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An educational tool for outdoor
education and environmental concern

Klas Sandell?® and Johan Ohman®*

4 Karlstad Universiry, Sweden; bOrebro University, Sweden

The purpose of this paper is to suggest an outdoor education model that respects the need to
critically discuss the general belief in a causal relationship between experiences of nature, environ-
mentally-friendly attitudes and behavioural change, but that at the same time respects the legitimate
claims on the part of outdoor education practice for concretisation and clarity. The foundation
of this model consists of a combination of theoretical perspectives and models that have been
generated through a number of Swedish interdisciplinary research projects concerning human inter-
relationships with the landscape during the last decade. The paper first focuses on the subtleties of
environmental concern with the aid of an environmentally historic model of how care for nature and
environmental protection successively developed during the last century. It then addresses different
aspects of outdoor education by presenting two specific models: a model of two principally diverse
motives for this education, and a model of three different approaches to the landscape when exe-
cuting outdoor education. In the final section these models are assembled in a suggested model for
outdoor education and environmental concern, and identify a handful of main educational paths.
The paper concludes with a brief discussion about continued research and examples of what can be
regarded as particularly important developments and additions to the suggested model.

Keywords: Conservation; Nature experience; Sustainable development; Landscape approaches;
Conceprual framework

Introduction

Outdoor education in its widest sense, which includes, for example, adventure edu-
cation and outdoor learning, has long been regarded as an important tool for public
environmental concern (Hammerman, Hammerman, & Hammerman, 2001; Place,
2004; Sandell & Ohman, 2010). Although there are many indications that nature
encounters can play a significant role in people’s concern for the environment, an
oversimplified belief in a general causal relationship between rich experiences of
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nature, environmentally-friendly attitudes and behavioural change can be problem-
atic. There are two reasons for this. The first is that it is difficult to discern any such
simple relationship in educational research. In recent decades, several studies have
been done on the relationship between outdoor experiences and environmentalism,
with an emphasis on the effect that participation in outdoor education has on
environmental knowledge, pro-environmental attitudes and behaviour and their inter-
connection (cf. Barrett, 2006; Bixler, Floyd, & Hammitt, 2002; Bogner, 1998;
Bradley, Waliczek, & Zajicek, 1999; Chawla, 2008; Chawla & Flanders Cushing,
2007; Eaton, 1998; Ewert, Place, & Sibthorp, 2005; Hanna, 1995; Johnson & Manoli,
2008; Kieffer, 1994; Milton & Cleveland, 1995; Nisbet, Zelenski, & Murphy, 2009;
Palmer, 1993; Rickinson et al., 2004; Schindler, 1999; Smith-Sebatsto & Cavern,
2006; Wilson, 1996). The findings of these and other studies show that these inter-
connections are multifaceted and context dependent and that the success of outdoor
education programmes is also related to an individual student’s previous experiences
and social interactions.

The second reason why an oversimplification might be problematic is that ‘envi-
ronmental concern’ can mean many different things. A review of the environmental
literature shows that over the years environmental issues have been broadened and
deepened to include everything from ethics and rights issues to climate change and
environmentally-friendly consumption (Attfield, 1999; Page, 2007; Van DeVeer &
Pierce, 1998). What is to be regarded as environmentally ‘friendly’ and what a ‘con-
cern’ for the human—nature relation might look like are obviously culturally bound
and connected to specific discourses (Stables, 2001). Likewise, as different people
and groups differ to a greater or lesser extent with regard to contextual framing,
the ambition to pinpoint environmental engagement will always prove difficult. This
is a fact that is easily illustrated with broader environmental history perspectives
(Glacken, 1976; Worster, 1993). If we include the understanding of concepts such
as ‘nature’ and ‘wilderness’—important themes in outdoor education and adventure
learning—the need for clarification is obvious (Callicott & Nelson, 1998; Nash, 1982;
Oelschlager, 1991; Sandell & Sorlin, 2008; see Figure 1). Environmental issues are
also bound up with a growing uncertainty, in terms of both what the right solutions to
the problems are and how environmental degradation will affect humans and nature in
the future. The increasing complexity of environmental issues is particularly mirrored
in concepts like ‘sustainability’ and ‘sustainable development’ and how these concepts
strive to connect the intersection between ecological, social and economic develop-
ment with intra-generational and inter-generational justice (Blewitt, 2008; UNESCO,
2005).

Accordingly, if outdoor education practitioners start out from simple causal models
when highlighting outdoor education as a path to environmental concern, a critical
gap may occur in relation to the complex picture that emerges as a result of research
findings and the complexity of environmental and sustainability issues. Such a gap, we
believe, prevents outdoor educationalists from making appropriate choices of place,
equipment, methods, activities, educational content and so on in relation to students
in different aspects of the programme.
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In order to contribute to the narrowing of this gap, we suggest an outdoor edu-
cation model that respects the need to critically discuss ‘outdoor education’ and
‘environmental concern’ and the interplay between them.

The foundation of this model consists of a combination of theoretical perspectives
and models that have been generated through a number of Swedish interdisciplinary
research projects concerning human interrelationships with the landscape during the
last decade. These perspectives and models are developed from theories in human
geography and development studies emphasising the importance of our landscape
relations (Friedmann & Weaver, 1979; Héagerstrand, 1974, 1988; Ingold, 1993; Jones,
2006, 2007; Massey & Jess, 1995; Moore-Colyer & Scott, 2005; Paasi, 2002; Setten,
2006; Tuan, 1974/1990; Whatmoore, 2002), conceptual frameworks of ‘nature’,
‘natural resources’ and ‘development’ (Bahrenberg & Dutkowski, 1993; Glacken,
1976; Hagerstrand, 1991; Hettne, 1994; Macnaghten & Urry, 1998; Naess, 1973;
Sorlin, 1991; Worster, 1993) and the close linkages between the evolvement of,
on the one hand, modern industrialised and urbanised societies and, on the other
hand, outdoor recreation, outdoor education and nature conservation (Adams &
Mulligan, 2003; Buijs, 2009; Eichberg, 2009; Eichberg & Jespersen, 1986; Frost &
Hall, 2009; Mclntyre, Williams, & McHugh, 2006; Manning, 201 1; Williams, 2002).
The models have continuously been modified in interaction with various empirical
materials; for example, low-resource agriculture (for example, Sandell, 1988, 1993),
the history of outdoor recreation (Sandell, 1997; Sandell & Soérlin, 2008), physi-
cal planning (Emmelin, Fredman, Lisberg-Jensen, & Sandell, 2010), public access
(Kaltenborn, Haaland, & Sandell, 2001; Sandell, 2006) and the dilemmas of nature
reserves (Fredman & Sandell, 2009; Sandell, 2007; Zachrisson, Sandell, Fredman, &
Eckerberg, 2006).

Scandinavian and German didactic theories also influence the ideas behind this
model. These didactic theories emphasise the ‘bildung’ aspect of education and that
teaching always involves the process of selection and organisation of content, as well as
the selection of forms and teaching methods (Gundem, 1998; Uljens, 1997). Didactic
research investigates the factors that influence teachers’ selection and motives and
the consequences of different choices in terms of the relation between the teaching
and learning of specific knowledge and the socialisation of certain values and views.
In recent years, Swedish didactic theory and research have been highly influenced by
the way that socio-cultural theory and pragmatic philosophy underline that learning
is situated in a certain praxis and emerges from the encounter between the individ-
ual’s experiences and the social, cultural and physical context (Almqvist et al., 2008;
Englund, 2006; Ostman, 2010; Siljo, 2009).

The suggested outdoor education model naturally includes a number of basic
simplifications and generalisations—which as we all know apply to any attempt to
describe a complex interplay between immeasurable social phenomena such as out-
door experiences and environmental concern. However, it has been our ambition to
create a model that balances the need for outdoor educationalists to practically orien-
tate their activities in relation to environmental concern with the need to avoid doing
this in a vague and—from a research point of view—idealistic way. In this way, the
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proposed model can be seen as a ‘didactic tool’ that serves as a guide for outdoor
practitioners in their selection of content, place, methods and equipment.

In the outline of the article, we first focus on the subtleties of environmental con-
cern with the aid of an environmentally historic model of how care for nature and
environmental protection successively developed during the last century. We then
address different aspects of outdoor education by presenting two specific models:
a model of two principally diverse motives for this education, and a model of three
different approaches to the landscape when executing outdoor education. In the final
section we assemble these models in a suggested model for outdoor education and
environmental concern and identify a handful of main educational paths. The article
concludes with a brief discussion about continued research and examples of what we
regard as particularly important developments and additions.

Environmental concern

In this article we describe what we believe to be a relatively reasonable compromise
with regard to the need for differentiation and research support, on the one hand,
and educational lucidity and practical applicability for a connection between outdoor
education and environmental concern, on the other. The traditional picture of the
imagined interplay between outdoor experiences and environmental concern can be
illustrated as in Figure 1.

In the following, we problematise this picture by discussing its different parts.
We begin by detailing ‘environmental concern’; something that corresponds to the
‘defending nature’ image in Figure 1. How environmentally engaged does one have
to be to be regarded as ‘environmentally concerned’? Must this include a broad
social perspective, or does respect for protected areas, endangered species and nature
reserves suffice? To what extent should it also include one’s own lifestyle with
regard to consumption, transport and housing, or is producing the right answers to
questions about what is politically environmentally correct sufficient? As a rule, dif-
ferent attempts to grade environmental engagement are based on attempts to assess
each individual’s environmental engagement (Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap,

Nature Love for Defending
experiences nature nature

Figure 1. An example of how a traditional picture of the imagined interplay between outdoor
education and environmental concern could be illustrated (see the references in the Introduction;
adapted from Sandell, 1991). Drawing by Matz Glantz



40 K. Sandell and ¥ Ohman

Van Liere, Mertig, & Emmet Jones, 2000; Johnson & Manoli, 2008; Wiseman &
Bogner, 2003), although from a pedagogical perspective it is perhaps just as impor-
tant to relate one’s teaching to the social ambitions of the nature conservation and
environmental issues with which one wishes to be associated. One way of illustrating
our interest in discussing the different social perspectives of environmental issues at
different levels with regard to what being ‘environmentally concerned’ means is to give
an environmentally historic review. In Figure 2 (with Sweden as the main actor but
with parallels in other countries) we provide a basic illustration of how environmental
concern successively developed and extended during the last century (adapted from
Sandell, Ohman, & Ostman, 2005). With regard to this history of more extensive and
comprehensive perspectives of what today is labelled sustainable development (with a
peak during the 1960s and 1970s), examples of general references like Sorlin (1991)
and Worster (1993) are relevant.

Nature protection began to emerge around the turn of the twentieth century, and in
Sweden, for example, the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation was established
in 1909. In that same year the Nature Conservation Act came into force and national
parks were introduced. But even though Sweden’s national parks were the first in
Europe, there was also an earlier international history in which Germany and the
USA were important actors as sources of inspiration. In view of our interest in out-
door experiences as a social phenomenon and pedagogy, it is important to identify
the strong link between this interest in nature protection and the growth of nature

More Sustainability
extensive and yan

comprehensive . ﬁ/
perspectives A Alternatiye ssssssss:

\
\

[Sustainable
| Development |
Environmental

Control ..& .................
NaUIE «eveeeeesinnrreeesadonnneessnnnnneens [
Conservation |
NQtUre ceccceecccccsceccccccscaccsscncnnnes ; ................. yz
Protection |
The turn of 1930s 1960s Theturnof /
the century \the century/

1900 \_ 2000 /

Figure 2. Some of the main themes in the growth of modern environmental concern and where
the concept of sustainability can be seen as something that includes previous discussions but also
implies a continuing power struggle between sustainable development as a globalised version of
environmental control and a socially critical alternative progress (adapted from Sandell et al.,
2005). Drawing by Matz Glantz
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tourism. This was not just about the new possibilities for the urban upper class to
travel to the countryside by train and steam boat, but was also a question of how a new
way of relating to the landscape was established—being interested in nature and vol-
untarily searching for more primitive and close-to-nature experiences. This approach
was partly inspired by Romanticism’s interest in the wild and natural and is something
that we today connect with outdoor recreation, nature tourism and outdoor educa-
tion. In short, we see the establishment of a nature and landscape perspective where
certain areas (national parks, ‘wilderness’), places and objects (natural monuments,
landmarks, preserved species) in the landscape are protected from the large-scale and
increasingly dramatic changes that industrial society implies.

Parallel to a successive democratisation in terms of universal suffrage, the general
public’s leisure-based relations with nature also expanded. More attention was paid to
local landscapes, women and children were activated, and interest in nature became
less adventurous and less science-oriented. Increased urbanisation and statutory holi-
days led to a shift away from smaller groups of society’s higher economic class having
exclusive contact with nature towards the inclusion of broader groups. At the same
time, ideas about nature protection also moved in the direction of nature conservation
and to seeing people as collaborating in the formation of the landscape. There was an
increased interest in which landscape values were worth preserving and whether these
values were culture-related, such as enclosed pasturelands and hayfields. Simply sav-
ing or protecting certain natural values was no longer sufficient. Instead, they had to
be looked after and sometimes protected from the forces of nature (such as a meadow
becoming overgrown if it is not used).

After the Second World War the industrial West experienced a rapid material
growth. Private motoring made a serious breakthrough and became a classic symbol
of material welfare—and more recently also an important symbol for environmen-
tal problems. With regard to nature and environmental issues, it became increasingly
obvious that they could not be isolated to certain places, areas and species, and instead
we saw a growing interest in a more systems ecology perspective. Environmental
debates and environmental education were mingled with concepts such as ‘food
chains’, ‘ecosystems’ and ‘cycles’. In this atmosphere of systematic and more over-
arching approaches we also find authorities and legislation turning more towards
environmental control.

Despite this interest in a systems ecology perspective, up to the 1970s the nature
conservation discussion and the environmental protection discussion were primarily
a question of ‘dealing with the symptoms’. The negative side effects of industrial-
ism were regarded as serious—hydroelectric dams, refuse tips, food-chain pollution
and deforestation. Legislation, research and government agency supervision were all
attempts to do something about these negative side effects. But the development itself,
the modern project’s prioritisation of material growth, urbanisation and industrial-
isation were not generally challenged. There had been a few critical voices, from
the civilisation critics of the nineteenth century to the alarmists of the 1950s and
1960s, although it was during the 1970s that the modern criticism of development
objectives really gathered speed. In particular, based on a general radicalisation with
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international overtones, we experienced a rapid increase of new environmental and
alternative movements questioning modern mainstream development and searching
for alternative development objectives, where international solidarity, responsibility
for future generations, quality of life and non-material values were pitted against the
prevailing social development prioritisation of short-term material consumption.

Since the 1992 United Nations conference in Rio, ‘sustainable development’ has been
a key concept with regard to environmental and nature conservation issues. But how
radical (widespread/deep) is this concept if we compare it with earlier perspectives
(nature protection, nature conservation, environmental control and critical alterna-
tives)? That it is a significantly more radical perspective than nature protection, nature
conservation and environmental control is fairly obvious; although with regard to the
relation to critical alternative thinking, it is much more doubtful. On the one hand,
it can be said that the concept of sustainable development has a clear international
dimension, and that in this sense we have gone beyond the national perspective that
generally dominated environmental control ambitions. On the other hand, there is
no doubt that many actors try, using concepts like eco-modernisation (Hajer, 1995;
Lassoe, 2010) to connect to the discussion about the need for sustainable develop-
ment without needing to pay too much attention to the critical alternative’s demands
to reconsider the goals and content of a society imprinted by a liberal market economy.

An illustration of this tension in the aspiration for a sustainable future—a globalised
version of environmental control dealing with the symptoms and the demands of
critical alternative thinkers for fundamental reconsiderations—is the late Norwegian
philosopher Arne Naess’ (1973, 1989) distinction between ‘shallow’ and ‘deep’
ecology. In addition to what the shallow movement advocates, the deep ecology
movement also demands, for example, a classless society, autonomy, decentralisa-
tion, self-sufficiency, the protection of different cultures and respect for life. One way
of describing the positions and contents of sustainability today is to see it as a contin-
uing power struggle between different versions of these two perspectives (shallow and
deep ecology). It is thus a question of how radical the changes need to be in order to
create a sustainable future.

To summarise, we have a situation where ‘being environmentally engaged’ can be
said to consist of elements of the various main themes that we have described as
characteristic of a growing environmental engagement (Figure 2). So, when we today
speak about the consensus-like concept of ‘sustainability’, it actually hides important
ideological tensions between ‘sustainable development’ (solutions within the system)
and ‘alternative progress’ (a change of system).

Outdoor education

Like ‘environmental concern’, ‘outdoor education’ (‘nature experiences’ in Figure 1)
is a comprehensive concept with many different purposes, attitudes and forms.
In order to address the subtleties of outdoor education, we discuss two aspects of
this educational concept: different kinds of motives and different kinds of landscape
approaches.
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Mortives

There are two basically different ways of motivating outdoor experiences. The first
is that outdoor experiences have instrumental values; that is, they are a good means
for different purposes, such as physical and mental health, group solidarity and a feel
for nature. In this case the valuable outcomes of outdoor experiences are basically
separated in both time and space from the outdoor activities. The second way of
motivating is that there is an intrinsic value or quality of life in outdoor experiences;
for example, an affiliation with nature and a sense of humility towards the various
non-human forces that can be experienced outdoors. Here the values are inseparably
bound up with the outdoor experiences themselves and cannot easily be found in the
milieus and lifestyles of urbanised modern society.

These fundamental perspectives (intrinsic values and/or means; Figure 3) can be
traced in different ways in the development and motives of modern outdoor recreation
(Manning, 2011; Sandell & Soérlin, 2008). The intrinsic values of outdoor experiences
can constitute important reasons for many people’s more spontaneous outdoor recre-
ation. But here we could also mention the proposed role for intrinsic values with
regard to environmental engagement in line with the outdoor recreation perspective
inspired by the Norwegian deep ecology movement, where pleasure and the feeling
of being at home in nature inspire a lifestyle in line with a radical sustainability as
something natural and obvious, rather than a sacrifice (Faarlund, 1990; Henderson
& Vikander, 2007; Reed & Rothenberg, 1993). At the same time, outdoor experi-
ence as a way of guarding against ill-health, as a means of ‘team-building’ and as
a way of developing ecological knowledge, is constantly emphasised. An important
difference between outdoor experiences as means and as intrinsic values is that in
the former case there are often many alternative educational paths besides outdoor

Outdoor Means for different purposes,

purp
recreation instrumental values
motives?

An aim in itself, intrinsic values

Figure 3. Outdoor recreation as a means for different purposes and as an aim in itself (adapted
from Briigge, Glantz, & Sandell, 2007). Drawing by Matz Glantz
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recreation—such as films, literature and discussions when it comes to environmen-
tal education. However, in terms of the intrinsic values of outdoor experiences, they
are neither found anywhere else nor replaced by anything else, which means that no
educational paths other than outdoor experience in its widest sense are on offer. It is
also important to note that in practice no strict dualism is to be found between out-
door experiences as means and as intrinsic values; it is more a matter of balancing
the educator’s primary goals in a given situation. When the balance is in favour of
intrinsic values, the aim is to provide a place for the ‘voice of nature’. Hopefully, the
outcome of this is a sense of the presence of nature. When the balance is in favour of
instrumental values, the aim is that these will be fulfilled.

Landscape approaches

When describing the subtleties of outdoor education as elements in an environmental
concern model, we also need to include its landscape approach. We begin by briefly
outlining what we mean by the concept ‘landscape approach’, and in this make use
of a conceptual framework that was previously used as an analysis tool to discuss dif-
ferent fundamental alternatives—different ecostrategies (strategies for nature relation
and landscape relation)—with regard to, for example, low-resource agriculture, nature
reserves, public access and nature-based recreation and tourism (Sandell, 1988, 2006,
2007). The ecostrategic conceptual frame tries to include the aspects of what one does
and why one does it in the form of which landscape relation outdoor education has.
The conceptual framework illustrates a probability field with the aid of two fundamen-
tal choices (Figure 4): the choice between starting out from a certain activity/function
or starting out from a certain landscape/place (left-right in the diagram), and the
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Figure 4. An ecostrategic conceptual frame for the analysis of fundamental approaches to nature
and landscape (adapted from Sandell, 2007). Drawing by Matz Glantz
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choice between having a positive outlook on human change of the landscape or want-
ing to preserve and protect from (new) human impact (up—down in the diagram).
With a focus on outdoor aspects, the diagram’s diagonals in the form of four funda-
mental ecostrategies can thus be described as in the figure (‘A Factory . .., etc.).

The ecostrategy at the bottom left (‘a museum for external consumption’) relates to
a large-scale (often at global level) identification of specific landscape values based on
biodiversity, sites of scientific interest, tourism or cultural identity. Attempts are made
to ‘freeze’ and ‘preserve’ these values, which can be mainly nature-based values (such
as a rainforest or nesting site) or mainly culture-based values (like Egypt’s pyramids or
a medieval wooden building) or combinations of these (like an enclosed pasture or the
World Heritage Site of Laponia). But indeed, the more that people’s active influence
is required for the preservation of values (changes in nature’s processes always affect
human ‘cultural impressions’ in the landscape), the further up the diagram one goes.

At the top left (‘a factory for producing activities’) we find an ecostrategy that
implies an active change and an active use of the landscape based on specialised pur-
poses and activities. Greater efficiency, specialised equipment, long-distance transport
and high energy consumption are common characteristics. Concerning the recre-
ational use of the landscape, this landscape is sought out—this refers to both the
‘museum’ and the ‘factory’; and in the case of the latter, the landscape is also rebuilt
(or even constructed in an indoor hall) in order to provide what these activities need,
such as slalom slopes, climbing walls and adventure pools.

The top right (‘one’s home district to be utilized’) is based on a specific local natu-
ral and cultural landscape and its characteristics as something that one can and ought
to use for a number of different purposes. Here, home district is used (as in ‘to be con-
templated’ at the bottom right) to indicate a place with which one can easily identify.
This is often the place in which one lives, although upbringing and leisure can also be
important and cover both town and country. With regard to more obvious outdoor
leisure-related activities, here we find lots of hunting and fishing (and in the case of
tourism, paying to be invited into someone’s home district) as well as berry-picking
and mushroom-picking or making a campfire with wood from the site.

The fourth ecostrategy (‘one’s home district to be contemplated’) also refers to
the landscape with which one identifies, but this time without actively wanting to
affect and change it. Here we mainly find people’s everyday contact with their local
landscape. In this context, contemplation can be something as passive as the view
from a window, or it can be active like cycling, jogging, hiking, skiing and walking the
dog. But the basic approach here is that one uses the landscape as it is and has no
intention of influencing or changing it.

This overarching ecostrategic conceptual framework can be used to illustrate some
of what we consider as the main fundamental outdoor education approaches—#how
one carries out the outdoor activities when motives largely relate to the instrumental
or intrinsic values outlined above. These fundamental approaches also have parallels
in different educational ambitions when it comes to the relation to nature and land-
scape. Applied in this way, we first of all have a choice (along the horizontal axis) that
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is concerned with which type of landscape one seeks for one’s activities. This choice natu-
rally depends on the extent to which one (towards the right in the diagram) starts out
from the place or area that one is already involved in and with as an educationalist—
for example, the school playground and the urban forest—or whether one (to the
left) considers it important to seek out special ‘frozen’ or ‘constructed’ places with
well-defined functions—for example, outdoor facilities, nature trails, reserves, nature
schools and visitor centres. The orientation along the vertical axis relates to the inter-
est one has in actively utilising, changing and influencing the landscape or whether the
interest is more concerned with passively enjoying, contemplating and simply being in the
landscape (even if one is active in it). However, it should be noted that Figure 4 is not
simply a rectangular diagram with dichotomous conceptual pairs and four clear-cut
positions, but rather represents a dynamic stress field with various strong tendencies
in the direction of the arrows.

However, when one is in place as an outdoor pedagogue in the chosen landscape
according to the above choices, the landscape strategies can be reduced to three. The
reason for this is that if we do not want to actively affect the landscape but instead
strive towards an approach in line with the lower half of the diagram (‘a museum’ or
‘one’s home district to be contemplated’), the practical educational practice is similar
for them both. That it is not possible to combine the outdoor styles indicated to the
right and left in the top half of the diagram is due to the fact that these strategies
include actively changing and influencing the landscape so that the landscape is also
changed and governs which types of activities one should do and which equipment
one ought to use. The outdoor pedagogue thus has to align with the landscape use on
offer. For example, undertaking a wilderness tour within a slalom setting or shooting
birds from the birdwatchers’ hide is hardly advisable! Figure 5 illustrates these three
remaining fundamental (outdoor) educational landscape approaches (the three small
black arrows in the diagram) that are applicable when in place in the landscape.

These three landscape approaches mean choices and ramifications in terms of
equipment, view of nature, leadership perspective, environmental consequences and
so on, and can be summarised as follows:

e Active domination, where the landscape is regarded as a ‘factory’ that should be
adapted to the activity by means of different settings and requirements (ski facil-
ities, adventure lands, climbing walls) in order to produce the prerequisites the
pedagogue is looking for.

e Active adaptation, where the activity is subordinate to the landscape (in terms of
topography, time of year and weather) at the same time as one readily utilises and
changes the landscape (hunting, fishing, log fires).

e Passive adaptation (when the ecostrategies of ‘museum’ and ‘home district to be
utilised’ imply similar kinds of activities when one is in place in the chosen land-
scape), where one passively, in relation to the landscape one is in, contemplates,
studies and copes with the landscape and its accompanying topography, season,
weather and animals. Note that this outdoor approach can be very active for the
practitioner who might have to deal with long hikes and bad weather, but is still
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Figure 5. The ecostrategic conceptual frame’s placing of three fundamental educational
approaches with regard to the choice of activities, equipment and so on, in place in a certain
landscape. See also the text (adapted from Briigge et al., 2007). Drawing by Matz Glantz

passive with regard to changes to the landscape. The ideal is that nobody will know
that you have been there.

An educational tool for outdoor education and environmental concern

In Figure 6 we have combined the subtleties of ‘environmental concern’ and ‘outdoor
education’ that we outlined earlier—from ‘nature protection’ to ‘sustainability’ and as
‘instrumental values’ or ‘intrinsic values’—plus our division into our three different
landscape approaches of outdoor education.

Figure 6 also illustrates what we consider to be the five main outdoor education
paths in work for sustainability, and which we describe in more detail below. Path 1 is
how ‘outdoor pedagogic bridges’ use outdoor contexts for deepening environmental
engagement in the direction of sustainability. This path takes its point of departure
in the ‘instrumental values of outdoor experiences’ and is about using different out-
door contexts as a basis for discussions, experiences and illustrations of issues relating
to people’s relations with nature and the environment. Examples of such peda-
gogic bridges towards more extensive and comprehensive environmental perspectives
include: investigating and highlighting people’s landscape influence (e.g. in an envi-
ronmentally historical frame of reference) that illustrates the importance of including
not only a protection but also a conservation perspective by means of a bridge from
the first type to the second type of environmental engagement; using place-related
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Figure 6. A model for outdoor education and environmental concern including the subtleties of
‘environmental concern’, ‘landscape approaches’ and ‘motives’ as well as five main environmental
educational paths (adapted from Briigge et al., 2007). Drawing by Matz Glantz

illustrations (e.g. inspired by systems ecology) of the society—environment interde-
pendency to highlight the significance of deepening environmental engagement in
line with environmental control that clearly includes human society with cities and
transport; and where environmentally ethical reflections and discussions based on
outdoor-related experiences and contexts can ‘bridge’ environmental control and sus-
tainability. This can include reflections about who has the right to what in relation
to others—other species, future generations or vulnerable people in today’s devel-
opment countries—and what are considered reasonable development objectives and
what constitutes quality of life with regard to material consumption and experi-
ences. Again, outdoor-related experiences and situations are often excellent frames
of reference for reflections about human ecology and development-related questions
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such as ‘what kind of material welfare is necessary?’ and ‘how are material resources
related to quality of life and ethical considerations?’ It is important that these outdoor
recreation pedagogic bridges indicate the relevant dynamics, including opportunities
and possibilities, so that threatening environmental problems do not obscure positive
outdoor recreation experiences. ‘Barriers’ to proceeding with environmental protec-
tion in the direction of sustainability can include a resistance to ‘political’ issues, or
interpreting advocates as having too radical a perspective.

With regard to the utilisation of the landscape, the outdoor approach of ‘passive
adaptation’ can be an important source of inspiration in terms of wanting to protect
animal species, plants or places from human impact in accordance with an environ-
mental protection perspective (path 2). This is a basic mechanism in line with: ‘I like
this place and I do not want it to be destroyed’.

The ‘active adaptation’ approach can be an important source of inspiration for
a nature-conservancy perspective (path 3). The basic mechanism here could be
described as: ‘I want to continue this hunting, fishing, berry-picking, and these
landscape values in this place must be maintained’.

Outdoor education motives in line with the ‘intrinsic values of outdoor experi-
ences’ have traditionally served as an important source of inspiration with regard
to a more radical environmental engagement that includes power issues and social
planning (path 4). But ‘environmental politics’ (e.g. the need for legislation and eco-
nomic control measures) and ‘development issues’ are indicated in the diagram as
main sources of inspiration for the perspectives of environmental control and sus-
tainability, although we believe that a direct personal encounter with nature could be
regarded as an important extra and complementary path. This is due to the fact that
‘intrinsic values of outdoor experiences’ often indicate values that contrast with the
conventional view of development in terms of material consumption, and therefore
raise basic questions about the sustainability of ‘a good development’ (see Sandell &
Ohman, 2010).

Outdoor experience as ‘a means’ can also give rise to the perspective of outdoor
experience as ‘an aim in itself’ (path 5). As an outdoor pedagogue this is very much
about capturing the moment; where the intrinsic value of contact with nature is given
a place in outdoor activities even though it is in general motivated by different specific
purposes (team-building, science, environment, self-reliance). It is also about nur-
turing more extensive and comprehensive environmental perspectives. This brings us
back to the basic mechanisms indicated in connection with path 4, above, and the
need to feel at home in nature as a way towards a deeper environmental engagement.
It is about the possibility of discovering outdoor experience as an important recre-
ational quality and ideal that can pave the way for an environmental concern that is
much deeper and more far-reaching than anything that factual information and polit-
ical debate could ever provide. This mechanism could be described as the fact that
the peace, tranquillity and complementary scales of time and space to be found in
nature provide inspiration and reference frames that could put mainstream society
into perspective and lead to reflections about the need for alternative progress (see
Sandell & Ohman, 2010).
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By way of conclusion, we would also like to draw attention to the outdoor edu-
cation paths that are not indicated in our model. For example, we can see that the
outdoor approach ‘active domination’ (in Figure 5) is not marked as an environmental
education path to any of the different types of environmental concern. Even though
there might be various reasons for an outdoor activity like downhill skiing, the lack
of an arrow from ‘active domination’ indicates that there is no belief in this land-
scape approach as an inspiration for environmental concern. We also note that when
it comes to the two more comprehensive environmental perspectives of environmental
control and sustainability, we do not regard outdoor education as the main educa-
tional path. Here we see environmental politics and development issues as being more
central, and therefore need to consider how they can be substantiated in decisive ways
by experiencing the intrinsic values of outdoor activities. A background to this ‘indi-
rect’ argument for the role of outdoor activities in a more overarching environmental
perspective is the urban, political and social focus of the modern environmental move-
ments of the 1970s, where personal nature experiences were not a major issue. At the
same time, experiences of the intrinsic values of outdoor recreation might prove to be
both inspirational and deep enough to deal with the environment debate’s constant
oscillation due to new research findings and changes in recommended solutions.

Discussion

In this paper we have presented a proposal for a model of outdoor education and
environmental concern based on the ambition to respect the complexity of the inter-
relationship and the difficulties of claiming simple causal connections, on the one
hand, and to emphasise the importance of clarity about the management of practi-
cal outdoor education activities with sustainability ambitions, on the other. We have
done this by first of all describing the subtleties of ‘environmental concern’ in terms
of four environmentally historical, inspired approaches: nature protection, nature
conservation, environmental control and sustainability, with successively increasing
demands for breadth and depth, and where sustainability is seen as a continuous ten-
sion between a globalised version of environmental control in terms of ‘sustainable
development’ and a critical ‘alternative progress’ perspective. We then described the
subtleties of outdoor education, first of all with the aid of two specific motives—
namely, means for different purposes (instrumental values) and an aim in itself
(intrinsic values)—and then with the help of three landscape approaches when in
place, here referred to as active domination, active adaptation and passive adaptation.
Finally, we outlined five main environmental education paths for outdoor recreation
based on these descriptions and linked them together.

It is of course possible to question whether this is an optimal balance between
research-based subtleties and educational simplicity. However, we consider that any
alternative suggestions should be tested against what we see as very legitimate claims
on the part of outdoor education practice for concretisation and clarity. With regard to
continued research, it would be interesting to even more systematically plot previous
research and see whether and how this strengthens or weakens this proposed model.
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It would also be interesting to contribute to the ongoing work with empirical studies
of different sub-aspects of this educational tool. For example—and with the possibility
of both quantitative and qualitative efforts—to study how and to what extent outdoor
education efforts that prioritise the intrinsic values of outdoor experiences, in line with
path 5, outlined above, also give rise to a more extensive, robust and comprehensive
perspective on environmental issues.
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