational processes in adventurous leadership. Additionally, this stance risks placing neglect on more direct and transactional parts of the adventure process, such as risk management and logistics. These stand as more transactional elements as they require more direct command and obvious objectives and rewards for following these directives. Outdoor leaders operate in many environments where competence and a level of authority are important. This means that while their idealised version of leadership is fascinating and tantalising, their take on leadership requires a combination with a sliding scale between different leadership styles to ensure that client protection and best safe practices are still observed.  
Brymer and Gray’s (2006) beliefs on transformational processes in outdoor leadership are also repeatedly found in other works, such as those by Bass (1990) and Burns (1978). These individuals, whose work was foundational to Brymer and Gray’s, argue that successful leaders will inspire their followers to take on collective goals with the rest of the group. This dynamic is relevant in adventurous settings as groups will take on shared risks and challenges. These papers teach how a leader can use this to foster cohesion and self-actualisation on the part of these followers. These papers agree on the fact that leaders are not just managers of the task, but that they are responsible for the facilitation of personal changes in their clients or followers. A leader's ability to inspire confidence is paramount, especially in environments where uncertainty and discomfort are commonplace. However, comparing this to a transactional leadership model. One that lays out definite structures and rewards makes Brymer and Gray’s approach seem increasingly idealised and unrealistic as a one-size-fits-all solution. These approaches are often crucial in situations where safety is paramount, and logistics cannot be compromised. Further research into how individuals in the outdoors deal with risk management yields results that implore leaders to follow clear directives and command-based leadership styles. Dynon & Loynes’ (1990) paper notes that outdoor leaders carry a legal and universally (regardless of country of practice) ethical duty of care to their clients, which requires compliance with legislation designed to emphasize client safety. Likewise, Baierlein (2019) implores that the management of risk in outdoor programmes requires Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and authority on the part of the leader. This aligns more with transactional leadership principles than transformational principles. When put into practice, clarity on the part of the leader is heavily intertwined with outdoor leadership training schemes. The UK’s Mountain Training Association published a leadership model which places importance on technical competence and group management skills. It also makes a point to adhere to safety standards that they claim are crucial to best practice as an outdoor leader (Mountain Training, 2024). This puts emphasis on transactional leadership’s benefits in clear structure and compliance on the part of the participants. The skill of risk assessment being crucial is further stated by Dallat, Goode, & Salmon (2018). This paper highlights that context requires leaders to adopt a more command-based approach, especially when the clients lack experience or when the conditions deteriorate. This puts on show the requirement for conditional outdoor leadership theory (COLT), adapting the way one leads to different conditions of favourability (Walzak & Priest, 1993). Without this level of flexibility and the transactional models that accompany it, the transformational aspects that Brymer and Gray (2006) hint at may not work as required. This balance between styles is one that Brymer and Gray do not explore compared to other articles and papers. To further prove the earlier statement of leadership needing to balance and be fluid, Walzak & Priest’s (1993) COLT theory provides a further method through which we can critique Brymer and Gray’s concept. A situationally based leadership model is dependent on the adaptability of the leader and emotional maturity of their followers, all while also being influenced by the environment and activity. In real practice, effective leaders will shift between different command behaviours and leadership styles. For example, less experienced groups facing challenging or dangerous conditions may require a firmer, goal-based approach from their leader to get them to complete the activity safely and to feel safe and protected while doing so. To further place this paper within wider outdoor education literature, the outline of their argument backs the writings of Priest and Gass (2005) and their emphasis on learning experientially through personal experiences. This concept is first seen in Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning cycle. A paper which describes a 4-stage learning cycle of self-actualisation that is crucial to growth and betterment, and how, as a leader or teacher, to facilitate it. However, these frameworks differ from Brymer and Gray’s because Brymer and Gray fail to provide significant guidance on how a leader may structure experiences to maximise the desired outcomes for their followers. This means that their position is best regarded as a concept, rather than a rule of thumb. All in all, Brymer and Gray’s approach is valuable for its push towards a relationship-driven form of leadership and adding as a skill for a leader to have up their sleeve, but it poorly acknowledges the need for additional leadership styles to create an adaptable leader. 
From my own experiences in outdoor leadership, I can state that events in my own practice and learning both support and do not support Brymer and Gray’s (2006) position on the transformational leadership process. For instance, on a day walk on the Pembrokeshire Coastal Path, a few group members wanted to take a detour onto the beach. Following a more transformational and democratic style, the leader of the group allowed this on the condition that it would only be for 10 minutes, as we had a window to be back at the bus to leave for home. From there, multiple members of the group (me included) were ready to move on from the beach within the timeframe. However, others were not and added an additional 20 minutes in repacking and chasing litter up and down the beach. All the while, our leader, a MTA-qualified mountain leader, was getting more frustrated. Eventually, the only thing for it was to revert to a transactional, autocratic style of leadership. Wherein they were told to get moving. This affirms my previous statements that it's important to have transactional leadership skills to at least be able to shift to when the need arises, as without this, they may have compromised the logistics of the day further. However, other experiences I’ve had when both looking at my own leadership and the leadership, I have witnessed from others do more closely align with Brymer and Gray’s assertions. Their theories are relevant to an instance where I was in leadership of groups of rock climbers when working at Llandysul Paddlers. Having had no prior experience with professionally instructing others, I was at first very nervous about my own competence. This led me to take on a transactional approach with participants. Making sure that my participants were safe and were following instructions more than anything and leaving any other forms of development to the wayside. This changed as I got more confident in the role of leading and the location I was leading in. Eventually, I was using my sessions to educate others on general climbing skills (such as tying in for themselves, belaying and basic footwork skills) and felt confident enough to teach this. Furthermore, I also started to try to form genuine connections with my participants, discussing their interests and talking to them about the natural environment we use to climb, and how to look after it. After this, many of the participants expressed a desire to continue climbing due to my attitude towards them and the way I led them. This, in my opinion, was a high compliment. This aligns with Brymer and Gray’s position on leadership because it proved to me that quality transformational leadership can be a source of empowerment for my participants.  
As a part of my professional development, I shall be starting to include my styles and methods of leadership in all my logs in my logbook for any activity where I have assumed a leadership role. In doing this, I will be able to analyse and track my styles used. Through this, I will be able to track and observe when and why certain styles (autocratic, abdicratic, democratic and transactional/transformational) have worked and when they haven't worked. This will not only lead to both improvements in my own leadership, but it shall also lead to me being able to create a more balanced, academic concept of leadership. Leading me to look at more sources with an open mind. Furthermore, my practices will evolve with a commitment to evidence-based leadership (whether that evidence be from my own experience or from literature). This involves combining relational transformational leadership and more rigid forms of structure in my sessions and expeditions. I will achieve this through further training and CPD and my academic engagement with further literature. In the end, my approach to professional development will be reflective and deliberate. In this way, I hope to become a more adaptable and successful leader. 
In Conclusion, Brymer and Gray’s (2006) explanation of adventure leadership provides an interesting and valuable lens through which we can conceptually view adventure-based praxis. They placed an emphasis on empowerment, trust and shared experience. This is widely supported by literature based on transformational leadership and experiential learning. However, as I have demonstrated throughout this essay, their position risks being idealised if it is used alone without other more pragmatic practises. This leads to possible issues when facing high-risk environments and inexperienced or unmotivated groups. This is evident in both my own practice and the works of Dallat, C., Goode, N. and Salmon, P.M. (2018). By engaging critically with the given text and with further leadership theories, I recognise that outdoor leadership requires fluidity and flexibility, as opposed to dogmatic allegiance to any single leadership model. Lastly, I aim to combine transformational leadership with traditional transactional forms of leadership with solid protocols. This will allow me to adapt to any group and as many different situations as possible and overall make me a more effective leader.
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