
Title: Evaluate Outdoor Education as a site of cultural struggle.
The approach to outdoor learning within a broader cultural view provides a site for struggle. This essay will draw upon various writers, theories, and philosophers, and the discussions they present. Furthermore, when defining ‘culture’ this essay will be looking at the various social theories which influences it and societal views. including Karl Marx Gramsci, Bourdieu, and William structure of feeling (Beames and Telford, 2013.) These social theories will help when assessing the cultural context as they provide more of an understanding on the influences behind dominant cultural trends.
Throughout this essay there will be 3 main ideas presented. Firstly, the understanding that throughout history the way outdoor education has been viewed and shaped within the UK through the variety of definitions, models, and cultural influences. Nicol’ (2002(a)) discussion on the ‘umbrella term’ for outdoor education will be discussed and educational models including: The National Outdoor Learning Award Model (Hopper, 2018) Priest’s (1985) tree and Kolb’s cycle Higgins (2006) Secondly, the consideration of the educational curriculum within the UK and whether the value of outdoor education can be retained. Loynes’ (2002) generative paradigm and Dewey’s (1997) approach to experiential learning will be discussed to compare to the implementation of forest schools within the national curriculum. Finally, this essay will consider Loynes’ (1998) view on the McDonaldization theory view of Marxism and social theory from Beames and Telford (2013) to better understand cultural impact on outdoor education with the values of outdoor experiential learning.
The position taken in response to this question is that outdoor education provides a variety of meaningful learning opportunities within the values of experiential learning. However, because of the influence that wider cultural aspects have on the way it is viewed within society with political, economic and environmental influences, a struggle is created and therefore restricts the progression of outdoor education. Simultaneously, in looking at cultures in other countries we can see that in places such as Norway, ‘Friluftsliv’ brings forward traditionalist values that appear to complement a modern society.
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When understanding the role outdoor education has historically held within the UK, it is important to acknowledge the variety of definitions, models and the pedagogical approaches that have been used to define it. Nicol (2002 (a)) explains the traditional activities were ‘categorised as outdoor pursuits which together with field studies represents the 2 main traditions in outdoor education.’ However, this changed and the 1970s the term ‘outdoor pursuits’ became less popular and ‘outdoor education’ became the dominant term. However, Hopkins and Putnam (1993) argue that the favoured term is ‘adventure education’ in comparison to a variety of other terms that were commonly used ‘because it focuses upon the nature of experience.’  This indecisiveness in determining the term, moving forward for outdoor education, highlights a struggle in part because there is not a clear answer as to what it is to present to society. Additionally, this could be because there was a struggle historically to get outdoor education recognised as an educational approach instead of purely recreational. This argument is supported by Nicol (2002(b)), who states that the result in the amalgamation of ‘outdoor activities with environmental and field studies educational and academic respectability were achieved.’ This need for recognition identifies a cultural struggle with the political influences of society that determine what subject areas can be considered respectable and important academically. Another argument is provided by Higgins (2006) who underlines that there is a problem in the various terms being ‘used interchangeably.’ This is a problem as it creates a confusion in the definition of what outdoor education is and which elements it applies to. It also further implies that they are all synonymous with each other, which is not the case when comparing kayaking to an ecological field study. 
An argument provided by Hopkins and Putnam (1993), acknowledges that within society there is a ‘general reluctance to support programmes that cannot be quantified.’ A struggle can therefore be noticed between the need to define outdoor education and the practices. Clark and Mcphie (2014) suggests that the language used could ‘enforce the preconceived notions of nature and the environment.’ Their paper mainly discusses the limitation of using nouns instead of verbs to describe taxonomy. Here, a similar connection can be drawn between the definitive label culturally desired and the flexible definition of outdoor education. If this is also considered with the different structural societal theories provided by Gramsci (Tracey, 2013) there is a need to define where everything sits within society in order to justify the value and power in which it holds. For example, the distinction between different class systems and the cultural activities that are associated with them. This wider contextual view highlights the struggle on controlling where outdoor education needs to sit within societal value when there was a distinctive problem in narrowing a definitive term.
More recently, it has become a popular conclusion that outdoor education is recognised as an ‘umbrella term’ encompassing ‘outdoor pursuits, curriculum field studies and social education’ (Nicol, 2002 (b).) This emerging idea was also noted by Wurdinger (1997) who outlined an ‘umbrella of experiential learning’ which encompasses different activities, practices and elements which slowly is becoming a dominant term in describing Outdoor Education. An article by Harvey (2022) published in Horizon by the Institute of Outdoor Learning identifies that the ‘different perceptions of OL’ is ‘reflected in its broad definition as an ‘umbrella term’’ which shows it is still a popular way of defining outdoor education in a modern society. This appears to be an appropriate approach moving forward as it is consistent and clear in what elements are included within it
Alternatively, looking at other countries and their definitions of outdoor education there appears to be less importance on the practice related to the definition. For example, the concept of Friluftsliv Scandinavian practices translates as ‘free, life, air’ which appears to agree with the ideas of Clark and Mcphie (2014) previously mentioned Furthermore, Potter and Henderson (2004) do consider the practice of outdoor adventure education in Canada and the British influence. However, there is an overarching theme that ‘outdoor experiential learners…acknowledge the centrality Native people that pervades our practice today.’ This draws a similar theme to the focus of Friluftsliv in Norway in valuing the human connection with the natural world. However, Beames and Brown’s (2005) view of Outdoor Education in Hong Kong also highlights that the definition of outdoor education is practiced through the influence of the ‘formalised outdoor education is a western culture’ developed in the 1900’s. These suggest these other cultures do not place the value on defining the practices of outdoor education and in turn do not have the same cultural struggle that is presented within the UK. 
There are also a variety of models in reference to outdoor Learning. One Model that is presented by Higgins (2006) is a venn diagram highlighting the three essential sections of outdoor experiential education as ‘outdoor activity, environmental education and personal and social development.’ This compared with the more recent National Outdoor Learning Award model (Hopper, 2018) that is also a venn diagram however it is based on the principle human rights of ‘to be respected, to be safe, and to learn.’ It also involves a key element of reflection that is supported by Kolb’s cycle. Alternatively, the Canadian model of Priest’s (1985) tree outlines similar dominant values for ‘intrapersonal relationships’ with the environment. In comparing, some of the many models and approaches towards achieving the optimum balance to deliver outdoor education. When using these models, it highlights the pedological approach that has been taken and the intended value behind it. In Priest’s model, there is an important value held on an individual’s connection with the environment. However, when comparing this to the NOLA model, there is more of a social importance and self-awareness placed on the value of the experience. This could highlight a struggle through the agreement as to which is the best practice within a cultural context. 
An important point to consider, is the schooling structure within the UK and how outdoor education is placed within it. When looking at the UK’s curriculum, there is prominent link between the algorithmic paradigm of ‘pre-determined outcomes’ (Loynes, 2002) and delivery of a set framework within the UK, because there is an emphasis on the need for ‘evidence’ and ‘performance data’ (Department for Education, 2022). Resulting in a hegemonic struggle between forest school approaches to deliver meaningful experiential learning, highlighted by Loynes’ emerging generative paradigm (2002) and the want to conform to wider cultural perspectives and expectations. 
Loynes’ discussion of the algorithmic paradigm is important because he highlights the outdated characteristics in this approach in comparison to the belief that the emerging generative paradigm is a more suitable. This is supported by Dewey (1997) who expressed that ‘experience’ and ‘individuality’ is the pinnacle of authentic learning. This suggests that although there is a change present in the approach to experiential learning, there is still the need to measure the effectiveness and quality of the pedagogical approaches. However, when comparing the algorithmic paradigm to the compulsory framework developed by the government, the influence of dominant political views could support a negative connotation of the political and cultural influence on outdoor education within the education system. 
It is important to acknowledge that there are different frameworks created for each country within the UK. In comparing the English Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS) statutory framework (Department for Education 2021), and the Early Years framework in Wales (Welsh Government, 2015) both similarly mention the significant importance of outdoor learning as an essential part of education in early life. This supports Higgins’ (2006) previous argument that there is a ‘political willingness to engage’ with outdoor education. This confirms the dominant influence that is held politically in influencing the cultural perceptions on elements within society. Furthermore, this is supported by the development and establishment of forest schools since 1993 (Gardner, 2022) and that there is a place where outdoor education can sit comfortably in society. Through political acknowledgement of the importance of outdoor education indicates a cultural decision that outdoor learning is viable and concretes this accepted emergent view slowly within society by ensuring it is in the main educational structure within the UK. 
Building on the introduction of Forest schools within education, the movement away from the ‘confined environment of a classroom’ (Garden, 2022) advocates by the philosophy of Jean Jacque Rousseau that experiential learning in a ‘natural setting is important’ for outdoor education (Wurdinger,1997.) This could show a shift towards a resolution in struggle through providing meaningful outdoor education through experiential learning. However, Leather, (2018) provides an argument that the delivery of 6 key principles forest schools (The Forest School Association, 2012) struggles in delivering valuable learning experiences for individuals. The current curriculum frameworks require a need for measured outcomes and results, and this is applied to ‘structured play.’ Consequently, forest schools are still competing with the curriculum as there is a contradiction between the desire to allow individuals to learn through equal practical experience and yet a need to measure the outcomes and progress. 
However, when comparing the characteristics of Friluftsliv and Dewey’s experiential learning, there is clear support outlined by various philosopher’s and theorists who conclude which pedagogical approach is the most effective. This included Aristotle’s holistic philosophical approach that ‘balance and harmony’ should exist ‘between all including man’ and the ‘importance of our senses’ within experiences. Similarly, it is supported by Kant’s philosophy that knowledge cannot be formed unless the experiences are ‘cultivated by reason’ (Dahlgren and Szczepanski, 2005.) The philosophical evidence here shows that historically there has always been value placed on experiences in pedagogy and a link between other cultures. However, this does not seem to relate when looking at the history within the UK through the need to create an emerging generative paradigm to connect the current modern culture to outdoor experiential learning (Loynes, 2007.) Furthermore, if philosophy is confirming this approach to outdoor learning it brings forward the question: if there is value behind it, why is there a need to measure effectiveness? One conclusion could be that there is a societal expectation placed behind it and a need for obvious explanations.
Another dominant cultural aspect is the rapid advancement of technology and the dependency of it in day to day lives. Harris (2021) supports this argument in acknowledging the ‘increasing reliance in technology’ has been argued to diminish children’s ‘access to nature.’ This is important to acknowledge in a broader context as it highlights a conflict between the values of outdoor education through the separated view of humans and the environment which consequently impacts the sustainability.  Gardner (2022) presents a study on the influence of technology within a forest school setting. On one occasion children within the study used ‘iPads to audio record themselves discussing how the den should be built’ encouraging the reflective skills. This is important as although a struggle was identified, technology does have the potential to integrate into the experiential learning of Forest schools. However, a negative impact noted in this study was that technology could also ‘provide distraction’ and easily when it was brought into the forest school sessions. This struggle between working with technology and it hindering the experiential learning appears to be quite a strong one. Although, there is an argument further acknowledged by Gardner (2022) that technology the advancements that have always been present in outdoor education including ‘walking boots, compasses and even fire’. This is supported by Loynes (2007) who mentions the development of ‘safety devices’ in navigation such as ‘a map, compass, and these days global positioning system.’ When considering the development of technology and Williams’ (1986) social theory, there is a cycle in place with dominant, emergent and residual forms. In acknowledging the idea that culture is consistently changing, within these forms, then we can see that the fast-paced development of technology moves between these stages.  However, this does mean that there may always be a struggle between experiential learning and technology.
Additionally, the emergence and development of risk aversion within the UK and the need for safety has potentially provided another site of struggle. Higgins (2002) discusses the impact of tighter legislation within the UK with the introduction of the Adventure Activities Licensing Authority (AALA) following an accident on a kayaking school trip. Although safety is fundamental and primary, a struggle could be considered in hegemonic ‘culture of overprotection.’(Allison,2005.) The societal decisions on safety show hegemony in the acceptance they have. Furthermore, it could be considered that within a modern society, there is a cultural view that people are entitled to sue for economic capital in the event of an accident. With this, the need for insurance and cover is greater and therefore the reluctance to introduce risk is higher. A struggle is therefore created as there are limitations in place on what individuals can experience. In addition, eliminating, or reducing, the risk could result in the value of outdoor education being lost. To achieve best outcomes from an experience, in line with the theories discussed previously, an individual is required to explore freely through using their judgement to enhance their learning. However, when the involvement of policies, risk assessments and legislations are heavily involved the experiences become tampered with and individuals are no longer taking the full value from it which could result in a societal view that outdoor education is not as valuable.
Loynes’ paper (2002) ‘adventure in a bun’ addresses the impact of the ‘McDonaldization’ concept in outdoor education. Within this there is a clear discussion around the impact the current commercialised society could create on the delivery of outdoor educational sessions. Looking at outdoor pursuits, particularly, and events as a ‘packaged product’ (Loynes, 2002.) This could support a Marxist perspective with the intention of the bourgeoisie profiting on the product. In addition, Beames and Telford (2013) discuss Pierre Bourdieu’s social theory and the dominant view that ‘power comes from possessing capital’ This could potentially be supported by the ‘cultural capital’ aspect in Bourdieu’s theory and the idea of cultural hegemony through the influence of marketing techniques and the media to promote the ‘product’ of outdoor experiences. Furthermore, from a business perspective there is an increasing pressure to deliver ‘value for money’ experiences (Nicol, 2002(a).) Beames and Telford (2013), summarize Bourdieu’s social theory which supports this as it highlights the value placed on ‘economic capital’ to individuals as well businesses. Loynes (2007) also suggests that through focusing on the need to ‘market’ outdoor education, through making the experience into a product, the central values of experiential learning are lost. As a result, it could be considered a hegemonic struggle between commercial and capitalist needs to compete as a business. This could result in the delivery of sessions that are repetitive and consistent and could use the negative characteristics outlines in the algorithmic paradigm of ‘fixed outcomes’ that are easy to achieve for all individuals (Loynes, 2002). Conflicting against this, is the experiential education models that suggest providing ‘meaningful’ experiences’ that are bespoke and tailored to individuals (Allison and Telford, 2005). When looking at these two elements it could be concluded that the value of effective education becomes less important than the need to meet demands of making a profit. Furthermore, in looking at the marketed version of outdoor education there could be a clear view that there is a struggle between the aesthetic of nature desired by society through hegemony and the sustainability of outdoor experiential learning.  
Arguably, this approach could be considered successful and popular as it meets the demands of those who are not willing to engage. One of the key elements of Dewey’s approach to experiential learning is that the ‘motivation must come from the individual’ (Wurdinger, 1997) which is supported by Mathur’s (2002) argument that the historical influence of the algorithmic paradigm has allowed the idea of learning ‘superficial skills.’ This is also confirmed by the concept individuals seek the ‘instant gratification of a thrill’ when participating in outdoor activities than the value of the experience (Pikes and Beames, 2013.) Whilst companies use marketing techniques and cultural texts to create an idealised view of thrill and risk it also confirms an accepted hegemonic ideology within society that these artificial surface level experiences are what they desire. In order to conform to the dominant views, there is a likelihood that individuals will actively seek these quick sessions rather than opting for the more meaningful experiences that could provide more valuable and sustainable education. 
Alternatively, when looking at other countries, the same cultural struggle is not presented in relation to outdoor education. Gurholt (2008) discusses the practice of ‘Friluftsliv’ in the day-to-day life of an individual in Scandinavian and highlights the vital importance and value that is placed on the environment and human engagement with it. These traditional values create the concept that outdoor experiences and education are adopted within ‘lifestyle’ and considers the roots of the Scandinavian philosophy that establishes the respect for the environment (Leather, 2018). Interestingly, what differs here to the UK is the way in which outdoor education is placed within the cultural context of a country. In Norway, it appears as the dominant cultural view of Friluftsliv has remained a consistent view. This is interesting as it has adapted slightly but the traditional values and provided a sustainable approach that has not become outdated and hold an important place within their modern culture. However, Gurholt (2008) discusses a cultural struggle that was initially in Friluftsliv through gender inequalities and the class system present within society. This is shown through the Norwegian tales that outline the male protagonist using Friluftsliv to become ‘an educated man’ and also the consideration that women were viewed maternally which resulted in an unequal opportunity to access Friluftsliv. This could be compared to the commercialised culture that also limits the accessibility of meaningful outdoor experiences. This shows the cultural bias towards masculine ideologies also highlights the limitations in accessibility to the concept of Friluftsliv. However, that fact that it has slowly adapted and moved forward with the societal changes shows that it is possible to reduce this cultural struggle. When comparing this to the UK, it could support an idea that, the values of society will align with the concept of experiential outdoor learning. Additionally, in viewing other practices of outdoor education in Hong Kong Beames and Brown’s (2005)’s report highlights a struggle between ‘experiential education and Chinese culture.’ This creates a tension between the delivery of valuable ambiguous sessions and the participants fear of ‘being wrong.’ Currently, is hard to establish a balance between the cultural norms in China and the experiential approach of the generative paradigm (Loynes, 2002). However, in this sub-culture practicing this emerging approach of outdoor education it may slowly emerge and become a dominant one over time as it did in Norway and is beginning to in the UK.
Conclusion: 
Within the UK, there is a clear cultural struggle presented between the delivery of unique experiences for individuals to learn and engage with and the confinements, presented through a variety of different cultural elements. 
The vague ‘umbrella’ definition of outdoor education creates a cultural struggle through the societal view that requires a clear outline to be able to judge and decide its place. This struggle is also seen in the assessments in place to measures and ensure targets, a fixed barrier, to forest schools is created, which are expected to deliver experiential learning for children. Combining this with the hegemony of risk management and legislation, and the already restrictive format of schools, limits the delivery making it almost unachievable and unsustainable. This combined with the commercialised aspects of outdoor education and the media driven package that is created highlights the economic and societal pressures created within the culture of the UK that outdoor education is required to conform to in order to survive could result in the main purpose of it being lost.
 However, despite the struggles noted in this essay, considerations of other countries such as Canada and Norway and China provide some hope in the idea that outdoor education and its valued experiences can operate and slowly be respected in a culture. The position taken in this essay is that outdoor education provides a variety of meaningful learning opportunities within the values of experiential learning. However, the restraints provided of cultural influence restrict the progression and delivery of outdoor education. 
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