Title: Critically evaluate the emergence of pedagogy of place as an important focus for Outdoor Education 
The emergence of pedagogy of place provides an important focus to enhance outdoor education. This essay will present three main ideas. Firstly, how pedagogy of place has evolved and how the Romantics heavily impacted the understanding of pedagogy of place. The views of Williams (2018) and Macfarlane (2003) on the emergence of pedagogy of place and the role the Romantics had on promoting outdoor education during the industrial revolution will be evaluated. Secondly, the practice of pedagogy of place as a focus will be considered and whether it is feasible for it to grow and be used within the formal educational curriculum in the UK. Higgins and Humberstone’s (1998) view on the expectation of educators will be discussed alongside the requirement within the curriculum. The focus of personal and social development in schools will be analysed alongside Scrutton and Beames’ (2015) approach to measuring qualitative data. Finally, this essay will discuss the future of pedagogy of place as a practice for outdoor education and whether it is likely to be accepted in a modern western culture. Loynes’ (1998) view on the McDonaldization theory will be discussed alongside Wattchow and Brown’s (2011) discussion of the importance and influence marketing and commercialisation hold within a modern western society. Additionally, alternative cultural approaches to pedagogy of place will be discussed by Brookes and Dhale (2007) and Gurholt (2005.)
The position taken in response to this question is that the emergence of pedagogy of place enhances the value of experiential learning and is valuable as a focus within outdoor education. By using pedagogy of place as a focus for outdoor education, it is likely that it will be accepted within formal education and society in the UK. A variety of restrictions in schools including, measuring progress and proving outcomes, will be compared to the values of efficient outdoor education. This view within modern westernised cultural coupled with the capitalist, romanticised and superficial view of nature highlights a continuous battle for the practice of valuable pedagogy of place and will hinder the emergence of outdoor education. 
When discussing the importance of pedagogy of place, it is key to recognise the role it has played and its evolution throughout history. Williams (2018) discusses that people have evidently “interacted with place over millennia” which is evident through “place names, folklore and cultural boundaries”. This shows a strong rooted value throughout history in human nature to connect with a place. Higgins and Humberstone’s (1998) supports this through acknowledging indigenous culture in Scotland and the clear connection to land through the recognition of the traditions and Gaelic language. This is echoed outside of the UK by Stuart (2004) in Australia, where the river Murray for some groups of aboriginals “was an important source of cultural identity.” The acknowledgement that people have always connected with the land shows that there has consistently been a sense of attachment through a core connection to a place and that there is an importance in including this within the everyday practice of outdoor education. This connection to place is clearly outlined historically in various cultures globally which highlights the important role each place has played. However, Beames (2015) argues that pedagogy of place only began to gain formal recognition in the 1990s and was only respected once academic literature emerged in the early 2000s. Place based education provides an additional critical level to the pedagogical approach within outdoor education, and therefore it began to emerge and mature. This highlights the need for academic support to enhance the value of the practice of pedagogy of place as there is an assumption that it has been measured and provides proof. However, if academic literature has provided validity to pedagogy of place as a valuable focus for outdoor education, then why is it still struggling for recognition within the UK?
One theory is that the cultural perception of what outdoor education should be was influenced by the Romantic movement. The impact of the industrial revolution saw a cultural movement towards nature due to concerns about unhealthy elements that modern living had created (Beames et al. (2019). This response from poets, musicians, and artists created an important catalyst in the socio-cultural recognition that there is a need to flee the reality of modern life. This implies the Romantics were very influential in the emergence of pedagogy of place as they publicised the attractive elements of nature which led to increased public popularity and desire. It emphasises that public perceptions are easily changed and therefore provides hope for the recognition of outdoor education in the future. Nature was viewed as a “source of creativity” which conveyed intense emotional connections (Beames et al, 2019.) Various explorers set out to find “almost guaranteed enlightenment” and “health, educational and spiritual benefits” (Macfarlane, 2003.) Similarly, this is shown through Auldjo’s (1828) account of the summit that ‘no powers of language could adequately portray’. The Romantics wanted to inspire others to experience and learn as they had, creating a dominant trend within a cultural context, to experience a place and became a goal for many during this time. This response to the industrial revolution emphasises the human instinct for connection to nature as the resolution to a problem. This emphasises that place should be an important focus for the future of outdoor education as similarities can be seen between the industrial revolution and the modern technological revolution.
An alternative argument is that an over romanticised view of nature and wilderness has been established because of the Romantic movement. Roberts (2018) argues that there is a clear correlation between “romantic thought and a person’s notion of nature.” Societal concepts of the “wilderness” is that it is “untouched and devoid of human beings.” This is supported by Beames et al (2019) who acknowledged that there was a dominant cultural expectation that “the natural environment as a neat, sterile and picturesque backdrop.” This emphasises that although there was a cultural shift to acknowledging and exploring nature it was influenced by the dominant views within society. This categorised vision of nature diminishes its value as just a “backdrop” in comparison to the activities. Consequently, there is a focus placed on the importance of the thrill and risk of the activities rather than the place and opportunity for education. This self-centred view is supported by Macfarlane (2003) where the idea that there is a “human paradox of altitude” presented. When analysing the reasons as to why individuals are obsessed with the idea of reaching the summit, Macfarlane suggests that there is a divide between being “in love with themselves” and “in love with oblivion.”. This implies that the risk and the heroism to feed self – gratification in overcoming these challenges are essential for somebody to fully experience and learn about a place and nature. This selfish focus in outdoor education had a huge impact in the emergence of pedagogy of place as it has become a hegemonic dynamic embedded in the socio-cultural context of the UK. Therefore, unless there is a cultural shift in the societal expectation of nature and wilderness to be a background for an experience, then it is possibly more important for outdoor education to focus on implementing Dewey’s experiential education (1997) approach to activities. This would then encourage adventure outdoor learning to move away from superficial experiences and potentially allow emergence of pedagogy of place to become an important focus and respected in the future. 
An important point to consider is the practice of pedagogy of place as a focus within outdoor education and whether it is feasible for it to grow and be recognised within the formal educational curriculum in the UK. Outdoor education has struggled for formal recognition through the ambiguity within broad range of activities covered by the “umbrella term” (Wurdinger, 1997) which makes it difficult to identify like other subjects. Quay and Seaman (2016) discusses Dewey’s theory of “child vs. the curriculum” which highlights a conflict between traditional and progressive education. This emphasises the dominant academic value held in traditional core subject areas such as English and maths, conflicting with the emergence of progressive approaches such as outdoor education that focuses on the individual. This hegemony has resulted in a struggle for outdoor education to gain formal recognition. Wattchow and Brown (2011) support this and argue that outdoor education is “in a bubble insulated from broader educational debate and discussion.” Consequently, if outdoor education remains distant from the dominant educational system within the UK, a lack of recognition will remain culturally and politically as a subject and the pedagogical practices within it.
Beames et al (2012) argue that “place-based learning has been highlighted by commentators in mainstream education” which implies there is reason it should be a focus in outdoor education. Williams (2018) argues that through place-based learning and acknowledging the “past, present and future” results in a deeper understanding of place and roots an ecological and cultural understanding within a “student’s perspective on the local environment” (Addis and Kidd, 2022.) Additionally, Stewart (2004) discusses that in understanding place it can create a “sense of belonging” and develop a “stronger sense of responsibility.” Therefore, place should be an important focus as a more holistic approach because it incorporates multiple disciplines such as History, Geography, and Science. This vital contribution of outdoor education within the curriculum, can allow students to experience and relate to the topics. It is also vital for the future of outdoor education as it embeds a personal responsibility with students that could help tackle issues in the local area and globally. For example, if students are inspired to make a small change, in response to the crisis of global warming, it would create a more sustainable and positive future for the environment and outdoor education. Within the educational system in the UK, place-based pedagogy is recognised in some formalised subject areas such as “mapping your neighbourhood … in geography” (Wattchow and Brown 2011.) If outdoor education used pedagogy of place as a focus, established subjects that also use the approach could provide the respect and recognition required for outdoor education to succeed as a standalone subject.
Another example that outdoor education is growing within the curriculum is forest schools. This indicates that outdoor education is slowly emerging and is becoming formally recognised as a focus within the curriculum in the UK (Knight 2018.) This contribution, from outdoor education, is vital to the curriculum as it encourages students to effectively learn through their own decisions, experience and without predetermined outcomes, which is not promoted in other subject areas. There have been multiple studies that Dewey’s (1997) experiential learning approach to outdoor education is the most effective. When comparing the approach of pedagogy of place and the forest school 6 key principles (Forest School Association, not dated) there are similarities between them and Dewey’s model including the emphasis on experience and individualism. This is supported by Stewart (2004) who argued “There is no one size fits all pattern that can be applied to developing place responsive and sensitive education.” Loynes’ concept of the generative paradigm (2002) further supports this as an emerging approach to providing effective educational development as it provides an intimate experience and sense of belonging. This is through allowing flexibility in the sessions and unique learning opportunities for individuals. Through combining the establishment of forest schools with experiential learning, and pedagogy of place approach it is likely that outdoor education will continue to emerge into a recognised practice within formal education.
However, there is an alternative argument that suggests that although placed-based education is being used progressively within the curriculum, there are still multiple limitations that could restrict the contribution of constructive outdoor learning. Wattchow and Brown (2011) recognise that there would be “many barriers” in the “move towards a place-responsiveness curriculum and pedagogy in contemporary outdoor education.”  One argument presented is the continuous pressure for educators to “justify the relevance of an activity to the curriculum” (Higgins and Humberstone’s, 1998) and ensure that students engage and meet attainment goals. Furthermore, Wattchow and Brown (2011) discuss the limitations in providing meaningful place experiences within the mandatory framework that limits the freedom for educators to deviate. The mandatory National Curriculum Framework in England means that there is little flexibility for individual experience associated with the experiential approach to place-based education (Department for Education, 2021) One restriction is the need to measure and prove the progress of students against the framework outlined by the national curriculum and their improvement in personal and social development (Department for Education, 2022.) In both England and Wales, there is an expectation by the government to produce quantitative performance data, that is based on various assessments and progress of students (Department for Education, 2016.) This implies a need and desire for consistency throughout the schools’ data to make it more comparable and easier to analyse. This is supported by Wattchow (2007b) who believes there is a “quest for uniformity of educational goals and practices regardless of local conditions.” When looking at the ways in which placed based pedagogy can be measured, it produces mainly qualitative data from reflective experience and is harder to compare. Scrutton and Beames (2015) discuss a methodology for measuring the qualatative studies for personal and social development through conducting a longitudinal study. Whereas Lynch and Mannion (2016) discuss conducting “walking interviews.” The emerging methods of producing and analysing data provides hope for the future of outdoor education to be formally recognised within the education system. 
A dominant trend within western culture is the focus on character building. This traditional Hahnian approach of character building is a current focus within outdoor education. This can be seen in the popular schemes such as the Duke of Edinburgh Award (DofE) and the National Citizen Scheme (NCS) which are noted as good extra curricula opportunities within schools for personal development by OFSTED (Department for Education,2022.) Brookes, (2003) discusses that currently within Outdoor Adventure Education there is a Neo-Hahnian approach that expects individuals to develop personal traits and use “when that individual is in other situations.” This formal recognition of outdoor education is positive as it is acknowledged and therefore provides a base for outdoor education emerge. If outdoor education remains centred around the national framework it is more likely to be accessible. 
Another consideration in terms of pedagogy of place is where it sits within a modern western culture and whether it can be fully accepted as a focus for outdoor education in the future. There is a dominant trend within western society that “romanticised ideas of the outdoor leisure are becoming reconstructed through the demands of ‘mass -market’ consumers for ‘authentic experience’” (Wattchow and Brown, 2011.) An argument for this disconnect between humanity and nature is the rapidly increasing modernisation. This emphasises a shift in the dominant views of what is important within society. This cultural expectation of an “authentic experience” also could emphasise that humans are views as “separate to nature” (Beames, 2015.) This indicates a clear sense of human entitlement and a view that nature is inferior. However, as noted by Tuan (1977) that a modernised “experience of a place is superficial.” This implies a perception in society that although we are engaging in outdoor activities and education, there is still a lack of having a meaningful experience with place due to a need for adventure and thrill. Loynes (1998) highlights the negative impact adventure experiences with the discussion of the “adventure in a bun” model that commercialised experiences and markets it as a product to sell and opposes the values that promote meaningful experiences with place.
Baker (2005) further discusses that an “average adult can recognise 1000 brand names but fewer than 10 local plant names” which highlights that societally there is an importance and value in actively engaging with the dominant role that consumerism plays. In acknowledging that outdoor education is marketed as a product it implies that nature can be controlled. The focus on skill takes away the value of pedagogy of place, as it becomes irrelevant and a “background or venue for the activity” taking place. By shifting the focus to place within outdoor education and activities, there is a huge transformation from a superficial experience to a more meaningful and valuable educational experience. Therefore, the focus of pedagogy of place within outdoor learning is important for the future of outdoor education as it could easily be added into the programmes that have already been established to create a more holistic and sustainable approach. However, there is a danger discussed by Wattchow (2007a) that there are many other industries for example: “mass tourism and real estate” that may use place as a “form of appropriation.” Although there is a possible future for pedagogy of place to be an important focus for outdoor education, there is a risk that it may be used as another marketing tool to promote a superficial aesthetic for outdoor activities. Therefore, pedagogy of place should not be an important focus for outdoor education as it could result in further limitation in the progression of outdoor education. 
 A core element of these adventure experiences, which is widely debated, is risk. Various authors agree that risk is an important element of focus within outdoor education and pedagogy of place because it encourages individuals out of their comfort zone and think differently in various situations (Wattchow and Brown, 2011.)  However, it is possible that the progressive future of outdoor education will be limited due to the “overprotective” cultural view that risk should be controlled or eliminated (Allison and Telford, 2005.)  Vollmar and Lindner (2018) recognise that the development of a “risk adverse” culture has not only limited the activities that are able to take place but also the expectation of how these activities should look and be delivered. Arguably, in practicing pedagogy of place in a local area there may be a reduced risk as the need for thrill is not essential.
Beames (2015) described the rapid development in technology as a ‘hyper modernity’ and we have adopted to live “mobile lives” This conclusion is supported by Wattchow (2007a) who suggests that this consistently moving society makes it almost impossible to “spend time in one place.” This dominant view of a consistently changing culture means that important aspects for outdoor education and pedagogy of place are unable to be practiced in the most efficient way. Participants are not able to receive the full value of the experience. Therefore, pedagogy of place should be a prominent focus within outdoor education as a shift to focusing on local areas would potentially allow for more time to be spent in one place and fully engage in outdoor learning. 
An alternative argument presented within the UK is that we are looking at other countries such as Australia, New Zealand, and Norway with a view to integrate their cultural tradition and value of connecting with the land into the UK’s society. Brookes and Dhale (2007) suggest that the successful traditional practice of ‘Friluftsliv,’ that promotes “deep ecology, rooted in the Norwegian landscape, culture and history,” should be practice within the UK as a “stabilizing influence” within an urbanised society. This is important for outdoor education and the emergence of pedagogy of place as it shows that despite the dominant cultural views of consumerism, there is evidence to show that it is possible to reach a balance within the UK. However, Gurholt (2005) discusses the fear the “Friluftsliv will no longer be passed on to the younger generations” because of “global urbanised youth culture” within outdoor education. This highlights that the influence of consumerism and technology is not only restricted in the UK but also globally and is important to address when evaluating if there is a potential future for meaningful outdoor educational experiences. 
An alternative argument indicates that because place is unique, an element in one country may not be suitable in another environment. Stewart (2004) discusses the history of the Murray River in Australia and the impact western colonialism had in trying to make it fit what they considered nature to be. There is a risk that in enforcing other cultures and traditional practices, outdoor education could move away from progressive practice. In recognising the unique cultural and history of countries could avoid the “western and colonial traditions” that were dictated to aboriginals. This is supported by Andkjaer (2012) who compared outdoor educational approached in New Zealand and Denmark. There are similar values held in their perception of the landscape, however, they are very different as New Zealand has more of a focus on the cultural significance. This supports the view that for the future of outdoor education in the UK, the successful practices of other countries cannot be forced into it. 
The emergence of pedagogy of place should be valued as an important focus as it provides sustainable meaningful educational experiences and is an easily accessible option which is vital in the future of outdoor education and the relationships of humans and nature.  Although the Romantics did provide a positive catalyst for human engagement as an answer to the industrial revolution, the presentation of nature has shaped cultural perspectives that assume nature to be perfect and a controlled product that should only be experienced through adventurous activities with elements of risk. There is an opportunity for outdoor education to use pedagogy of place as a focus to gain formal recognition within schools. Placed based education it is a flexible approach that can work across the curriculum. Furthermore, with the emergence of forest schools from Friluftsliv, there is a clear recognition that the practice of place, experience and reflection are important.  Therefore, schools are an ideal platform for outdoor education to gain recognition and provide meaningful educational experiences. However, unless there is a shift need for predetermined outcomes and quantitative performance data it is not possible for it to be fully established. In looking at how cultures of other countries such Australia, New Zealand and Norway value place as an important focus for outdoor education provides some hope in the idea that it is possible to balance the consumerist culture embedded in society with valuable connections with nature. However, this balance requires the UK to use its own local environments to inspire and teach instead of directly copying other cultures. 
The position taken in this essay is that the emergence pedagogy of place could be beneficial as an important focus as it is easily transferred to other sectors and for people to connect and engage to. However, unless place is perceived as more than a background, it will struggle to be acknowledged as an important focus for outdoor education.  
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