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Background: In recent years increasing attention has been given to models-based
approaches to physical education as a way of promoting standards and particular
types of learning through better alignment of teacher planning and delivery with pupil
learning and achievement. However, little attention has been given to the specific
contribution a pedagogical model for outdoor adventure education (OAE) has to
make to pupils learning.

Purpose: This paper is presented in two parts. Part one is an advocacy paper and draws
upon the broader discourse around models-based practice to make a case for the
development of a pedagogical model for OAE. Drawing upon guidelines for models-
based approaches to physical education, this paper considers the theoretical
foundation, rationale, review of research findings and major theme that inform the
development of a model of OAE.

Conclusions: The selected review of the research suggests that the major impact of OAE
is upon the affective domain, particularly in relation to pupils developing a positive self-
concept. Learning is also evident in the cognitive and physical domains, but this is
secondary to learning in the affective domain. Drawing upon the analysis of the
research literature, the major theme for the model is identified as ‘personal growth
through adventure’ and ‘OAE’ is suggested as the name of the model. Part two of
this paper builds upon these foundations to outline what a pedagogical model for
OAE might look like in a secondary school in the UK.

Keywords: outdoor adventure education; advocacy; models-based practice; affective
learning; personal growth through adventure

Introduction

Increasing consideration has been given to the future of physical education pedagogy in
recent years (Fairclough, Stratton, and Baldwin 2002; Kirk 2010; O’Sullivan 2013). Kirk
(1992, 2010) is one of a number of contributors who have highlighted the continued dom-
inance of team games, and physical education-as-sport-techniques, as barriers to realising
the full potential of physical education as a valued learning experience and preparation
for lifelong activity participation (Jewett, Bain, and Ennis 1995). Fairclough, Stratton,
and Baldwin (2002) are others who have highlighted the influence of tradition, teacher
expertise and the media as powerful cultural forces resisting more democratic and meaning-
ful curriculum innovation in physical education. At the heart of these discussions has
emerged a growing realisation that physical education pedagogy needs to better connect
with recreational practices in and around local communities as the basis for lifelong
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participation. Within these discussions, however, little is heard of the distinct contribution
outdoor adventure education (OAE)" makes to pupils’ learning in physical education. The
purpose of this advocacy paper is to make a case for the development of a pedagogical
model for OAE that draws upon a broader models-based approach to physical education
shared by Jewett, Bain, and Ennis (1995), Lund and Tannehill (2005), Metzler (2011),
Kirk (2010) and Haerens et al. (2011). In undertaking this task, we start by briefly outlining
the emergence of a models-based approach to physical education and consider the evidence
in support of its implementation and challenges to its universal uptake. Next we identify key
features of the models-based approach to physical education as applied to OAE. We start by
briefly considering its theoretical underpinnings and historical influences and then identify a
rationale for the model that highlights the importance of OAE within the UK education
system. This is followed by a selective review of OAE research to identify the distinct con-
tribution it has to make to pupils’ learning in physical education and to clarify exactly what
we know and can evidence about OAE, as well as what we cannot evidence and do not
know. We conclude part one of this paper by identifying the ‘major theme’ (Metzler
2011) of the model that contributes to the ‘meta-curriculum’ against which schools in the
UK may develop their own programmes sensitive to the opportunities offered by their
immediate locality (Haerens et al. 2011).

The emergence of models-based physical education

For more than 30 years critical curriculum theorists have argued that physical education
needs to change to a more outcome-focused and locality-sensitive set of experiences that
better realise the potential the subject has to make to pupil’s learning (Jewett, Bain, and
Ennis 1995; Lund and Tannehill 2005; Kirk 2010; Metzler 2011). During this time
Casey (2012, 2) suggests that models-based practice has emerged to be the “bookies
favourite” to replace traditional teacher-led physical education’. Metzler (2011) elaborates
on the concept of models-based practice that has driven this view forward through his defi-
nition of an instructional model for physical education.

An instructional model refers to a comprehensive and coherent plan for teaching that includes a
theoretical foundation, a statement of intended learning outcomes, teachers’ content knowledge
expertise, developmentally appropriate and sequenced activities, expectations for teacher and
student behaviors, unique task structures, measures of learning outcomes, and mechanisms for
measuring the faithful implementation of the model itself. (22)

Metzler (2011) identifies eight complimentary pedagogical models for physical education
as ‘Direct Instruction’, ‘Personalised System for Instruction’, ‘Cooperative Learning’,
‘Sport Education’, ‘Peer Teaching’, ‘Inquiry Teaching’, ‘Tactical Games’ and ‘Teaching
Personal and Social Responsibility’. Each model has been validated to show its effective-
ness in promoting particular standards (e.g. NASPE?) and types of learning in physical edu-
cation, in order to better align teacher planning and delivery with pupil learning and
achievement. Most recently Casey (2012) reviewed the findings of 45 empirically based
peer-reviewed papers, reporting on the experiences of teachers who have been involved
with implementing a models-based intervention in physical education. His findings
suggest that models-based approaches have tangible benefits for teachers and pupils
alike, ranging from teachers’ acknowledgement of their professional development to
‘real differences in their students learning’ (Casey 2012, 11). His meta-analysis also
sheds light on the limited uptake of models-based practice in the last 30 years and its
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relative failure to make a significant and coherent impact on the teaching of physical edu-
cation. In particular, he draws attention to the tensions that exist between curriculum theory
and practice and the need for teachers to be supported throughout the process of change and
implementation.

Notwithstanding this continuing tension over future physical education practice, very
little models-based research has focused on the contribution of OAE to the process of cur-
riculum change in physical education. This absence of empirically informed OAE research
from the broader discourse on models-based practice downplays its potential contribution to
the broader process of subject transformation. In seeking to redress this oversight and to
locate a model for OAE within the context of models-based approaches, we recognise
that OAE shares a number of characteristics with other more established models. These
include Cooperative Learning, with its major theme of ‘students learning with, by and
for each other’ (Metzler 2011, 237), and Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility,
with its major theme of ‘integration, transfer, empowerment and teacher-student relation-
ships” (Metzler 2011, 396). Whilst both these models promote trans-domain learning, it
is suggested that important differences are also evident in the major theme, pedagogical
content knowledge, teacher and pupil behaviours and implementation needs that support
the development of a distinct OAE model in its own right. These will be considered in
more detail in Paper two.

Theoretical foundations and historical influence

Metzler (2011, 23) states that all pedagogical models are underpinned by a ‘big idea’ that
‘makes it work’. In other words each model needs to be grounded in one or more theories of
learning that link to the rationale and help teachers to understand why and when a model is
most effective in supporting pupil learning. The underpinning theoretical framework for
OAE identified from the literature suggests that three theories of learning are particularly
relevant to this model. These are experiential learning theory, constructivism and, most
recently, outdoor environmental education. Whilst none of these theoretical approaches
can claim to have universal agreement, they do provide valuable perspectives upon
which OAE in the UK has been constructed which, though not uncontested, continue to
inform practice today. A brief introduction to these foundational concepts is outlined
below as a point of departure for this advocacy paper. Likewise, given the intention to
develop a model for OAE that could be trailed in practice within the UK, brief consideration
also needs to be given to the historical influence of Mortlock’s adventure education model.

Drawing upon the pioneering work of John Dewey (1859—1952), experiential learning
theory advocates the central importance of experience as the basis for all learning and the
need to consciously reflect on those experiences prior to future practice if learning is to take
place. For Dewey the process of education should be grounded in concrete experiences that
are real, meaningful and relevant to the pupil. Dewey’s principles have been popularised in
Kolb’s (1984) four-stage model of the experiential learning process that itself draws upon
the earlier work of Kurt Lewin. Kolb’s model connects the physical doing of concrete
experience to the cognitive process of abstract conceptualisation and learning transfer,
via observation and reflection. Other experiential models reflect the same four-phase
process: experiencing, reflecting, generalising and applying (Joplin 1995). More recently
a number of commentators have begun to question the absolute focus on experience that
lies at the heart of experiential learning to the detriment of other concerns. Wattchow
and Brown (2011) draw attention to the absence of any social, political and historical
context around experiential learning and in particular, how the focus on doing and reflection
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silences a place-responsive approach to outdoor education. More broadly, Roberts (2012)
has sought to highlight important philosophical differences between experiential learning
and experiential education. Experiential learning he contends ‘can be seen as a method
or technique that any teacher might employ to meet certain instructional objectives’ (4,
author’s italics). Experiential education on the other hand is a ‘field’ signified by
‘common intellectual roots, activities, and a subject of study that holds the disparate,
visible curriculum projects together’ (Roberts 2012, 7). Two important points can be
drawn from Roberts’ viewpoint. First, he clarifies the relationship between experiential
learning as a method of learning and the broader process of education that is concerned
with ‘philosophical queries as to the nature of self and society’ (Roberts 2012, 4).
Second, he acknowledges the diverse and at times contradictory range of projects that
make use of experiential learning as a method and are all understood as experiential edu-
cation. These include terms such as outdoor education and adventure education with
their focus on nature and the outdoors, as well as place-based education and service learning
(Roberts 2012, 7). In contrast to Roberts’ view of experiential education as a field, Itin
(1999) presents experiential education as a unifying philosophy under which different cur-
ricular projects can sit quite comfortably. Exploring the different philosophical positions
around experiential learning/education is beyond the limitations of this paper; however,
it is important that a model for OAE should take note of these concerns. First and foremost,
a model for OAE must ensure that pupils are active and engaged in order that their experi-
ences are meaningful for current and future learning. In this way teachers can ensure that
OAE activities are not seen as one-off, isolated or irrelevant learning experiences that
have no bearing on pupils’ broader physical education learning. Rather, they are seen as
progressive, meaningful and motivating experiences that help pupils learn about them-
selves, others and the real world around them and make connections to future lifelong
activities (Mortlock 1984; Hattie et al. 1997; Munoz 2009; Wainwright 2012; Whitehead
2013). Second, along with all other curricular forms of physical education and all other sub-
jects OAE needs to engage pupils with issues of social justice, human agency and democ-
racy (Wurdinger 1994; Martin 1999; Loynes 2012). Roberts refers to this as ‘critical
pragmatism’ in how it relates to schooling and personal experience that leads to the
‘advancement of positive freedom through education’ (2012, 10). Both concerns need to
be reflected in a model for OAE.

Constructivism is the second foundational theory that informs OAE. Constructivism
theory emphasises the process and situation as well as the outcome of learning. It views
learning as an active process in which knowledge is constructed by the learner rather
than being handed out by the teacher (Vygotsky 1978; Rea 2012; Capel and Blair 2013).
As such learning is conceived as a socially constructed reality in which experiences only
have meaning as a consequence of the individual’s knowledge of them in relation to pre-
vious experiences and expectations. In other words reality, in the form of OAE, can only
be understood as constructed meaning (Rea 2012).

Constructivist theories recognise that learners must be actively engaged in knowledge
building and the teacher’s role is to create the conditions within which pupils can learn for
themselves. This does not mean that teachers abdicate all responsibility for pupil learning.
Rather, teachers need to scaffold pupils’ learning and help them develop their own under-
standing of experiences (Vygotsky 1978). Boud, Cohen, and Walker (1993) comment that
all learning experiences are personal and unique to the individual. The corollary of which is
that pupils construct meaning and knowledge from their experiences that are highly individ-
ual and allow for serendipitous learning that cannot be planned by the teacher (Loynes
2002; Williams 2006, 2012a). As such even when they share the same experience pupils
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learn in a range of different ways including, but not limited to, those intended by the teacher.
Gardner’s (1993) work on multiple-intelligence theory supports the idea of pupils learning
in different ways and resonates closely with the multiple-domain learning of models-based
practice (Metzler 2011). As such it is particularly relevant to a model for OAE on two
levels. First, it links closely with its tradition of challenge by choice in which pupils nego-
tiate the level of challenge they are willing to expose themselves to during OAE experiences
(Hopkins and Putnam 1993; Hodgson and Bailie 2001; Russell and Bisson 2003). Second,
it supports OAE as a place in the curriculum where pupils are encouraged to learn for them-
selves by constructing their own meaning from experiences, though it remains under-
researched within the literature (Loynes 2002; Becker and Schirp 2010). At the same
time it poses a significant challenge to the organisation and management of many physical
education lessons that are overly teacher centric (Kirk 2010).

A third and emerging theory underpinning OAE is outdoor environmental education.
Beames, Higgins, and Nicol (2012) have drawn attention to the growing interest in sustain-
able development that is emerging in outdoor pedagogy, seeing it as offering ‘direct phys-
ical/sensory, intellectual, and affective ways of knowing the planet we depend on for our
survival, and developing our relationship with it’ (32). In Australia Martin (1999) has
linked outdoor education with critical theory (Giroux 1983) and the role it can play in chal-
lenging the dominant, western, exploitative relationship we cultivate with nature. He pro-
poses a ‘nature as friend’ approach to the outdoors that is premised on respect and caring
and promotes ‘ethical action towards the natural environment both in the outdoors and in
everyday living’ (470).

Beames, Higgins, and Nicol (2012, 41) suggest a similar environmentally focused
future for outdoor education if it is to make a meaningful and significant contribution to
young people’s ability to meet the challenges of the modern world. What is particularly
valuable about their contribution is that it is grounded in the everyday practice of the
local school and takes a multidisciplinary approach to active outdoor learning. In this
context, the value of place-based learning as part of schooling for young people ‘goes
beyond issues of place, use and provision, yielding also potential opportunities for devel-
oping a sense of belonging, identity, self-worth and advocacy as fellow citizens with neigh-
bouring communities’ (Percy-Smith and Malone 2001, quoted in Beames, Higgins, and
Nicol 2012, 42). Notwithstanding the emergence of outdoor environmental education as
a theoretical focus for the future, there is, as of yet, very little empirical evidence to
suggest that outdoor practice and attitudes to nature are changing towards a more sustain-
able and place-sensitive future. Ironically it is the sensitivity to the local context that most
closely ties this emerging theory to the models-based approach.

Though not a theory as such, Mortlock’s four-stage model for adventure education also
merits consideration for its historical influence upon OAE in the UK. Mortlock developed a
four-stage model for adventure education specific to outdoor learning experiences in which
an experience is categorised according to the physical, mental and emotional demands it
places upon participants. In translating practice to theory, Mortlock (1984) identified four
stages of experience that participants encounter at some point during an outdoor adventure
activity. These he identified as Play, Adventure, Frontier Adventure and Misadventure.

Many commentators identify with Stages 1 and 2 of Mortlock’s adventure model and
endorse the particular value of short-duration Frontier Adventure scenarios as the point
where new learning is created. However, no teacher would subscribe to the possibility of
a pupil dying or being seriously injured as a consequence of taking part in a curriculum
learning experience that inadvertently slips into Misadventure. Such occurrences have hap-
pened in the past and have been attributable to technical error and poor decision-making as
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well as unavoidable accidents (Ball and Ball-King 2011). Thankfully such incidents are
increasingly rare as a result of better understanding of risk management, hazard avoidance
and sector regulation via the Adventure Activities Licensing Service. However, there can be
no doubt that past fatalities have had a negative and constraining impact upon the oppor-
tunities for outdoor adventure pedagogy over recent decades (Gill 2007).

Drawing on the work of Mortlock, Martin and Priest (1986) have developed an alterna-
tive more curriculum-friendly model that links pupil competence with the risks inherent in
gaining more experience whilst avoiding the potential of major injury, emotional trauma or
death. Where competence and risk are matched at Stage 3, they concur with Mortlock in
identifying the learning potential of Frontier Adventure experiences. However, at Stage 4
they argue for Misadventure as a positive learning experience which when properly sup-
ported by the teacher can be beneficial to future growth. In this way pupils are encouraged
by teachers to push through perceived limitations and attempt new and more demanding
challenges in the full knowledge that no permanent harm will happen to them. Devastation
and Disaster, they suggest, is a more appropriate Stage 5 alternative in their model, akin to
Mortlock’s Stage 4, and ‘is a place where few adventurers choose to tread. Occurring when
risks are high and competence is low, this frightening condition should have no role in edu-
cational experiences’ (Priest 1999, 160). Rethinking a model for OAE into a more curricu-
lum-friendly format that is experienced up to but not beyond Martin and Priest’s Stage 4
creates realistic and acceptable parameters around pupils’ learning, teacher competencies
and curriculum opportunities that are, we suggest, in accord with the models-based
approach to physical education.

Central to an understanding of frontier adventure within OAE, particularly in the UK, is
the concept of risk. Comparing attitudes to risk in Australia, New Zealand and the UK,
Lynch, Moore, and Minchington (2012, 256) identify a shared meaning across all three
countries around adventure activities being associated with ‘extreme’ physical activities
and specialised technical equipment. In contrast, and emphasising the contested and cultu-
rally nuanced nature of adventure in practice, they identify extreme specialised outdoor
activity in the UK as having a higher concern with risk compared to that in New
Zealand and Australia where it is associated with performance. In effect, Lynch, Moore,
and Minchington (2012) have drawn attention to the cultural nuances that inform national
interpretations of adventure/risk and encourage future research that will more fully explore
different intercultural perceptions. From a different perspective, Wattchow and Brown
(2011) also comment on the limitations of the adventure model in which ‘the physical
location becomes a featureless backdrop for overcoming metaphorical or literal obstacles
and challenges’ (34) and there have been few attempts ‘to provide a sound educational jus-
tification for the use of risk as an effective learning strategy’ (35). These critiques pose a
significant challenge to the future development of a pedagogical model for OAE and
how it is experienced by young people in practice.

In considering the importance of risk to OAE, Ball and Ball-King (2011) differentiate
between ‘objective or real risk’ and ‘subjective or perceived risk’. Objective or real risk is
the actual level of risk that exists for all participants in a given situation to which a teacher
and pupil are equally vulnerable and exposed. In contrast, subjective or perceived risk
reflects how individuals interpret the situation in which they find themselves based upon
their previous experience, level of competence and interpretation of the situation. In
formal education situations such as OAE activities, managed risk is a more appropriate
term as it implies careful consideration of risks against benefits, initially made by the
teacher and, with experience, by the pupil. Most importantly managed risk recognises
that all educational experiences that seek to support pupils’ personal growth and
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development have an element of uncertainty attached to them and it is impossible to foresee,
prevent and control all possible outcomes. Teachers will need to make informed judgements
about the level of managed risk that is appropriate for pupils taking part in OAE based on
previous experience, knowledge, skills and training.

Crucially important to the concept of managed risk is that it is authentic. In other words,
risk needs to be real, immediate and consequential if it is to have current and future benefits
for the pupil. In the UK, Gill (2007) argues that our risk-adverse society and education
system do not enable children to take risks or learn to make judgements about safety and
develop resilience largely because they have so little experience of the outdoors as a
place to learn and play. More broadly, Breivik (2007) advocates the need for society to
create arenas where people can experience challenges and risks, highlighting, in particular,
the crucial role of schools and other educational institutions.

I think children should be given more opportunities to play outdoors, be active, explore the
world, develop skills and strong bodies. We should let the children freeze a bit, get wet,
starve a bit, get hurt, face problems, in order to develop resistance to stress and pain. It is
not in their interest that we overprotect them. Our kindergartens and schools should give
more opportunity for vigorous play ... They should if possible, get a taste of real nature, of
solid earth, running water and natural elements like sun, rain, desert or snow. These are the
challenges and environments we are built to live in and to handle. We need to save the wild-
erness around us, but also the wilderness within us. (20)

Most commonly understood in OAE as physical risk, we strongly believe that this under-
standing needs to be expanded to recognise risk as multifaceted phenomena. This should
include social, psychological and emotional risks (Priest 1999) that are equally as
present as physical risk in a pedagogical model for OAE if it is to accurately reflect the hol-
istic nature of learning associated with the theme of personal growth through adventure.

A rationale for OAE

For more than a century educators such as Baden-Powell, Seton and Hahn have lauded the
value of adventure to achieve personal and educational goals around character-building and
teamwork. Inextricably linked to this belief in the value of adventure is an equally strong
belief in the outdoor environment as the location in which some of the best adventures
and greatest personal and human achievements are experienced (Mortlock 1984;
Hopkins and Putnam 1993; Veevers and Alison 2011). More recently, attention has
focused on the purpose, merit and underpinning values of outdoor adventure experiences
in the education process. Loynes (2002) identifies the traditional focus on self-reliance,
ego, team goals and nature as a resource to be used and overcome within a broader algo-
rithmic paradigm and suggests it is time to move towards an alternative generative para-
digm for OAE that is radically different, with a focus on sustainability, egalitarism and
political engagement. From a similar perspective, Lynch and Moore (2004, 9) draw atten-
tion to the need to understand outdoor adventure as a socio-historical construct that serves
three paradoxical purposes. It functions ‘as a source of continuity and stability’ in times of
change as ‘an ideological tool that is promoted to foster acceptance of rapid change’ (10)
and as ‘a tool of personal agency’ (10). These overlapping and paradoxical roles for
OAE identify a new way of thinking about OAE and raise questions about it as a universally
positive experience. In so doing they support the call for more localised and culturally
responsive forms of OAE akin to the underpinning framework or ‘meta-curriculum’
upon which models-based approaches to physical education are grounded.



488 A. Williams and N. Wainwright

Unpacking OAE in practice, Hopkins and Putnam (1993) identify the outdoors as
simply the physical location in which learning happens. However, others would argue in
favour of a deeper understanding of the term that highlights different ways of knowing
the outdoors including social (Richards 2003), critical (Bowles 2008), sensory (Becker
2010) and spiritual (Macfarlane 2003) constructions. The starting point for this review
identifies the outdoors as the location in which a particular range of activities takes place
whilst acknowledging the breadth of learning outcomes that might be achieved. Within
OAE we include traditional as well as new outdoor activities such as sailing, mountain
biking and parkour along with expeditions, residential experiences, problem-solving and
initiative tasks. These, and similar activities, have made a distinct contribution to the edu-
cation process of many millions of people in the UK and internationally for nearly a
hundred years (Ogilvie 2013).

A brief overview of the range of programmes and participant groups underscores the
popularity of this type of learning. Programmes include formal, informal and extracurricular
opportunities, Outward Bound, Scouting, Guiding, Project Adventure, the Duke of Edin-
burgh Award, residential experiences, solo retreats, reconciliation programmes, youth-at-
risk, overseas expeditions, management development and, most recently, Forest Schools
and Adventure Therapy. Participant groups are equally diverse including primary and sec-
ondary aged pupils, tertiary and higher education students, youth at risk, adults with learn-
ing and behavioural disorders and corporate managers. In addition, selective groupings are
popular for women-only, mothers and children, fathers and sons, ethnic minorities, ex-ser-
vicemen and apprentices as well as any combination of these categories.

Yet, despite the evident popularity of this type of learning, concerns have been raised
that young people are becoming increasingly separated from the outdoors as a place to
adventure (Louv 2005; Frost 2006; SDC 2010; Moss 2012).Ward-Thompson, Travlou,
and Roe (2006) comment on an education system and school curriculum that are failing
to provide the challenging outdoor experiences that young people need to become confi-
dent, independent, informed risk-takers in their adult lives. Gill (2007) has highlighted a
broad trend towards society becoming risk averse, whilst Palmer (2007) has warned of
the threat to young peoples’ development posed by new technologies. In response govern-
mental recognition of these concerns has shown itself initially with the inclusion of outdoor
activities in the national curriculum and more recently in the publication of the Learning
Outside the Classroom Manifesto (LOTC 2006) in England and Northern Ireland, the
Climbing Higher agenda in Wales (WAG 2005, 2006) and the Curriculum for Excellence
in Scotland (2004). Underpinning all these developments is a recognition that young
peoples’ motivation to adventure outdoors must continue to be nurtured today, if we are
to give them the same drive and enthusiasm to undertake their own outdoor adventures
(irrespective of how grand or modest they may be) in their adult lives tomorrow (WAG
2005, 2006).

Reviewing the research evidence: what do we know?

There is a well-developed research literature around OAE grounded, in particular, in studies
from the UK, Australia and the USA. In this section we examine some of these main studies
and the claims they have made. In undertaking this exercise we readily acknowledge the
selective nature of the review and that other studies could have been included. In justifying
our decision, we have sought to include only those studies with a focus on participant learn-
ing (affective, cognitive or psychomotor), that report on a structured outdoor adventure pro-
gramme (educational or recreational),’ that have been published in the last 20 years, and are
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readily available in English. We also identify the most important learning that has been
gained from these studies as the evidence base from which to construct a pedagogical
model for OAE.

We start this review by considering the research that has sought to explore the impact of
OAE upon pupils’ affective learning. In the UK Rickinson et al. (2004) undertook a review
of 150 studies into outdoor learning, identifying substantial research evidence for the posi-
tive impact of outdoor and adventurous activities upon young peoples’ affective learning. In
particular, young people were felt to have benefitted in their development of more positive
attitudes, beliefs and self-perceptions as well as interpersonal and social skills (6). The
report also found more value in programmes with specific features: longer duration,
more sustained involvement in activities and well-designed preparatory and follow-up
work; as well as programmes that make links to the school curriculum, emphasise the
role of facilitation in the learning process and make clear links between programme aims
and practices. Key recommendations from the report included more research into the
outdoor learning process, that is, how and why programmes work (or not), the relationship
between indoor and outdoor learning and the effectiveness of programmes that seek to build
progression from local to more distant contexts (Rickinson et al. 2004). From Australia,
another meta-analysis of 96 different studies by Hattie et al. (1997) identified an overall
effect size from the programmes of 0.34% or a 15% improvement across six dimensions
of learning (academic, leadership, self-concept, personality, interpersonal and adventure-
some) incorporating 40 sub-categories. Significant increases in affective learning were
noted for social competence, cooperation and interpersonal communication. Most promi-
nently affective learning impacts were identified in relation to an individual’s self-
concept where the impact was most noticeable for independence, confidence, self-efficacy
and self-understanding. Even more impressively, the authors suggest ‘these short term or
immediate gains were followed up by substantial additional gains between the end of the
programme and follow-up assessments’ (Hattie et al. 1997, 43). Running contrary to
most educational research, this suggests a major and lasting impact on the lives of partici-
pants as new learning is transferred to everyday life. However, the authors advise a note of
caution in stating, ‘(T)here is a great variability in outcomes between different studies,
different programmes, and different individuals’ (77) with Australian Outward Bound pro-
grammes for adults, which lasted more than 20 days, identified as the most effective. Most
importantly for the purposes of this paper, programmes for school-aged participants were
also deemed to be highly successful with a mean effect size of 0.26 recorded. As with Rick-
inson et al.’s study, the report calls for more focused research into the process or formative
aspects of programmes and how they impact participants’ affective learning. In particular
they identify the need to better understand how participants make links between
decision-making in the earlier parts of a programme to critical decisions later in the pro-
gramme. In addition they identify the need for more research focused on the relationship
between programme goals, tasks and participant achievement.

Other meta-analyses researching aspects of affective learning confirm the positive
impact of OAE programmes upon aspects of participants’ self-esteem. Hans (2000) reported
a 0.36 effect size on locus of control from 24 studies involving 1632 subjects. Also from the
USA Cason and Gillis (1994) found an average effect size of 0.31 from 43 studies of ado-
lescent adventure programmes or the equivalent of a 12.2% improvement in the rate of
learning. Significant differences were recorded for effect sizes between longer programmes
(3 weeks to 10 months) and shorter programmes (under 3 weeks). However, contrary to the
findings of Hattie et al. (1997), younger participants benefitted more from the programmes
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than older participants, whilst self-concept (0.3%) and locus of control (0.3) both demon-
strated significant affective learning.

Other studies exploring different forms of activity experience have consistently sup-
ported their positive impact upon young peoples’ affective learning. One such form is
the outdoor activity expedition. Researching the impact of a six-week expedition experi-
ence upon young people, Allison (2000) identified four distinct categories of learning:
self-self, self-other, self-nature and self-career. In seeking to better understand the meanings
participants attached to their experiences, Alison adopted a hermeneutic approach of data
collection, analysis and participant consultation for a post-expedition period of 18
months. His findings provide strong support for the longer term impact of OAE upon par-
ticipants’ affective learning and the transferability of learning from the expedition context to
everyday life. Alison also identified the post-expedition adjustment period as a significant
developmental phase through which participants had to pass in order for them to be able to
fully process their experiences. He also identified the need for post-expedition opportunities
for participants to meet or communicate to enhance learning transfer. Gassner and Russell’s
(2008) study of the effects of a 21-day Outward Bound course in Singapore provides a
different lens through which to consider the long-term benefits and transfer of learning
to everyday life. Adopting a retrospective rather than a concurrent approach to their
study, they identified a long-term impact on participants’ lives going back 11 years. Inter-
estingly, the study provides cultural insight into the use of outdoor activity programmes in
Asia and gives some balance to the largely Caucasian focus of much of the literature. Sig-
nificant features of the course identified as contributing to participant perceptions of long-
term impact included challenging physical activities out of doors such as a Final Expedition
and Solo time, as well as individual and group reflection time. Of particular interest, they
noted the course instructor was not deemed to be a significant predictor to long-term impact.
In explanation the authors note the course was for young adult groups training as police or
airline cadets and state scholars, with a personal development focus rather than for school
pupils with a curriculum focus.

Expedition experiences have also provided a valuable activity form for assessing affec-
tive learning. Mirroring the findings and approach of Gassner and Russell (2008), Takano
(2010) researched Japanese participants’ retrospective perceptions of an overseas outdoor
activity youth expedition. Her findings show that 99% of the participants considered
their expedition experience to be significant in their lives, whilst 96% stated the experience
had influenced their present selves (77). What is so unusual, and impressive, about these
findings is that they refer to an outdoor activity that happened 20—23 years ago and was
still felt to be influencing individuals’ lives. In other expedition-focused research and
echoing the findings of Allison (2000), Beames (2004) identified participant self-suffi-
ciency and physically demanding activities as the most significant features of an expedition
along with the diversity of the group and the isolated location. Similar results were also
noted by Stott and Hall (2003) after a six-week wilderness expedition to Greenland. In
their study, participants’ self-reported changes were identified in relation to social and per-
sonality traits including enhanced ability to control their emotions and live in crowded cir-
cumstances, lead problem-solving through consultation with others, set priorities and
demonstrate confidence.

Solo experiences are a different OAE form also identified to have a significant impact
on affective learning. Campbell (2010) suggests that the ‘pre-solo mindset was the most
important factor in determining positive outcomes for participants and that offering students
the opportunity to take responsibility for their own solo increased the likelihood that this
would be achieved’ (33). In a similar study, Williams (2012a) acknowledges the potential
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of the solo experience to support intrapersonal and interpersonal learning. In addition, he
draws attention to the potential for unplanned or emergent learning to occur as a direct
result of the facilitator adopting a more learner-centered approach. In contrast Knapp
(2005) emphasises the importance of the facilitator directing the participant through the
solo by setting goals and structuring opportunities to brief and debrief participants. Discus-
sion over the role and approach of the teacher/facilitator within a pedagogical model for
OAE is contentious as it raises important questions about programme design, learning out-
comes and teaching approaches that will need careful consideration.

At the other end of the adventure participant spectrum, Lan, Sveen, and Davidson
(2004) sought to investigate the impact of a six-day Wilderness Adventure programme
for youth at risk in Australia. Major findings from pre, post and follow-up data included
greater participant self-actualisation, decreased feelings of hopelessness and a significant
reduction in recidivism rates during the following two years. A similar study investigating
the impact of a personal development outdoor activity programme for disadvantaged and
disaffected young people in the UK identified differences between the immediate, short-
term effects of the programme and the sustained long-term effects (a year later), in relation
to improvements in attitude, behaviour and most notably participants’ self-confidence
(Astbury and Knight 2003). Acknowledging the fall-away of impact scores, the authors
suggest that although short-term improvements in personal and social skills did not last,
they were a good indicator of longer term improvements. Also from Australia Quay, Dick-
inson, and Nettleton (2002) sought to investigate whether there were any differences
between year 9 pupils’ experiences of caring situations (the school had identified caring
as a core school value for all pupils) in the subject of outdoor education compared to
other classes. Focusing on a five-day bushwalk aimed at gaining experiential understand-
ings of caring, pupils reported that a more caring attitude was fostered than in other
classes at school and these caring relationships were evident not only with close friends
but in relationships formed with fellow pupils not deemed to be close friends. The
authors suggest the study provides evidence of the bushwalk activity as a vehicle for
developing caring relationships amongst pupils. Put another way and echoing the findings
of Rickinson et al. (2004), well-designed learning experiences with a clear focus that
make links to the school curriculum provide better learning contexts in which pupils can
achieve.

Taking a different approach, Ward-Thompson, Travlou, and Roe (2006) sought to
investigate how young people engage with ‘wild adventure space’ outside of formal edu-
cation in less organised and spontaneous ways as well as in structured and managed activi-
ties. Findings demonstrated that experience of the outdoors and wild adventure space has
the potential to confer a multitude of benefits on young peoples’ development, including
positive self-image, social and educational development and mental and physical health.
Young peoples’ statements about why they value wild adventure space included

a place that offers risk and challenge; a place that inspires you to do things; a place where you
can do what you want, where you can relax and feel free; a comfortable place without adults,
where you won’t be told to go away; and a place to have a good time with your friends. (Ward-
Thompson, Travlou, and Roe 2006, 111)

Recommendations for future research included establishing a longitudinal study to investi-
gate the long-term benefits of access to wild adventure space for different subgroups and
how young children’s experiences link with later teenage and adult life experiences and
lifestyles.
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Other studies have also considered the impact of OAE residential experiences upon
affective learning (DES 2004; Williams 2012b). One study involving 900 schools con-
cluded that 7 out of 10 pupils have the opportunity to take part in a residential experience
during their time at school (DES 2004). Yet despite the traditional popularity of the OAE
residential as a vehicle for impacting pupils’ affective learning outcomes around team
building, personal confidence and social skills, they identified a systematic lack of
formal evaluation of these experiences. As such despite the informal observations of teach-
ing staff about the positive effects of residential experiences, it is difficult to justify the
claims that are made. In providing a more robust approach to evaluating the impact of
adventure-based residential experiences, Williams (2012b) suggests that four features con-
tribute significantly to pupils’ learning: living with others, challenge, teacher relationships
and learning about self. Whilst his study focuses on the impact on primary school pupils, it
goes some way to addressing the lack of evaluation noted in the DES study and we would
suggest that it can be extrapolated as a starting point for understanding secondary school
pupils’ residential learning as well.

Summarising the research into affective learning, there appears to be a strong and robust
evidence base for the positive impact of OAE in particular upon pupils’ self-esteem. Whilst
we fully acknowledge the diverse interpretations of self-esteem and the difficulties in trying
to measure it, the research evidence clearly supports the positive impact of OAE and
appears to be consistent across all participant groups and all forms of activity. Distinctive
features underpinning positive learning outcomes appear to be well-designed programmes
that make clear links between aims, practices and the school curriculum; emphasise the
importance of appropriate facilitation techniques before, during and after the experience;
include challenging and risk-taking activities with uncertain outcomes; require sustained
commitment and make use of a range of outdoor locations. It is suggested that the devel-
opment of a pedagogical model for OAE that is grounded in a reliable and robust evidence
base will need to be structured around such features in order to acknowledge the demon-
strable impact it makes to pupils’ affective leaning.

A second broad area of research into OAE focuses on pupils’ cognitive learning. Evi-
dence for the positive impact of OAE upon pupils’ cognitive learning is arguably quite
weak and indirect. Rickinson et al.’s (2004) meta-analysis suggests this is, in part, due to
the failure of many programmes to have specific aims related to academic goals. In most
studies there is very little evidence of links between programme aims and the curriculum
or to the transfer of learning from the activity to the school (Clay 1999). Hattie et al.’s
(1997) study draws a distinction between outdoor activity programmes impacting on
general academic learning such as problem-solving and subject-specific related academic
gains. They give a cautious endorsement of outdoor activity experiences enhancing
general academic development in providing experiential contexts for pupils to think crea-
tively to overcome real challenges they face when participating. Likewise, whilst some sig-
nificant claims have been made for improvements in subject-specific learning linked to
mathematics and language skills, these are limited to just a few programmes which have
been designed specifically with these aims in mind. The authors warn against these findings
being generalised to all OAE programmes. Other researchers have also noted the indirect
benefit on cognitive learning resulting from participants being more motivated after they
have been involved in an OAE programme (Gass 1987). Dismore and Bailey (2005)
have taken a broader perspective to suggest a range of possible explanations supporting
the cognitive and academic benefits of different physical activities that could equally be
applied to OAE. These include increased mental alertness resulting from physical activity
(Hills 1999), increased feelings of personal empowerment due to the fun and enjoyable
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nature of the activity (Daley 1988) and the use of cooperative learning approaches that have
been associated with positive improvements in academic achievement (Slavin 1996). Their
own study sought to investigate whether OAE could contribute to raising standards in
primary school settings and suggests that

structured reflection on experiences encouraged pupils to build up links between their outdoor
activities and classroom based learning; this expressed itself in greater understanding of con-
cepts and improved application in real-life settings. (Dismore and Bailey 2005, 17)

However, they stopped short of attributing causation to pupils’ experience of OAE due to
limitations in the study.

One significant area of cognitive learning that has a strong anecdotal evidence base is
for the impact of OAE upon young peoples’ environmental knowledge and understanding.
Cooper (2010a, 2010b) has argued for the compatibility of outdoor education and environ-
mental education, whilst Nicol (2002) suggests that environmental learning should be the
ontological focus of a new subject area known as outdoor environmental education. In con-
trast, others suggest that outdoor education and environmental education are incompatible,
with only superficial recognition of the principles underpinning environmental processes
being evident in outdoor education teaching (Van Matre 1990; Keighley 1997). The find-
ings of Hattie et al. (1997) concur with van Matre’s position in highlighting only limited
evidence relating to improvements in environmental awareness. More radically, we
would suggest that OAE does not currently have a body of knowledge around environ-
mental education upon which practice can be developed and the research evidence support-
ing enhanced environmental learning through OAE is, at best, weak. In relation to
developing a new curriculum model for OAE as part of physical education, this paper
suggests that whilst environmental learning remains an important aspect of pupils’
broader curriculum learning, it can no longer be considered to be a primary learning
outcome of OAE or physical education (Brown 2006). This is not to refute the potential
for environmental learning to occur as a serendipitous outcome for some participants (Wil-
liams 2012a). However, we feel the evidence for significant environmental learning to occur
as a result of pupils’ participation in OAE is weak and inconsistent and cannot form the
underpinning rationale for pupils’ involvement. Indeed, we would suggest that it is disin-
genuous for OAE to claim to be able to deliver the breadth of knowledge and depth of
understanding around environmental learning that are required to do justice to this increas-
ingly important issue. Whether the traditionalists like it or not we would suggest that the
development of a pedagogical model for OAE has to reconsider its rationale and recognise
the relatively weak evidence base for any continued claims practitioners may make to
impact upon pupils’ environmental learning. Quite simply we do not see the evidence
for this in the research studies into OAE. More broadly a pedagogical model for OAE
also needs to recognise that its most significant impact on pupils’ cognition occurs in the
area of general academic achievement rather than in subject-specific knowledge and
understanding.

The third area of research into OAE focuses on pupils’ physical learning. Evidence for
the positive impact of OAE upon pupils’ physical learning is positive but lacking in quan-
tity. Three studies from Scandinavia explore the potential of outdoor environments rather
than structured outdoor activities to impact positively upon children’s physical activity
levels. Mygind (2007) compared children’s activity levels during outdoor learning days
in the forest with activity levels during a traditional school day and a traditional school
day inclusive of two lessons of physical education. His findings indicated higher levels
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of physical activity were experienced during the forest days than in either of the other two
days. Fjortoft (2000) has explored the relationship of environmental affordances to gross
motor skill development in Norwegian preschool settings. She suggests that the complexity
and diversity of natural outdoor play environments support significant improvements in the
development of coordination and balance skills. In contrast Storli and Hagen (2010) found
children’s physical activity levels were relatively independent of the play environment and
there were no differences, as measured by accelerometers, between the traditional play-
ground environment and the natural environment. In Australia, Purdie, Neil, and Richards
(2002) noted strong evidence of improved physical ability perceptions in participants after
an outdoor experience, whilst Hattie et al. (1997) juxtaposed changes in physical self-
concept with changes in physical fitness. Similar to the findings of Astbury and Knight
(2003), small, short-term and greater long-term gains were recorded in physical self-
concept in comparison to substantial short-term gains and reduced long-term gains for
physical fitness. Seeking to explain this apparent contradiction, they surmise that compari-
sons with other course participants are likely to be framed against self-selected measures of
physical fitness and the challenging physical demands of the programme, leading to a lower
perception of physical self-concept. Returning home these perceptions are likely to reverse,
with higher physical self-concept being more evident (in comparison to immediate friend-
ship groups) and gains in physical fitness reducing where challenging physical activities are
no longer the norm. In another study Farnham and Mutrie (1997) found no significant
changes in the perceptions of physical self-worth or sports competence held by children
with special educational needs at the end of a four-day outdoor programme (Rickinson
et al. 2004). A more recent review of the literature on children’s health and outdoor
spaces by Munoz (2009) concludes that access to green space brings general health benefits
and contributes significantly to higher levels of well-being with attendant psychological
benefits such as stress reduction. Positive impacts on levels of physical activity are also
identified, but no specific reference to OAE is made.

In the USA, a number of studies have investigated the relationship between adventure
activities and physical fitness outcomes within Project Adventure curriculum experiences.
Fersch and Smith (1978) noted increased pupil scores in relation to several physical fitness
measures including sit-ups, 50- and 300-yard runs and pull-up capability for males and
flexed-arm hang for females. In contrast the studies of Gehris et al. (2011) and Quimby
(1982) recorded no significant differences in fitness scores for pupils in adventure classes
compared with peers in traditional physical education classes. One additional study by
Gerhis et al. (2012) has sought to explore physical activity levels as opposed to physical
activity outcomes. Making use of a validated direct observational technique known as
System for Observing Fitness Instruction Time (SOFIT), data were generated in relation
to the amount of lesson time pupils spent in moderate to vigorous physical activity
(MVPA). Making use of data for a range of experiences including ‘high elements’ such
as vertical or traverse climbing and ‘initiatives’ such as problem-solving tasks, their find-
ings concluded that less time is spent in MVPA during adventure lessons that in traditional
physical education lessons, with the highest amount of MVPA registered in ‘high elements’
tasks. Overall, these findings are not surprising given the lack of evidence for physical edu-
cation to set the foundations for lifelong physical activity (Trudeau et al. 1999; Kirk 2010)
and the marked decrease in physical activity levels experienced during adolescence
(Armstrong et al. 1990; Cale 1996; Calvin 2001). This is not to suggest that OAE does
not contribute directly to pupils’ overall physical development as noted in some of the Scan-
danavian and American studies. On the contrary, OAE has a significant role to play not only
in contributing to pupils’ physical development whilst at school but also in supporting their
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physical literacy journey by providing opportunities for young people to learn about physical
movement in a range of different locations and contexts as part of a broad and balanced phys-
ical education curriculum (Whitehead 2013). Likewise, we feel OAE has an important role to
play in promoting physical activity and encouraging healthy lifestyle choices (Dismore and
Bailey 2005; Bailey et al. 2009; Metzler 2011). We agree with others that OAE has a part to
play as physical activity experiences that are relevant, interesting, enjoyable and motivating
(Fairclough, Stratton, and Baldwin 2002; Bailey et al. 2009). However, we feel their
inclusion, as part of young people’s curriculum experience of physical education, is
tenuous if premised solely on the basis of relatively weak research evidence about their
impact upon objectively measurable physical activity levels and fitness. In response we
feel confident that we can now evidence the broader trans-domain learning and personal
growth to which physical education contributes. We do though recognise that more research
is urgently needed into the specific nature of the impact of OAE on pupils’ physical develop-
ment in order to fully realise the potential of OAE in physical education.

Identifying the major theme for OAE

Drawing together the main findings from this selected review, we believe it is possible to
identify the ‘major theme’ (Metzler 2011) of a pedagogical model for OAE against
which schools may develop their own programmes sensitive to the opportunities offered
by the immediate locality. Hopkins and Putnam’s (1993) conceptualisation of personal
growth through adventure provides a point of departure that resonates with our review
and could form the major theme for a pedagogical model for OAE. This theme provides
an opportunity to promote an OAE focus in physical education because the affective
domain will be prominent within the model whilst also recognising the holistic nature of
OAE learning upon the cognitive and physical domains. Hopkins and Putnam provide gui-
dance in helping us to understand what personal growth through adventure might mean.

The concept of growth ... is not just the exposure to wild places, or the simple discipline of
working with others. It is the inevitable outcome of the process of confronting oneself
within the context of other people and the environment. The relationship is dialectical, the
aspiration synergy. It is within this synthesis that the value of adventure education lies.
(Hopkins and Putnam 1993, 15)

Developing this idea further, Hopkins and Putnam comment on the prioritisation of affec-
tive learning outcomes as the primary focus of OAE which have ‘a positive impact upon an
individual’s self-confidence, upon their understanding of the world and on their actual be-
havior’ (Hopkins and Putnam 1993, 15). Hopkins and Putnam’s explanation sheds light on
the subjective and individual nature of different peoples’ understandings that are attached to
OAE experiences. This clearly locates the major theme of personal growth through adven-
ture primarily within the affective domain of learning where its impact is significant, evi-
denced and transferable. At the same time we recognise that the learning process does
not occur exclusively in only one domain (Metzler 2011) and our review of research pro-
vides support for related contextual learning in the cognitive and psychomotor domains as
well. Metzler (2011, 19) refers to this as ‘domain interaction’ and we believe this best
describes the complex learning interactions that occur when pupils are actively engaged
in OAE and which support pupils’ holistic learning through physical education. The evi-
dence we have considered suggests that domain interaction can and does occur;
however, the overwhelming benefit of OAE is recognised to impact on pupils’ affective
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learning and it is in this domain that the research evidence can legitimately justify its place
within the curriculum.

Remembering the major theme of the model and the findings of our review of research, it is
important for teachers to ensure the affective domain has the main prominence in programme
design and planning. However, we also acknowledge that broader research into physical edu-
cation recognises its potential impact upon the cognitive and physical domains of learning, as
well as the affective domain (Bailey et al. 2009; Metzler 2011). As such we suggest that the
primary focus of teachers in their design and planning of programmes has to be on affective
learning outcomes linked particularly to pupils’ self-concept with cognitive and physical
learning outcomes acknowledged to be of secondary importance.

Conclusion

Drawing upon the work of Jewett, Bain, and Ennis (1995) and Metzler (2011) on curricu-
lum models for physical education, part one of this advocacy paper has sought to make a
case for the development of a pedagogical model for OAE in the UK. This aspect of phys-
ical education has largely been overlooked in the development of curriculum models over
the last 20 years, yet it has a long and influential history in the UK as well as being popular
as a distinct set of activities in many parts of the world. In presenting this advocacy paper,
we considered the emergence of model-based approaches to physical education as the
‘bookies favourite’ to replace traditional teacher-led physical education in the future.
Making use of Metzler’s (2011) design specification guidelines for pedagogical models,
we briefly considered the historical influence of important theoretical foundations (experi-
ential learning, constructivism and outdoor environmental education) and Mortlock’s
adventure education model on OAE in the UK. Recognition of the contested influence of
these foundations on OAE practice today and the implications for a pedagogical model
for OAE were highlighted. Building upon these foundations, we identified a rationale for
the model noting important cultural reference points including the increasing separation
of young people from the outdoors and governmental response to the lack of outdoor
adventure opportunities in education and society. We also undertook a selected review of
OAE research over the last 30 years in order to evidence its impact upon participants
and the main learning associated with these experiences. Our review identifies pupil learn-
ing in the affective domain to be the most prominent impact of OAE, particularly in relation
to developing a positive self-concept closely supported and inter-linked with learning in the
cognitive and physical domains. From this we identified the major theme for the model to
be personal growth through adventure. Part two of this paper will build upon these foun-
dations to outline what a pedagogical model for OAE might look in practice in a secondary
school in the UK with a particular focus on the implementation needs in relation to non-
negotiable aspects of the model, key assumptions about teaching and learning behaviours
and important assessment concerns.
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Notes

1. For the purposes of this paper, the term OAE is used to represent the varied range of alternative
names such as adventure education, outdoor education, outdoor activities, outdoor and
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adventurous activities and outdoor learning that are to be found in the literature. Whilst we

acknowledge that philosophical, cultural and practical differences exist between many of these

terms, consistency in the use of terminology and word count dictates that we adopt a single term.
2. NASPE is the National Association for Sport and Physical Education in the USA.
Given the purpose of this advocacy paper, we feel it is appropriate to draw upon the breadth of
research evidence that is available from OAE and outdoor recreation programmes rather than to
limit the paper to a relatively small number of studies organised as part of an official curriculum.-
Whilst we readily acknowledge that distinct differences exist between education and recreation
programmes in relation to aims, context and approaches, we feel justified in including findings
from both types of programme because they all have the potential to identify personal learning
as an outcome of the experience.

w
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