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[bookmark: _Toc124238556]Introduction
Pedagogy of place has emerged as an important focus in the theory and practice of outdoor education in the last decades. In the 1900s, scholars such as Relph (1976), Leopold (1987), Orr (1992) and Thomashow (1995) argued for more attention to place in culture, politics, and education, but contemporary contributors still argue that place-based approaches do not command the attention they deserve. In the seminal review, A Pedagogy of Place, Wattchow and Brown (2011) criticise what they see as decontextualised approaches to the outdoors, yet also criticise other contributors to placed-based education and advocate a specific approach grounded in mundane everyday experiences. Other contributors, such as Baker (2005) and Williams (2018), suggest methodologies for place-based pedagogy, while Wattchow (2006) and Beames (2015) address certain challenges. Place-based approaches have also inspired political strategies, exemplified in the shift in Norwegian friluftsliv towards local places as the key focus (KLD, 2016).
This essay reviews the arguments for pedagogy of place and discusses potentials and challenges. The essay has offered the opportunity to read some of the classics often referred to, as well as recent contributions. The essay is structured as a discussion of five main strands of critique leading to arguments for more attention to place. This is first a critique of modernity (Leopold, 1987; Relph, 1976); second, a critique of education (Orr, 1992; Thomashow, 1995); third, a critique of models for outdoor education (Brookes, 2002, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2022); fourth a critique of romanticising wilderness as the focus for outdoor pursuits (Wattchow and Brown, 2011) and fifth, a critique of the Norwegian tradition of friluftsliv for downplaying local places (KLD, 2016). Within each of these strands, place is posed as the answer to certain problems, but the presumption of what it can achieve vary between the approaches.
The main argument in this essay is that pedagogy of place is a valuable addition to outdoor education because it expands the toolbox, draws attention to local, urban, and semi-urban spaces, and connects outdoor pursuits to everyday lives, situations, and relations. Place-based pedagogy is inspirational because it can help seemingly mundane places “come alive” with cultures, ecologies, and traces of human existence. However, places do not speak for themselves, and methodological development is necessary to advance place as an experiential and pedagogical tool. Furthermore, attention to place should not be seen as the solution to the epistemological problems facing outdoor education, nor should place-based pedagogy be expected to replace more traditional approaches. Instead, place is an excellent asset for interdisciplinary investigations and a fruitful meeting spot for philosophical and pedagogical debates about the conflicting meanings of nature. 
I. [bookmark: _Toc124238557]Critique of modernity: No sense of place
The 20th century saw rising interest in place across disciplines and cultural strands. Aldo Leopold and Edward Relph are among the writers from this period who have inspired place-based approaches (Baker, 2005; Beames, 2015; Seamon and Sowers, 2008; Wattchow and Brown, 2011). As noted by Wattchow and Brown (2011, p. 51), “[t]here is inevitably a sense of loss in much of this writing”.
One aspect concerned the loss of wild places and natural habitats, as noted as early as 1949 by Leopold (1987, p. 189) “Many of the diverse wildernesses out of which we have hammered America are already gone”. In Leopold’s view, humans limited their ethical consciousness to individual and social aspects and ignored their responsibility towards land, plants, and animals (p. 203). Education also missed this aspect (p. 207), as education and culture together promoted an attitude of landlessness (Leopold, 1972, p. 155, see also Baker, 2005). A similar critique, epitomised in the concept of placelessness, was coined by Edward Relph (1976) in response to the destruction of what he saw as authentic places. To Relph, placelessness meant “an environment without significant places” as well as an “underlying attitude which does not acknowledge significance in places” (p. 143).
Relph and Leopold were part of a broader debate about how modernity disconnected individuals from specific geographical locations (see, for example, Meyrowitz, 1985). They both see mobility and mass communications as forces of landlessness and placelessness: “For us, the minority, the opportunity to see geese is more important than television, and the chance to find a pasque-flower is as inalienable as free speech”, writes Leopold (p. vii). Relph argued that mass communications and urbanisation together eradicated diversity: “Uniform products and places are created of supposedly uniform needs and tastes” (p. 92). Their arguments are echoed in many of today’s debates, yet their writings appear conservative and nostalgic in light of more recent approaches. Leopold explicitly points to social progress as a problem: “We of the minority see a law of diminishing returns in progress; our opponents do not” (p. vii). 
Furthermore, their writings tend to distinguish between “worthy” and “unworthy” places of attention. One example is Relph’s perspective on theme parks such as Disneyland, which he deems “absurd, synthetic places … that have little relationship with particular geographical setting” (p. 95). By seeing iconic US places as an indication of placelessness, the perspective downplays the insights to be drawn from exploring newer places. In contrast, Baudrillard (1986, p. 111) argues in his essay America: 
“[I]t is Disneyland that is authentic here! The cinema and TV are America's reality. The freeways, the Safeways, the skylines, speed, and deserts - these are America, not the galleries, churches and culture”. 
For place-based pedagogy to be relevant for today’s outdoor education, less nostalgic perspectives such as these must be considered.
II. [bookmark: _Toc124238558]Critique of education: Place as key to ecological literacy and identity
Two other authors inspiring attention to place are David Orr (1992) and Michell Thomashow (1995), both US authors in the tradition from Leopold, Thoreau and others (Wattchow and Brown, 2011, p. 90). Their 1990s arguments about the need to develop ecological consciousness, conceptually termed ecological literacy (Orr, 1992) and ecological identity (Thomashow, 1995), have renewed relevance for today’s educational and environmental challenges. Especially Orr’s concept of ecological literacy has gained traction in academic writings and university courses (Powers, 2010).
Orr and Thomashow both critique education for not fostering ecological consciousness and see the attention to place as the missing link. As Orr argues, “[o]ther than a collection of buildings where learning is supposed to occur, place has no particular standing in contemporary education” (126). Attention to place is an essential correction to abstract thinking and overspecialisation because “place by definition is specific” (p. 127). Thomashow offers a range of methodological ideas, including sense-of-place-meditation, ecological identity journals and sense-of-place maps to connect experiences and reflections (p. 15, 192 ff). His methodological repertoire is later added to by Wattchow and Brown (2011), Baker (2005) and Williams (2018). 
Both writers have an inspiring style, address place-based education in concrete terms and avoid the distinction between worthy and unworthy places. Yet, an implicit presumption in the two books seems to be that ecological consciousness – whether in the form of literacy or identity – has a different, somewhat mystical, source compared to other forms of knowledge. Orr writes: “If literacy is driven by the search for knowledge, ecological literacy is driven by the sense of wonder, the sheer delight in being alive in a beautiful, mysterious, bountiful world” (p. 86). A direct and personal connection to place presumably drives this kind of wonder, which is difficult for educators to achieve because they are often “deplaced people” (p. 126). For Thomashow, ecological identity is derived from “the different ways people construe themselves in relationship to the earth” (p. 3). Place, for him, is a primary source of identity: “It is through the place where we live that we construct our personal identities, relate to the landscape, and determine what is important in our lives” (pp. 193-194). Hence, both writers tend to overestimate the need for personal connection to places and tend to underestimate other sources of identities and life priorities.
Orr and Thomashow are criticised by Wattchow and Brown (2011) for placing too much responsibility on teachers and students for overthrowing educational and political structures (p. 91). This critique appears exaggerated in a field where many authors, including Wattchow and Brown and Brookes (below), place high responsibility on educators for combatting deep-seated cultural trends. The critique by Beames (2015) is more relevant, as he argues that place-based educators overstate what can be taught through place.
III. [bookmark: _Toc124238559]Critique of outdoor education: No space for place
A third strand of critique evolves from resistance to prevailing outdoor education models, particularly the British models, which have gained traction worldwide. A key critic is the Australian scholar Andrew Brookes who wrote several papers in the early 2000s arguing for a shift to models more grounded in place (Brookes, 2002, 2003a, 2003b, 2004). 
Brookes (2002) observes high acceptance of outdoor education in Victoria, Australia, but argues that change is necessary to heighten ecological awareness and improve relations between settlers and the indigenous population. Through studies of educational curricula (2002) and textbooks (2004) he demonstrates a lack of local grounding and the dominance of abstract goals and generalist perceptions of nature. In parallel, he develops his critique of character-building as a presumed outcome of outdoor education, both in its classical and neo-Hahnian version as personal and social development. Brookes (2003a) argues that these ideas build on anecdotal evidence without support in research on personality traits. Furthermore, he argues that focusing on individual and social developments leads attention away from better approaches emphasising the situations, relations and specific circumstances where outdoor experiences take place (2003b).
Brookes delivers forceful arguments for not removing outdoor education students from their local environment (2003b, p. 130). The critique is echoed in reports from people who have gone through so-called wilderness therapy programmes aimed at (more or less forced) personality change. A woman who participated in a US programme observes (Fanlo, 2022): 
[I]t is unreasonable to expect that behaviors learned in a synthetic culture will sustain themselves when someone returns home. Of the people I met in the wilderness, I know of three who died from suicide and overdose (see also Okoren, 2022)
Brookes critique of universalist approaches is well founded, yet, his arguments about why one cannot expect benefits in terms of personal and social developments seem overstated. Personal and social development include numerous motives which are relevant for people doing outdoor pursuits. In a third article on this topic, written many years later with the title A paradigm shift that never was (Brookes, 2022) appears cynical and surprised that the programmes he criticises prevail. In his view, this implies that outdoor education is based on “folk theories” (p 11) rather than scientific evidence. Other studies are also critical of the empirical evidence underpinning claims of personal and social development (Scrutton and Beames, 2013). However, these latter authors note that personal and social developments are “notoriously difficult to measure quantitatively”, reflecting on the problem that stakeholders demand “evidence in numbers and not anecdote” (p. 8). 
To round off about the third critique, I would argue that many ideas about humanity, education and philosophy are based on general philosophical arguments rather than quantitative evidence. “Folk theories” may be naïve but offer insights refined through practical experiences (Davis and Francis, 2022). Hence, the emphasis on individual and social developments will be difficult to eradicate even if outcomes are difficult to prove within a specific psychological paradigm.
IV. [bookmark: _Toc124238560]Critique of place-based education: From the romantic to the mundane
Arguments for place have emerged from critiques of modernity, education, and outdoor education, but such approaches are also devised in opposition to existing place-based models. In A pedagogy of place, Wattchow and Brown (2011) offer a comprehensive introduction to the topic while arguing strongly for a specific version of place-sensitive education centred on mundane, everyday locations. The book echoes Brookes’ criticism of detached, universalistic and generalist approaches but is also critical to the propositions of Orr and Thomashow on ecological awareness and the kind of romanticism detectable in the writings of Relph and Leopold (above).
Since their critique overlaps on several counts with others, I focus here on their criticism of romanticism. Like many other outdoor education writers, the authors unceremoniously discredit other approaches: “[M]uch of what outdoor educators do has been built on very shaky foundations, and … may not continue to be defensible in uncertain and changing times” (p. 53), they write. In a chapter called Outdoor education: Myths, Dubious Claims and the Denial of Place, they criticise the romantic legacy for promoting nature as wilderness, which implies “a sense of cultural amnesia about the reality of places”. Nature as wilderness means to see it as “pristine, fixed and simplified” while seeing it as place means that “it is messy, contested and constantly changing” (p. 33). This line of argument leads the authors to recommend that mundane everyday places and experiences should be the focus of outdoor education rather than “difference, contrast and novelty from the everyday” (p. 181). In this pursuit, they tie in with other writers on the outdoors, such as Large and Schilar (2018), Williams (2018) and Baker (2005). 
While Wattchow and Brown (2011) insightfully criticise romanticism, they seem slightly naïve in believing that outdoor education can correct its influence. In an earlier study, Wattchow (2006) shows how students on a river trip understand the experience in terms of “adventure, risk, and the desire for an encounter with the wild river” (p. 10), rather than connecting to the place and ecological challenges. The author points to teachers and facilitators as responsible for changing such perceptions, underestimating how views of nature draw on broader cultural currents. As Macfarlane (2003) describes in Mountains of the mind, nature has provided a perfect arena to combine personal and social development with a fascination for the sublime and aesthetic beauty for at least two centuries. The appeal of blockbusters from the 1900s, such as Deliverance (1972), The River (1984) and River Wild (1994), testify to the fascination for mighty rivers in popular culture. In later decades, images and stories featuring risk-taking and survival in the romantic wilderness have exploded on YouTube, Instagram and in reality productions (Surette, 2022). Popular culture is important for how nature and risk is understood (King and Beeton, 2006); hence, a pedagogy of place  is not likely to replace the fascination with wilderness. 
V. [bookmark: _Toc124238561]Critique of friluftsliv: A shift towards local places and everyday activities
The fifth critique concerns policies for friluftsliv in Norway; hence it belongs to the broader context of outdoor education. Friluftsliv is often understood as simple outdoor pursuits with a low degree of facilitation; as noted by Wolf-Watz et al. (2011, p. 191), it is often associated with a sense-of-place approach. However, policies for friluftsliv have been chiefly concerned with access to wilder areas in line with the romantic ideals prevailing at the time of Norwegian nation-building (Gelter, 2000; Pedersen Gurholt, 2008). In the most recent Government White Paper, a profound reorientation is suggested (KLD, 2016):
Traditionally, walking and spending time in the parks and green areas in cities and densely populated areas were not perceived as outdoor activities. But in recent years, more and more people have moved into cities and towns, so the need to facilitate nature experiences and physical activity within the urban zone has become greater (p. 15).*
The shift in policy is grounded in welfare state challenges and social justice arguments. Non-western immigrants are particularly targeted since their participation in (wild) friluftsliv is lower; that these groups prefer to be outdoors in local parks and green areas is the impetus for change (p. 15). In addition, the elderly, disabled, and children are pinpointed as groups prone to local friluftsliv. The White Paper proposes that schools and kindergartens should be located near green areas and that these should be used as everyday learning areas, and no one should live more than 10 minutes from a recreational area (p. 45-46). The White paper suggests numerous ways to make local places more attractive with improved facilities, cultural and historical landmarks, attractive ecologies and attention to the significance for residents. Although adventure-seeking friluftsliv is on the rise, unorganised walking is identified as the most important activity for all age groups “Everyone can go for a walk, whether it is long or short, on a road or a path” (p. 17).* 
Local and mundane places is clearly the answer in this policy shift; however, the problems stipulated are different from the above critiques. Welfare state challenges such as obesity and integration are the impetus for change, while arguments about fostering ecological consciousness are not very present. In Norway, many local areas are upgraded as part of the new policies, yet, also in this domain, it is difficult to shift the focus to local friluftsliv. Abelsen et al. (2019) point to a disparity between principles and practice in outdoor education in Norway; despite the fact that the policy shift prioritized simple friluftsliv, educators have not adapted, they argue: “A bit polemic and polarized, we ask to what extent the teaching is characterized by the type of “heavy pack, far to walk, high up in the mountains” and to what extent is it characterized by “local environment, shorter duration, simpler means”?” (p. 144).* An earlier study of Swedish friluftsliv (Backman, 2008) similarly indicates that traditional ideas are hard to eradicate. While mundane friluftsliv is easier to facilitate, many teachers believe that “real” friluftsliv had to take place “in unspoilt nature without any traces of civilization” (p. 68). 
The example of friluftsliv-policy is included here to show how educational policies, cultural strands, pedagogical practices, and outcomes of outdoor education are characterised by complex relations, and how arguments – whether political or educational – are not sufficient to shift mentalities concerning the aim of outdoor pursuits. Above all, the White Paper demonstrates ambivalence; while the policy shift is towards local and inclusive friluftsliv, almost all the images feature wilderness, iconic destinations, and able-bodied individuals.
[bookmark: _Toc124238562]Summary
In this essay, I have reviewed five types of critique leading to arguments for more attention to place. First, I discussed how 20th century critics such as Relph (1976) and Leopold (1987) saw concern for authentic and natural places as necessary to halt negative aspects of progress. Second, I discussed how Orr (1992) and Thomashow (1995) saw attention to place as key to fostering ecological consciousness in education. Third, I discussed how Brookes saw attention to places, relations, and situations as improvement over generalist models (Brookes, 2002, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2022). Fourth, I turned to Wattchow and Brown (2011) and their critique against romanticism and arguments for attention to mundane places. Fifth, I discussed how recent Government policies for friluftsliv in Norway critiqued the emphasis on wilderness and proposed a shift toward local places (KLD, 2016). 
The essay demonstrates how approaches to place are inherently contradictory. However, the discussion also demonstrates how the attention to place grow out of vital concerns in several domains. Hence, place serves as a productive meeting point for educational and philosophical debates and interdisciplinary investigations.
[bookmark: _Toc124238563]Conclusion
In this essay, I have argued that attention to place is an important development in outdoor education and adventure. In conclusion, I point to four elements that have emerged about the relevance and challenges of a pedagogy of place. 
The first argument is that attention to place expands the toolbox of outdoor education. Place has the advantage of linking individuals, communities and locations and breaking down barriers between education and other meaning-making agents and contexts (Thomashow, 1995; Wattchow and Brown, 2011). Working with place means drawing on different knowledge domains, and place-sensitive methods can inspire outdoor education to broaden its disciplinary connections. As pointed out by Brookes, theories of outdoor education have (selectively) leaned on psychology but would benefit from deeper involvement with the humanities and the social sciences (2003b, p. 130). The fact that place is seen as an answer to many different problems is, in this context, an advantage rather than a problem since it provides fertile grounds for philosophical, educational, and ecological discussions.
The second point concerns methods. Places do not speak for themselves; no place is intrinsically more worthy of exploration than others, and insights such as ecological consciousness cannot be drawn directly from personal connections to places. Instead, methodological development, or at least “a bit of homework” is necessary to exploit the potential of place as an experiential and pedagogical tool (Williams, 2018). It is promising that many approaches discuss methods and the concrete challenges to place-based curricula (see, for example, Wattchow and Brown, 2011).
Third, place is not the only answer to epistemological problems facing outdoor education (or any other discipline), and it seems unlikely that approaches focusing on local and mundane places will replace other approaches. Beames (2015, p. 28) notes that many issues cannot be taught through place. It is also unlikely that arguments for place-based approaches can undermine the focus on individual and social development and the romantic fascination with wilderness. The emphasis on individual and social development is a definite cultural trend where state initiatives, educational curricula and the self-help industry all play a part in encouraging optimisation of the self (Madsen, 2015). The focus on wilderness, survival, unique experiences in beautiful landscapes is not just another solid cultural trend; it also strongly connects with the first. Wilderness presents to many the perfect arena for testing one’s personal and social abilities (Macfarlane, 2003). With growing individualism, the focus on personal and social development and having unique natural experiences will likely prevail alongside approaches focusing on place. 
A final point concerns the connection between motivations, activities and effects, which is presumed in many of the writings. The connection between these aspects is complex and challenging to measure, and outcomes may be due to factors other than how outdoor education is taught. For example, a Norwegian survey demonstrated that “nature in general” became a less prominent reason to be outdoors in 2020 compared to 2017, while “to be free” emerged as more important, which most likely reflects the Covid-19 situation rather than a changed approach (Kantar, 2020). It is, however, a strength of many of the writings that these difficulties are acknowledged. After reviewing many studies of participants’ reactions, Wattchow and Brown (2011, p. 100) observe: “people are revealed as being complex and capable of holding contradictory emotional responses to their experiences”. A Norwegian metastudy similarly concluded that it is difficult to draw general conclusions because outdoor pursuits “in the prism of the student perspective appears as a diverse phenomenon” (Abelsen and Leirhaug, 2017, p. 29).* Hence, while there are excellent arguments for a pedagogy of place, both the reasons for place-based approaches and the outcome of outdoor education, will continue to be complex and contradictory. 
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