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multiple-choice question, a new button is also added to the screen (while the help, and distance meter
disappear). The students select their answer and press the “Check button” to submit their answer.
At this point, a message informs them if they were right or wrong, in case they were wrong it displays
the right answer, and also at the same time, their result, the time and date they answered, as well as
whether they used help or not, are submitted in the according table of the online database, enabling
the tutor to overview students’ performance.

Figure 5. Mobile application—Main screen.

Afterwards, the second point data loads. The students keep visiting their destinations and
answering questions, until they answer the final point’s question. The application automatically
perceives that there are no more points to load, and a game over screen appears, congratulating the
students, for discovering all points.

A very significant characteristic of the application is the lack of menus. Each screen contains
only the most important elements, without confusing the user. That simplicity translates into a
fluent and easy user experience, enabling people that have no previous smartphone experience to use
the application.

2.3. Students’ Evaluation—Pilot Case Study

The first case study was conducted as part of a STEM summer school program that took place in a
high school campus in Mytilene, Lesvos island, Greece in March 2018. The 34 participating students
were aged between 12 to 15. Following an in-class presentation of how the GPS system works the
students were separated into 4 groups of 8 to 9 students each. Each group accompanied by a researcher
participated in a different activity in terms of points’ location but the four GPS related questions they
had to answer were the same.

Being the first case of the system’s mobile application, we focused solely on recording our
observations on:

• how the application performed technically,
• the students’ spontaneous comments, and
• the student’s behavior and concentration during the activity.

The activity proved to be a pleasant break from the summer school’s routine. Although the
students were not classmates the communication levels between them were high. The existence of
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a hidden box containing prizes at the end of each activity seemed to be of great importance to the
students and the rally to finish the activity before the other groups were common in all four groups.
It was clear that the hidden box added much needed adventurous aspect on the activity.

In terms of functionality the application worked better in three out of four devices that were
used although the devices used were the same. The GPS signal inaccuracy we faced in one team
made reaching point no 3 impossible, something that really annoyed the team members. With further
investigation we found out that the specific device was faulty, and it was never used in a case
study again.

That first case study helped us reach to multiple conclusions in order to improve not only the
application itself but also the organizing and planning part of a RouteQuizer activity. The distance
meter of the app helped in retaining the students’ interest in high levels although the school campus
area was not the most exciting place to be. In order to increase interest levels in future activities we
replaced the “Information” button with the “Hints” button. Instead of providing all information about
a certain point before reaching it, we decided that all information should be presented afterwards.
By providing hints and riddles as to where the students should go, we can increase the difficulty levels
of an activity while also providing a more adventurous experience.

The number of students consisting the groups in future case studies had to be reduced to a
maximum of 5. It is impossible for 9 students to get their hands on the device within an activity of
4 points. Also, it is much easier for a teacher to accompany a group of 4 to 5 students especially when
the activity takes place in urban places.

Moreover, changes to the application were applied during the development phase in order to
improve the user experience. Specifically, in low-end smartphones (the type of smartphones that will
most likely be used in real world implementations) we noticed increased loading time in calculating
the user’s distance to the destination that had not been identified during the beta testing of the app,
as well as lagging in acquiring the user’s position. By completely revising the corresponding code
parts, we managed to greatly reduce loading times.

2.4. Teachers’ Evaluation—Teacher Training Program

Teacher feedback was also crucial for the further development of the application. For that reason,
in collaboration with the directorate of secondary education of Lesvos island we organized a teacher
training program that would help us evaluate the application according to the teachers’ perspective.

The training program lasted 2 days and was attended by 11 secondary education teachers.
During the first day the teachers were instructed on how to use the web application. They were
also separated in 3 groups of 3 to 4 each and were asked to create an activity that would take place
in Mytilene city’s center. The meeting point of the second day was the starting point of each of the
activities. Each team conducted one of the activities that their fellow teachers had created during the
first day of the training program. After completing the activity all teachers were gathered indoors
were the evaluation of the system as well as the training program took place. At the end of the day,
they were also asked to fill a questionnaire evaluating both the web and the mobile application as well
as writing down their suggestions.

All participating teachers were experienced PC and smartphone users. Most of the participants
(55.5%) reported that they have participated in a treasure hunting activity in the past although not
using a smartphone. Both web and mobile applications were highly rated (Figures 6 and 7) and all
teachers were willing to adopt the system in their teaching. Moreover, all of them believed that their
students would respond positively in the implementation of such a teaching method. Responding
to whether they believe that the application can benefit the educational process on a scale of 1 to 5,
the application averaged 4.33/5.
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Figure 6. Teachers’ evaluation of the web application.

Figure 7. Teachers’ evaluation of the mobile application.

Based on the teachers’ remarks the following suggestions were adopted:

Web application:

1. The location of the points should be selected on a map.
2. Open ended questions should also be supported.
3. Teachers should be able to copy an activity they have created and just change the order of

the points.

Mobile application:

1. The information window should not only contain text, but also photos, videos,
and sound recordings.

2. Help button should not be easily used. A confirmation window should also appear.
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2.5. Case Studies

After improving the system based on the feedback we received during the case study and the
teacher training program presented above, we conducted four more activities (Table 1) with a total
of 70 students participating. Each one differed in terms of location, participating students, subject,
and objective, although the way the activities were planned and executed was similar. The students
were separated in groups of 3 to 5 and were accompanied by a teacher during the activity. After each
activity was finished, all students filled a questionnaire, containing questions about the learning
subject. Furthermore, data about the mobile application and the experience of treasure hunting using a
smartphone were collected. All smartphone devices that were used during the activities were identical,
and they, as well as internet connectivity, were provided by the researchers in order to exclude digital
exclusion phenomena. Also, during each activity, researchers made sure that every student on each
group would hold the device, and actively participate in the process.

Table 1. Case studies.

Case Study Participants
Number of
Participants

Participants’
Age

Location Learning Subject

1 1st junior high school
students 27 12–15

Surroundings of the
University of the
Aegean campus

Analysis and Perception
of the landscape

2 University of the Aegean
Geography students 25 18–21

Surroundings of the
University of the
Aegean campus

Analysis and Perception
of the landscape

3 Mantamados junior high
school students 18 12–15 Mantamados village The village’s history

4 Dyslexic junior high
school students 12 12–15 Mytilene city centre

Practising orientation
skills visiting the city’s

monuments

2.5.1. Case Study no1—First Junior High School

The case study was conducted in the surroundings of the University of the Aegean campus.
The 27 participating students aged 12–15 years old, were separated in groups of 4 to 5, and were asked
to visit 7 destination points during the activity. The total distance they covered was approximately
2 km. The activity’s learning subject was “Analysis and Perception of the Landscape”.

Our objective was to study the children’s reactions and behavior during the activity and to
evaluate whether the distance of 2 km was too small or too big.

2.5.2. Case Study no2—University of the Aegean Geography Students

This case study was conducted within 2 weeks of the first Junior High School one. The learning
subject, destination points, questions and location were exactly the same, in order to record the
differences in students’ overall reactions and behavior.

Furthermore, the main objective of this case study was to identify whether the activity could
benefit the students educationally [36].

2.5.3. Case Study no3—Mantamados Junior High School Students

Mantamados is a small village located in the northern part of Lesvos island, Greece, and its
population is 3210 people. After studying an old book about the history of the village, full of old
localities and stories, we created an activity that would help local students learn more about their
village’s history.

This case study’s objective, other than monitoring the students’ reactions, was to evaluate whether
the students would cooperate with the other team members in order to reach each destination.
The nature of the activity was ideal to study the social interaction of the groups, as not all but surely
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not every student would know which coffee shop was the oldest building of the village, or where the
30s police station was located.

2.5.4. Case Study no4—Dyslexic Junior High School Students

Dyslexia, one of the most distinctive learning difficulties, has been proved to cause topographic
disorders as well as orientation problems [37]. In order to examine whether the RouteQuizer application
could benefits dyslexic students to orientate their selves, we conducted an activity with 12 dyslexic
students participating [38]. The research was conducted in Mytilene city center on Lesvos island,
Greece, in January 2020. Before the two teams started, they were instructed about the use of the
application. There was a 15-min delay between the two teams as the routes they had to follow where
the same (in order to collect comparable data). Each team was accompanied by two of the researchers.

The in-app questions that the students had to answer required good understanding of the four
points of the horizon, the capability to estimate distances covered and route to be followed.

3. Results

The four case studies we conducted (Table 1), provided us with valuable feedback not only about
the perceptions of the students towards field trips using smartphones, and the RouteQuizer app’s
performance but also with specific findings from each. By collecting questionnaires after each activity
and closely observing every team that participated in those activities, we managed to answer all four
research questions.

Regarding research question 1, the answer derived from the student’s responses in the questionnaire
as well as the observation process.

Two of the common questions that were asked in all four case studies were:

1. How much did you enjoy the treasure hunt experience?
2. Would you like to repeat such an activity in the future?

Most of the students reported that they enjoyed the treasure hunt experience (45.6% of the students
reported they enjoyed the treasure hunt experience a lot, 49.1% fairly, and 5.3% a little) and 57.9%
would like to participate in a similar activity in the future a lot and 33.3% fairly.

As far as the mobile application is concerned, the students were asked to rate it in a scale of 1 to 10
in terms of functionality, usability, loading speed and content (Figure 8). Furthermore, most students
reported that the application helped them in answering the learning subject related questions (32.75%
a lot, 56.9% fairly).

Figure 8. Students’ evaluation of the mobile application.
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Also, all 4 case studies followed a similar pattern in the way they were conducted. Groups consisted
with less than 6 students, and each group was accompanied by either one or two researchers.
Every researcher’s observation was recorded and compared. The main characteristics of all four case
studies were the following:

• Winning was important [39].
• Competitiveness levels were high [40].
• Collaboration within the members of each team always occurred.
• Students had a great time [41].

Case study no2 contributed to answering both research questions 2 and 4. During the case study,
the students were divided into two groups: half of them participated in the field exercises without
using the application but accompanied by the course professor who was also lecturing during the
activity. The second group used the RouteQuizer mobile app exclusively, without supervising or
instructing by the professor, relying solely to the information provided from the app. After grading
and rating the students’ answers, the first group of students that did not use the system’s application
managed a 56.25% score, while the second group scored 76.92% [36]. Based on our observation we
justified that 20.67% difference in three main reasons:

• Not all students of the first group were paying attention,
• The application encouraged collaborative learning
• No questions were left unanswered while using the mobile application.

Regarding the students’ social and physical skills (research question 3), case studies no 3 and
no4 provided crucial findings. The “Mantamados” case study (no3) proved to be the most physically
demanding one, as the village is densely structured something that lead students to many deadlocks.
Most of the students were not familiar with any of the toponyms they were asked to visit which led to
extensive collaboration within the members of the groups. Furthermore, when extra help was needed,
3 of the 4 groups asked elder people passing by for directions, which although most of the times were
not very helpful, lead to the students hearing even more stories from the past. All members of the
4 groups were continuously active, and their dedication to complete the tasks impressive.

During case study no4 all four researchers reported that the students had significant difficulties
in distinguishing the four points of the horizon [42,43], even though a compass was built in the
application’s map. After failing to answer the first couple of questions, and better realizing their
location and movements on the map, students performed better at the last set of questions [36].
Another interesting finding occurred when during the activity the teams met. Instead of decreasing
the interest levels (as one team would simply follow the other one in order to reach the next station)
the competition went up sharply, and even the shyer children seemed to be more interested in the
activity as well as the evaluation of their performance.

4. Discussion

During the development and evaluation process of the system we managed to provide answers to
our research objectives by conducting four different activities while also collecting valuable data from
Greek teachers.

It was clear during the research that the use of smartphones is a pleasant experience for students.
The questionnaires suggest that 45.6% of the students reported they enjoyed the treasure hunt experience
a lot, 49.1% fairly, and just 5.3% a little. Furthermore 57.9% would like to participate in a similar activity
in the future a lot and 33.3% fairly. The same finding can also be found in [39–41].

During case study no 2, we compared the performance of students using the smartphone app with
those participating in a traditional outdoor activity. The better outcomes of the first group can easily be
explained when observing both groups during the activity but can also be explained when considering
the size of the participating groups. The 12 students that were not using the application had to follow
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the tutor and pay attention to what he said. Although 12 students are not a big group, it is much more
difficult to keep all students committed to the lecture while being on the field. Alternatively, the much
smaller groups of 4 students were much easier to keep interested, as they had to cooperate in order to
proceed and answer the questions correctly. The smartphone in this occasion not only did not distract
the students, but it was the factor that kept them focused throughout the activity [14].

Regarding social and physical skill development using the system’s application, we confirmed all
social and physical skill presented by Taylor [3] and Palmárová & Lovászová [44]. In all case studies,
not only those with student participants, but also the three activities conducted by secondary education
teachers, the collaboration levels among team members were very high. Prior to answering each
question, a small meeting between the members of each group was held, and students were sharing
their views and opinions, before picking their answer [36]. An example of the increased levels of
collaboration and communication can be viewed in case study no 3, during which the members of
three of the teams not only collaborated with each other, but also with passing by people in order to
get directions.

As far as physical skills are concerned, many of the activities although not too demanding required
at least 2 hours of walking time. Also, the orientation related skills of all students that participated
were clearly developed as they were getting closer to the last destination point [45]. The above finding
became more apparent during the case study no 4, during which dyslexic student were greatly benefited
by the map, compass, and information that the application supplied, confirming that also dyslexic
students can greatly be benefited by ICT in terms of geospatial abilities [46].

During case study no 2 it was demonstrated that the mobile application can improve student
outcomes and help effectively in achieving the educational goals [36]. Although the sample of the case
study is small, which is a limitation that does not enable us to generalize the finding, it is consistent
with the theoretical framework [47,48].

A product that is intended to be used by young people, and especially when it concerns their
education must come with instructions that will ensure the best possible use of the product. In our
case, taking into account that not all teachers are familiar with how to organize a mobile treasure hunt
activity, we attempt to accompany our system with some recommendations, in order to overcome as
many mobile learning challenges as possible while also taking advantage of all mobile learning and
treasure hunt game benefits without of course depriving from teachers the right to use the system as
they eventually decide.

• Students should work in groups.
That way students develop their social skills (sense of togetherness, socialization, development of
the cohesion and the collaboration of the group, encouragement of communication). At the same
time, the number of devices needed is significantly decrease, resulting to a huge cost saving in
case the devices are provided by the school.

• Schools should provide the devices to be used.
The cost of a “low-end” android smartphone ranges from 50USD to 100USD a cost that would
not significantly affect the yearly budget of an education institute/school. The students will not
be required to either own an android smartphone or bring their device to school, something
that possibly could also be banned in many schools. In addition, the students will be using the
device only for as long as the activity lasts and will all be using the same device type encouraging
equality and avoiding digital exclusion.

• Smartphone devices should be “locked”.
In the occasion the school provides the mobile devices we suggest all other applications and
features of the device to be locked, meaning that the only application accessible to students will
be RouteQuizer. This ensures that students will not get distracted by other applications installed
in the device such as camera, web browser, etc. Technically, this can be easily achieved by using
one of many free applications available on Google Play that enable users to hide all applications
installed in a device.
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• Teachers must ensure the activity is conducted safely.
Although RouteQuizer provides all possible functions to prevent students from getting lost, it is
the teacher’s sole responsibility to ensure the safe conduct of the activity. We recommend that
activities should take place in a controlled environment, especially in the occasion the students
are children.

5. Conclusions

RouteQuizer’s developing process differs from other systems because of its testers. Greek teachers
and students become part of the developing team by frequently testing and evaluating the system,
to create an as beneficial as possible mobile learning system ready to be inducted in the teaching
process. In its present form, RouteQuizer is fully operational and has reached every technical and
educational milestone we had set at the beginning of the project.

From a technical aspect the android application is supported by all Android operating system
versions (Android 2.1 to Android 10.0), and is executable in all Android smartphone models, regardless
of their manufacturer, screen size, resolution, and computational power. To achieve that many tests
and optimizations where needed such as creating all graphics in different resolutions. The application
also takes advantage of every new feature that a smartphone can offer to education. Portability,
connectivity, and pleasant user experience are features that not only characterize smartphones but also
the RouteQuizer application. In addition to the apparent portability, connectivity is one of the main
characteristics of the application, as it communicates in real time with the database without requiring
any special action from the user. The pleasant feeling that smartphone users enjoy is still existent,
as the lack of menus, settings, advertisements and any other annoying elements are absent while at the
same time every interaction between the application and the users is simple.

In terms of educational benefits, the system complies with all standards set by UNESCO and EU
while offering all mobile learning and treasure hunt games’ benefits. It enables students and teachers
with no previous smartphone and web application experience, respectively, to use it because of the
simple design both the android and the web application provide. The way the application handles
each destination point, loading one point at the time, and providing information as well as the distance
to be covered, not only adds a certain degree of difficulty but also makes the hunt more entertaining
and interesting for the students. The system’s capability to inform teachers about the students’ answers
on every point is a unique feature that we did not meet to any other similar application that we tested,
and we believe it can be very handful to teachers that do not only use the system for its entertaining
features but also for the educational benefits it provides.

RouteQuizer’s purpose is to encourage teachers adopt mobile learning in their teaching and
benefit students in every possible way. That is the reason why it is accompanied by propositions that
will make RouteQuizer more effective on pursuing its purpose.
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Abstract: Females’ participation in outdoor recreation is often limited for a variety of reasons
including social gender norms, a lack of exposure, and fear. Research has uncovered a wide range
of positive outcomes for those females who do participate ranging from enhanced self-esteem
and confidence to improved body image, indicating the importance of opening the outdoors as
a welcoming place for all to experience. Finding Your Voice is a recreation intervention created
with the focus of introducing middle school girls to outdoor recreation to increase the participants’
self-efficacy and self-empowerment. Empirical research focusing on participant experiences has
demonstrated promising results and the best practices from Finding Your Voice and the broader
research on female empowerment in the outdoors are presented.
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1. Introduction

Research has consistently indicated that females are more likely than males to avoid or be deterred
from participating in outdoor recreation because of gender-normative expectations, a lack of exposure,
a lack of role models, and fear [1,2]. The outdoors has traditionally been viewed as the domain of males
where females are out-of-place and unwelcome [1–3]. Gender normative socialization (e.g., “Little Red
Riding Hood”) teaches girls that the outdoors is a scary place they should avoid and engenders the
sense that girls should be fearful while in this setting. This fear includes physical and psychological
safety and is amplified by the reality that outdoor recreation normally occurs in secluded areas far from
other people and potentially help if an accident, injury, or negative interaction should occur. Due to
the potentially secluded nature of the outdoors, females tend to fear physically violent/harassing
behaviors, crime, and the potential for accidents, injuries, or simply getting lost [4–7]. Additionally,
outdoor recreation pursuits tend to have a higher perceived level of risk associated with them than
other recreation activities. Research points to the socialization girls receive that leaves them more highly
risk-averse than males which present an additional constraint for females to outdoor recreation [8,9].

While females tend to face more constraints than males in pursuing outdoor recreation, research
has consistently concluded that when females participate in outdoor recreation, they experience a range
of benefits. Those who pursue outdoor recreation demonstrate higher levels of self-esteem, self-trust,
self-worth, assertiveness, self-sufficiency, independence, confidence, empowerment, and body image
as well as a greater sense of community and stress relief through interaction with the natural
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environment [3,10–12]. The benefits outdoor recreation participation can offer to females paints a clear
picture of the importance of not only exposing girls to the outdoors but in helping them build the skills
to experience sustained participation in outdoor recreation. Finding Your Voice (FYV) is an intervention
for pre-adolescent girls intentionally designed to achieve this goal.

The Intervention

First developed in 2006, FYV is a weekend residential camp program based in Clemson,
South Carolina aimed at introducing middle school girls to outdoor adventure recreation with
target outcomes including increasing participants’ self-efficacy and self-empowerment. In the initial
planning stages of the camp, activist Maggie Kuhn’s famous quote “ . . . Speak your mind- even if your
voice shakes. When you least expect it, someone may actually listen to what you have to say,” [13]
struck the co-creators of the camp (Clemson University faculty and graduate students) as encapsulating
the soul of what the camp was aimed at achieving. Thus, the camp was named Finding Your Voice to
evoke a sense of empowerment and personal confidence that is central to the goals of the intervention
and plays on Kuhn’s powerful sentiment. In its first iteration, the participants were exposed to a range
of activities including rock climbing, backpacking, yoga, rugby, and field hockey. In addition, campers
participated in educational sessions on topics including nutrition, body image, self-esteem, college
life, and STEM careers. FYV was created based on the theoretical framework of self-efficacy theory
(i.e., Bandura’s Self-Efficacy Theory) which drove the creation of program details [14].

Self-efficacy, or one’s belief in their competency at a task, is grounded in the expectations one
has for how well they will perform that task. Based on Bandura’s work, there are four main sources
through which individuals build these efficacy expectations: performance accomplishments (successful
experiences), vicarious experience (observing others similar to oneself succeed), verbal persuasion
(being told one can succeed), and emotional/physiological arousal (emotional/physiological responses
in a given situation that provide either positive or negative feedback to an individual) [14]. The theory
also details that an individual’s efficacy expectations are a “major determinant” of how much effort
they are willing to put into the task, and how well they will persevere in that task [14]. Empirical
research has demonstrated the effectiveness of interventions aimed at enhancing self-efficacy in
physical activity [15,16] including long and short-term programs [17–20] aimed at females [20,21] and
youth [22–24], and those focused on actual behavioral change [25].

Because of its roots in self-efficacy theory, FYV was intentionally crafted to maximize the
opportunity for participants to enhance their self-efficacy. First, all of the counselors, as many of
the instructors as possible, and all of the campers are females of a similar age for their respective
groups. This provides models for the participants to view interacting in the camp environment and the
various activities positively and successfully, thereby allowing them to see others, similar to themselves,
succeeding. In addition, the activities are focused on basic, entry-level skills to heighten the opportunity
for the campers to be successful in trying an activity, many for the first time. Further, the counselors
are trained prior to each camp on the basic tenets of self-efficacy theory to ensure they understand the
importance of encouraging participants to view the success of others, of providing realistic positive
verbal feedback, of working with each participant to help them succeed in each activity (e.g., providing
positive reinforcement and helpful instructions during the activity), and to properly handle discussions
around the anxiety, stress, or fear campers might feel prior to or during activities.

FYV has not remained static, however. Over time, new research, theory, and a continued goal
of focusing the camp on its central focus—outdoor adventure recreation—has resulted in a wide
range of changes to the program. Based on more current research on female participation in outdoor
adventure recreation, the program was tweaked in recognition of these new insights. First, a continued
focus was placed on developing resiliency skills in the campers (enhanced self-efficacy, self-esteem,
self-empowerment) with a heightened understanding of how important this factor can be in successful
outdoor recreation participation [26]. In addition, more emphasis was placed on inserting the camp
into the natural environment after research identified how important this connection to the outdoors
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can be in overcoming constraints over time in outdoor recreation [27]. This included the transition of
all activities to an outdoor facility and away from on-campus facilities, a schedule change to ensure that
all campers would participate in kayaking, backpacking, and rock climbing—activities central to the
outdoor recreation focus of the camp, and at least one meal prepared and eaten outdoors. In addition,
a female athlete who has reached a high level of success in outdoor recreation is integrated into the
camp (e.g., a keynote speaker, highlight videos, interviews) as research has indicated the importance of
connecting young participants to mentors and exposing them to skilled female athletes [26]. Through its
evolution, FYV has stayed focused on its original goal of introducing the outdoors as a welcoming
place that has served 250+ adolescent girl campers over 7 years.

2. Materials and Methods

Data from the FYV camp has been collected for a total of eight, nonconsecutive years (once in
2006 and from 2013–2019). The original camp in 2006 was run as a pilot camp and started again in
2013 due to personnel and funding support. In two instances, 2006 and 2013, a survey, based on
a task-specific self-efficacy measurement focused on physical activity self-efficacy, a key theoretical
basis for the camp itself [28] was given to the participants. Questions included related to support
seeking (e.g., parental/adult support), barriers to participation (e.g., how likely participants felt they
would be able to overcome constraints to participate in physical activity), and positive alternatives
(e.g., how likely participants felt they were to choose physical activity over non-physically active
activities). Adolescent girls between the ages of 9–13 who participated in FYV (N = 75) on these
two instances completed a pre- and post-test survey on the first and last day of camp. Additionally,
each year, participants engaged in focus groups concentrated on the key theoretical elements of camp
(e.g., constraints to participation, social support, constraint negotiation, etc.) on the last day of camp.
For the quantitative measure, paired sample t-tests were conducted to assess changes in self-efficacy
with a p-value of <0.05 indicating significance. The focus group data were analyzed using open axial
coding. This research was approved by the authors’ Institutional Review Board and both parental
consent and child assent were received.

3. Results

This research conducted on FYV has consistently supported the positive benefits related to
participation in the camp. Results of the quantitative evaluation has indicated a statistically significant
increase in the participants’ physical activity self-efficacy (e.g., t = 3.912, df = 39, p < 0.001; t = −4.225,
df = 34, p < 0.001) from pre- to post-program. Additionally, qualitative findings have uncovered themes
related to various elements of the camps’ design including related to confidence-building (“[After doing
the activities] I felt like I could do anything. And I felt strong and powerful.”), and an appreciation for
the camp environment (“I felt better about myself here because there was no one that was going to be
mean, like we were all gonna be accepted.”) including the all-female experience (“[If boys were here],
you feel pressure that you’d have to get to the top of the rock wall . . . because they can. The people that
belayed, they said you don’t have to get all the way up, you can just try [your best].”). Another theme
that has consistently arisen in focus groups relates to the resiliency skills the campers report building:

Going on the rock wall, I sort of fell and shifted and stuff so that was scary but it really wasn’t
that bad. And then kayaking I was sort of scared when I was flipping over that I would get
stuck or hit in the head, but it wasn’t that bad and it was actually kind of fun to flip over.
And then backpacking, you would think being in the woods would be scary like maybe
a bear or snake or something, but it was really fun.

Closely related to this is the way campers’ perspectives change as they think towards the future and
participating in similar activities again: “Now if we do these activities again like sometime during our
life, I would step up and be the first person to do it rather than being the last or middle person like
today.” These findings, while limited by geographical location and the particular participants who
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have participated in FYV and the data collection, are encouraging and point towards the importance
of continuing to offer interventions to girls to enhance their exposure to the outdoors and, hopefully,
their perception of that space as welcoming to all.

4. Discussion

4.1. Expanding Outdoor Interventions

While the FYV model has been presented here, it is not the only option for introducing girls to
outdoor recreation. With the goal of broadening the view of the outdoors as an environment open to
females, the focus should simply be on implementing more intentionally designed, evidence-based
female-focused interventions. Four areas that deserve intentionality in the design are the structure and
focus of the intervention, relationship building, and ongoing evaluation.

4.2. Structure

First, the basic structure of the program should be designed in a way to best support the female
participants’ comfort and goal achievement. One major consideration that should be made is the
gender makeup of the participants and support staff. There is a wide range of evidence that suggests
that all-female environments may best deconstruct the traditional gender roles and gender typing
inherent in outdoor recreation. A single-gender environment can help participants to feel more relaxed
and be free of gender stereotypes when taking on these new activities in a potentially uncomfortable
environment [29–31]. A single-gender environment can also eliminate the possibility that the girls take
on more traditional, submissive roles when in the activities (e.g., allowing a male to take the “control”
position at the stern of a canoe) [3]. This all-female structure may allow girls to experience their own
success as opposed to comparing it with male participants who are (perceived to be) more skilled and
experienced. Additionally, a single-gender environment may allow participants to more easily move
away from a context where one’s body is seen as an “object” for others to observe [32]. Thus, the general
concern of trying to impress boys in the group is removed and, as Mitten [29] concluded, females are
more likely to feel unconditionally supported and accepted in all-female environments [30,31].

Additionally, research indicates all-girls programs tend to reduce competition, enhance levels
of participation, and allow girls to focus on their own growth [30]. The addition of an all-female
staff provides an additional layer of support for the self-efficacy and confidence of the girls in even
attempting new activities. The provision of role models who are “like” the participants gives them
an extra layer of messaging to support their ability to succeed [14]. It is important to note that creating
a single-gender environment has its own drawbacks that must also be addressed through the design
of the program. First, Whittington et al. noted the importance of creating an inclusive environment
to avoid the formation of cliques and/or divisions in the group as well as creating an intentionally
supportive environment [30]. Some of these design elements (including the importance of relationship
building) will be discussed further. Eagleman also found that the hyper-femininity (e.g., emphasis on
pink, frilly, and other stereotypically feminine markers) sometimes present in single-gender activities
can be viewed negatively [33]. Thus, removing (or never implementing) these stereotypical images or
design elements is important to consider. Research has also indicated that single-gender environments
are not always the most appropriate or necessary makeup for creating positive experiences in outdoor
recreation [26,34]. For instance, while an all-female environment may be helpful in early experiences in
outdoor recreation, sustained participation in the outdoors will require mixed-gender environments [26].
Similarly, not all outdoor recreation environments are created equally, so when the need for competition
or cooperation between participants is minimal, gender differences are less salient [34]. However,
these findings related to the specific environments of competition climbing and the experiences of
highly skilled female mountain guides. As such, even with this research in mind, for the purposes
of “introducing” girls to the outdoors, the single-gender environment as suggested here is, arguably,
most conducive to creating positive outcomes for participant self-efficacy [29–32].
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In addition to the general environment, inherent to the structure of the intervention must be
an intentional skill or competency building focus. In the case of FYV, the main focus is on enhancing
self-efficacy. As outlined in the program description, all of the basic program elements were designed
around the research on how self-efficacy beliefs are built. While self-efficacy does not have to be
the focus of your intervention, whatever competency you choose to focus on must be built into all
facets of your program to create an environment conducive to addressing your desired outcomes.
This should include, but not be limited to, the physical environment, the make-up of staff (e.g., highly
skilled vs. novice), activities offered (including the level of difficulty/challenge), feedback mechanisms
(e.g., how staff are trained to respond to/support participants), opportunities for participant reflection
(e.g., journaling, group discussions), and your own evaluation of the program’s outcomes.

4.3. Focus

Beyond the structure of the intervention, the focus of the intervention should be honed in on
a deliberate emphasis on key aspects of outdoor recreation and the related skills research has indicated
as necessary for success in the outdoors. First, previous research indicates that a passion for the
outdoors is a key component of overcoming the constraints typical to females’ experiences [27].
This indicates that in addition to introducing girls to the skills needed, immersing them in the outdoors
is important in allowing them to connect with the environment as a component of that experience.
Integrating the outdoors can be as simple as offering outdoor vs. indoor rock climbing or conducting
a backpacking course in the woods rather than an urban greenspace. Additional immersion could
be built-in during meals, the location of reflection activities, or the location of supporting lessons
(i.e., those not related directly to outdoor skills such as resiliency-building, self-esteem, etc.). Finally,
connecting your participants with resources for continued participation in the activities can be critical
to their long-term, sustained involvement. Resource binders with an overview of the skills they
learned at camp, listings of local providers, maps of local trail systems, or listings of other upcoming
outdoor recreation opportunities can provide a roadmap for continued involvement in this early
confidence-building stage of participation.

Beyond the acute focus on the outdoors and outdoor recreation, providing a broader foundation
focused on the deconstruction of gender norms as well as building resiliency skills will help support
the goal of breaking down barriers to outdoor recreation participation [26,30]. The FYV model includes
a range of educational sessions that changes from year-to-year but always focus on the broader
goal of challenging normative gender roles and arming the participants with the skills needed to be
self-sufficient and confident when faced with the inevitable challenges present not only in outdoor
recreation but in pursuit of any of their goals.

4.4. Relationship Building

A bevy of research also indicates how critical it is that relationship building is at the core of
interventions created to empower females in the outdoors. First, be sure to include female role models
in the activities you are introducing. While staff will certainly fill this role to an extent, it can also
be empowering to expose girls to females participating at the highest levels in the activities they are
learning. Providing role models will help to cultivate the perspective of the outdoors as a welcoming
place for females while simultaneously demonstrating the ability for women to not only participate,
but thrive and excel [2,26,35]. These role models could be introduced in the form of guest speakers or
visitors to the program, but could also be introduced through highlight videos.

In addition to role models, the literature points to the importance of having connections with
other participants in cultivating sustained involvement in the outdoors [26,31]. One programmatic
aspect that can help to address this point is simply creating a culture and opportunities within the
program focused on building relationships and connections between participants. Not only does this
create a more open and welcoming atmosphere during the program and work to prevent some of
the pitfalls to single-gender programs [30], but it has the potential to create longer term relationships
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participants can rely on for continued participation. Next, one-off interventions can certainly be
helpful, but providing longer term mentorship and support opportunities can be key in helping
females navigate longer-term participation [26]. Thus, building in continued, ongoing meetings,
communication, or activities involving the girls and camp staff can help to cultivate this critical social
support. This could come in the form of quarterly meetings, monthly activities, or even a social media
group dedicated to keeping the community connected. Finally, and closely related to these relationship
supports, is to build collaboration and connection between the program and providers of outdoor
recreation in the region the intervention is offered. Expanding the connection females feel beyond just
those they participated with or just a single organization that initially offered the intervention continues
to expand the network participants can rely on to support their ongoing pursuit of outdoor recreation.

4.5. Evaluation

A final and critical aspect of creating and implementing these interventions is the need for
evaluation, both formative and summative. During the intervention itself, closely monitoring the
program can allow you to quickly remedy any issues that are arising that could be detrimental to the
experience of the girls (e.g., the formation of cliques or divisions, adjusting challenge levels). After the
intervention, conduct a formal evaluation to assess how well you achieved the stated goals of the
experience (e.g., increased self-efficacy, self-esteem). Understanding what the participants actually
experienced compared with what the intervention was designed for them to experience can provide
critical information on further refining the program. Conducting these formal assessments via both
quantitative and qualitative means will allow for a simultaneous assessment of particular constructs
(e.g., self-efficacy) as well as a deeper dive into the participants’ experiences. It is also important to
conduct a summative assessment with the staff involved in the intervention to provide a broader view
of the program and its successes and shortcomings. In addition to an evaluation of the intervention,
research continues to move our understanding of females’ experiences in the outdoors forward and
sheds light on new details and nuances that had not been considered before. Thus, in addition to
intervention-specific evaluation and improvements, staying aware of new research and best practices
and allowing for the evolution of programs based on each will allow for the greatest chance of
success in meeting both the participants’ needs and the stated program outcomes. Most importantly,
these programs, grounded in recreation, must rely on key components of what recreation should be
(e.g., freedom, autonomy, intrinsic motivation). To fully benefit the participants, these programs must
be embedded in a leisure ethos, ripe with opportunities for autonomy and freedom for the participants,
and, maybe most critically, should be fun.

5. Conclusions

With the current physical and emotional state of adolescent girls, adolescent girls must be
introduced to ways to improve their health, including outdoor programming. Drawing on research
conducted on one such intervention as well as the larger body of research focused on providing greater
access to the outdoors for girls, this paper highlights the importance of including outdoor activities
and socio-emotional learning as part of programming for adolescent girls. Future research should
focus on ways to continue to support program participants after program completion, including the
use of continued education and communication via social media, involving past participants as junior
camp counselors, and promoting opportunities for future group gatherings.
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Abstract: The purpose of the study is to understand the challenges and opportunities of urban
outdoor education centers in partnership and programming. The context for this study involves
efforts by all-season outdoor education centers, Outdoor Campus (OC), in two urban areas in South
Dakota (SD). Outdoor education scope and social-ecological framework were applied to guide
this qualitative study. Semi-structured interview questions were used to interview eight outdoor
educators in 2019, including four individuals from each service location composed of three males
and five female educators. Qualitative content analysis was applied to identify common themes and
essential quotations that emerged from the data analyzed through the interviews. Three main themes
emerged: (1) gateway to our outdoor legacy (2) working together for outdoor education, including
three sub-themes: formal partnership, programmatic partnership, and finding balance in partnership,
(3) challenges as opportunities in outdoor education programs, including two sub-themes: common
challenges and evolving process.

Keywords: outdoor education; outdoor skills; partnership; outdoor programs; outdoor education in
urban areas

1. Introduction

Outdoor recreation helps individuals of all ages gain physical activity, reduce stress, increase life
satisfaction, and enhance interpersonal interaction [1–3]. Outdoor education is also used to increase
public support of conservation endeavors and environmental literacy [4]. Both consumptive (e.g.,
fishing and hunting) and non-consumptive (e.g., hiking and kayaking) outdoor activities contribute to
such conservation and restoration efforts through recreation-related spending, including equipment
and license purchases. However, the declining outdoor recreation participation in the United States
has been a concern for many agencies involved in managing public recreation areas [5]. The lack
of diversity is also a concern in promoting outdoor recreation. Approximately 75% of white males
participate in outdoor recreation, whereas females, younger generations, and ethnic minority groups
showed a significantly lower rate of participation [6]. Therefore, it is essential to apply and implement
proper and efficient programs and strategies to reach out to these groups, typically the most inactive
outdoor recreation participants [7]. Outdoor education centers are used as gateways to engage with
the public for promoting outdoor activities through educational efforts and outreach to serve people
offering a wide range of interests and experiences in the outdoors. Especially in urban areas, outdoor
education centers provide opportunities for recreational involvement and allow personal growth and
learning in a unique setting [8] and allow individuals to connect and bond with their communities,
with other individuals, and their environment through a variety of programs [9]. Considering a
broader use of green infrastructure or ecosystem service in urban areas, outdoor education centers
also could promote ecosystem health and human well-being in the community [10] and further the
understanding between urban green space and public health within the context of environmental
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justice [11]. However, due to the limited resources, many outdoor education centers and sustainable
programs must rely on partnerships to leverage resources, such as facilities and equipment, staff, skills,
and expertise, to accomplish shared goals [5].

South Dakota, from a cultural and historical perspective, provides a profound outdoor recreation
opportunity for residents and visitors. It is especially famous for fishing and boating on the Missouri
River and its reservoirs, and hunting culture and resources across the state. Although these activities
are considered as outdoor recreation in the modern era, they were everyday-life, survival activities
in the early days of South Dakotans [12]. Outdoor education is believed to be an essential effort to
continue this outdoor legacy in South Dakota. However, some concerns have been raised about how
outdoor heritage activities (e.g., fishing, hunting) might damage our natural environment and harm
Indigenous’ eco-social structure and communities [13], especially in a state, like SD with a high Native
American population (9%) [14]. Such environmental conflicts and disparities of environmental health
and justice of Native American communities have been on-going issues and unsolved problems in
South Dakota [15]. However, it is worth noting that South Dakota residents in a current statewide
study showed a strong awareness and recognition of needs with a desire to push for better protection,
promotion, and enhancement of SD’s heritage and Native American heritage about conservation
efforts and outdoor recreation promotion [12]. A statewide education effort is an integral approach of
the state wildlife management agency to provide sustainable outdoor recreational opportunities for
the public [16]. With a growing population and decline in outdoor participation in urban areas, two
all-season outdoor education centers were developed at the end of the 20th century for serving and
promoting outdoor recreation in South Dakota urban areas for future generations.

The purpose of this study is to understand the challenges and opportunities of urban outdoor
education centers in applying innovative programs to reach out to the public with a wide range of
interests and experience in the outdoors and utilizing partnerships to create a social network in the
community for enhancing the culture of outdoor recreation and environmental conservation. The
context for this study involves efforts by all-season outdoor education centers of two urban areas
in South Dakota (SD). Previous studies have identified partnership benefits and barriers to outdoor
education. The current study builds on that knowledge by investigating how outdoor education
centers act as a gateway entity serving as the center of building community support and networks
for outdoor education, and promoting outdoor recreation in urban areas with a specific focus on
partnerships and program innovations.

2. Literature Review

This qualitative study used two theoretical frameworks to feature the importance of programming
and partnership of outdoor education centers in urban areas. The authors applied Higgins and
Loynes’ [17] outdoor education scope to explain the range of programs offered at the outdoor
centers and to investigate the emphasis areas and changes of current programs. Additionally, the
social–ecological framework was used to describe the dynamic relationship and partnership between
the outdoor education centers and other related partners and to illustrate challenges and opportunities
for outdoor recreation participation-related topics [18]. More specifically, partnership and program
innovations were the two focus areas in the study for understanding how outdoor recreation centers
leverage resources for serving the communities and how outdoor education-related programs lead to
new directions for promoting the outdoors.

2.1. Education Programs in Outdoor Education Centers

Outdoor education centers around the nation play vital roles in interacting with and educating
the public about outdoor knowledge, skills, and appreciation while supporting the overall vision and
mission of their affiliated agencies and organizations. The study utilized the work of Higgins and
Loynes particularly a conceptual model created to explain the scope of education programs provided
in urban outdoor education centers [17]. Three main domains are incorporated in direct experience
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of outdoor learning, including environmental education, outdoor activities, and personal and social
development. Environmental education is commonly understood as the study of landscape, such as
biology, geography, history, and culture. Outdoor activities incorporate skill acquisition related to
those activities, such as kayaking, climbing, and fishing. Personal development in the model is used to
promote qualities like self-esteem and self-awareness in people’s lives, while social development is
about interpersonal skills and working in groups. It is essential to focus on one or more areas and be
sensitive to other opportunities that might guide such education experience within the complementary
areas [17].

Special attention has been paid to school children and youth in outdoor education. Some
short-term effects include increasing the comfort level in the outdoors, viewing humans as part of
nature, and increasing preferences to visit parks and go outside rather than seeing a movie or playing
video games indoors. Some long-term attitudes fade over time, but environmental knowledge, and
environmental awareness remained [19]. Some studies focused on outdoor education at school settings
in various learning opportunities, such as physical activity/education [20–23], science learning [21,24],
environmental education [25], and a holistic learning experience [1,24]. Most importantly, outdoor
education programs also teach children and youth beneficial life skills, such as communication,
leadership, and problem-solving, that are transferable into other aspects of students’ lives [26].

Other studies addressed the importance and impacts of outdoor education resources outside of
school systems in the community available for broader audiences, including adults, children/youth,
and family. Such services could be provided by local, state, and federal land management agencies [27],
university extension/outreach offices [21], and private entities and organizations [28]. Among these
service providers, public government agencies are commonly reviewed as the most promising entities
serving multiple purposes for education, recreation, environmental protection, and health promotion
to the public. A public outdoor education center in an urban area has been used as an informal
approach to providing a place to learn and a process of experiential learning [29]. Green spaces (e.g.,
parks, greenways, open space, forests, gardens) are widely recognized as important contributors to
health for residents in urban areas [10,30–32]. However, inequitable access to natural environments,
especially in populated areas or urban communities, has been a significant concern of outdoor recreation
professionals [8]. With a long history of budgetary limits and philosophical debates in public services
for outdoor recreation, many outdoor education and recreation centers in the public sector have been
facing critiques of appropriate services provided by governmental agencies and challenges related to
charging or increasing fees for public outdoor education opportunities [33,34].

2.2. Social–Ecological Model and Partnership

The social–ecological framework was used to investigate the impact of public outdoor education
centers in urban areas under a social and community context and understand how such outdoor
education centers create a community support network through partnerships with other organizations
in promoting outdoor recreation. This framework originated from Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system
model [35] to illustrate the interaction between individual and various social and environmental factors
and how each level impacts individuals’ development. In outdoor recreation specifically, Larson et
al. [18] illustrated the interacting influence among different layers of social structure based on the
scale of influence, including micro (e.g., individual, family), meso (e.g., interactional community), and
macro (e.g., border society) levels (Figure 1). The social–ecological conceptual framework posits that
individuals’ outdoor recreation participation is influenced by higher-social order, environmental, and
policy-related structures [18]. In the study, outdoor education centers in urban areas are reviewed as
the epicenters for providing services to the public and working with diverse community groups and
individuals at a meso level of social structure in the urban areas. These outdoor education centers also
are the reflection of the state government’s support, practice, and policies in promoting outdoors and
overall state culture and atmosphere.
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Figure 1. Nested levels of social structure for outdoor education (adapted from Larson et al. [18]).

Outdoor recreation and education heavily rely on effective partnerships to serve the urban
population [5,36]. Partnerships allow organizations to accomplish their initiatives more quickly by
dispersing responsibilities and resources among the participating parties [5]. Sharing responsibilities
and resources is especially helpful for outdoor recreation agencies and services primarily in a financially
challenging circumstance. Partnerships for governmental agencies at all levels in many cases are
required or a precondition for public assistance or funding [37]. Many public outdoor education services,
like an education or outreach division of a land management agency, mainly rely on partnerships to
serve the public due to insufficient agency resources, personnel, and decreased budgets necessary
to provide adequate educational and recreational opportunities to users [38]. Along with sharing
resources, parks and recreation agencies benefit by showcasing their facilities and outdoor amenities to
the community and participating agencies [39]. With increased exposure to outdoor recreation through
community partnerships with parks and recreation agencies, community outdoor equipment retailers
and outfitters are likely to see increased sales, and recreation nonprofits have higher membership and
participation rates [5].

Many outdoor education centers have successfully partnered with other stakeholders to reach out
to more participants and serve the community with a broader range of outdoor activities. Schools and
youth-focused organizations are typically essential partners with outdoor education centers. Schools
active in partnerships with outdoor organizations report many benefits. Many schools, especially
in urban areas, cannot offer outdoor recreation programming without the assistance of community
partners. Therefore, partnering with community businesses and organizations assists teachers by
lessening the financial and teaching burdens associated with the outdoor recreation curriculum [23].
While partnerships present various advantages for participating organizations, they also come with
a variety of challenges. Many of these challenges are the result of poorly defined leadership roles,
unequal distribution of responsibilities, and a lack of enthusiasm from one or all parties [39]. While
partnerships are typically beneficial for participating agencies, organizations often face difficulty
in finding the time necessary to initiate and sustain partnerships [38]. A successful collaborative
partnership requires higher-level managers to create time and space for staff to begin and engage with
partners [40]. In organizations where partnerships are encouraged, management’s desire and push to
form partnerships may lead to “partnership fatigue” among the parties involved [39]. In recent years,
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multiple states have created offices of Outdoor Recreation intending to form and sustain partnerships
in the outdoor recreation sector [41]. The results indicated that personnel aims to partner with federal
agencies to capitalize on mutually beneficial networks, support agency personnel, provide an ongoing
collaborative framework to increase capacity in the long-term, and generate state-level support for
decisions on federal lands [42].

3. Methods

A qualitative research approach was chosen for this study to provide an insightful understanding
of the complexities of the roles and functions of outdoor recreation education centers, especially the
partnership efforts within urban communities. In-depth semi-structured interviews were conducted
with outdoor education providers from two service locations and various positions for exploring the
similarities and uniqueness of partnerships and programs at each outdoor education center in urban
communities. The study was approved by the South Dakota State University (SDSU) Institutional
Review Board (IRB) to protect human subjects (IRB-1901019-EXM).

3.1. Study Location

Two Outdoor Campuses (OCs) in South Dakota were utilized as study sites in this investigation.
These two OCs are located in the two most populous cities in South Dakota: Sioux Falls, with a
population of approximately 178,000, and Rapid City with a population of 75,000 (Figure 2). The Wildlife
Division of South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks (SDGFP) oversees both campuses for promoting
outdoor education and skill learning opportunities in close proximity to the urban areas in the state.
The main goal of the OCs is to preserve outdoor opportunities in the state through partnerships and
stewardship to connect the state residents and visitors to the great outdoors in South Dakota. Both
campuses provide public physical areas and facilities for exploring outdoors supplemented with
programs and outreach services for the surrounding communities and statewide to promote outdoor
recreation skills (e.g., hunting, fishing, kayaking, etc.). They also offer conservation and stewardship
toward the natural environment. All the services and programs at the campuses are provided at no
direct cost to participants as the campuses are funded through the sale of hunting and fishing licenses
in South Dakota and Pittman–Robertson/Dingell–Johnson funds. Classes at the facilities are led by a
staff of full-time naturalists, seasonal interns, and over 150 volunteers.

 

Figure 2. Map of outdoor campus locations in South.
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In 2019, four main different categories of outdoor programs were offered at both OCs, including
environmental education (e.g., wildlife and habitat, lifecycle), outdoor skills (e.g., backpacking,
nature photography, outdoor cooking, survival skills), hunting (e.g., BB gun, archery, firearm safety),
and fishing (e.g., ice fishing, fly fishing). More than 100 different programs are offered annually:
Some are seasonal programs, and some are yearlong programs. All programs are free for youth,
adults, and families through an on-site visit, community outreach, and school programs (from K-12).
Approximately 40,000 individuals participated in the outdoor programs offered by OCs in 2019.

The Outdoor Campus-East (OC-E) in Sioux Falls, South Dakota, was opened in the summer of
1997. The east campus features over three miles of walking trails located adjacent to one of the city’s
largest parks, as well as the Sertoma Butterfly House. Fourteen years later, the desire to educate South
Dakota’s residents and visitors grew, so the Outdoor Campus-West (OC-W) in Rapid City, SD was
built to service the west side of the state. The OC-W features an archery park, one-and-one-half miles
of hiking trails, and various other amenities. The west campus is unique with its location in the Black
Hills of SD. Many of Rapid City’s residents are active in outdoor recreation activities in their daily
life due to their proximity to state parks, national forests, hiking trails, mountain lakes, and camping
areas. The OC-E in Sioux Falls, South, is centrally located within the state’s largest city. With fewer
traditional outdoor recreation areas in southeastern SD, the OC-E is able to introduce outdoor skills to
a wide variety of individuals in the area.

3.2. Participants & Data Collection

We applied a purposeful sampling strategy to ensure the inclusion of staff and managers who
can provide insightful information and knowledge on the topic. The inclusion criteria are (1) SDGFP
employees on both west and east outdoor campus, (2) experience with community engagement and
building partnerships to promote outdoor recreation through educational efforts in South Dakota,
(3) willingness to voluntarily participate in the project. The original invitation was sent out using
participants’ email addresses obtained from the SDGFP website. Participation in the study was
completely voluntary, and participants could cease involvement at any time. No risks or direct personal
benefits were associated with participation in the study.

Seven face-to-face interview sessions were conducted with a total of eight outdoor educators from
two service sites in the state of South Dakota. All interviews were conducted between February and
May of 2019 in a conference room at the study sites, except for one interview with two interviewees
was conducted at a university conference room due to the interviewees’ travel schedules. Both settings
provided a quiet and comfortable environment for a face-to-face interview. The first and second author
conducted all interviews in person and audio recorded; each lasted between 50 to 80 min. Audio files
were stored on secured electronic devices and then transcribed verbatim. There were four participants
from each campus in the study, including three males and five females between the age of 35 to 64 with
5–25 years of outdoor recreation-related service experience. These eight interviewees were named
from participant 1 (P1) to participant 8 (P8) to protect interviewees’ identification and confidentiality.

3.3. Interview Structure

A semi-structured interview was used in the study, which allowed researchers to ask questions
structured for consistency with clear guidelines reflecting the main purpose of the study while also
offering the flexibility for research participants to talk about their experience and perspectives. There
were three main sections in each interview: (1) participants’ background information, such as their
roles, responsibilities, and experience working at the campus, (2) various collaborative efforts with the
community and partnerships through which they inform, create, and mention other organizations and
agencies, and (3) changes, challenges, and opportunities of programs in promoting outdoor recreation
to the public and with community partners. The interview questions were created based on Larson et
al.’s social structure [18], derived from socio-ecological model for the outdoor recreation-related topic.
This approach allowed educators to not only share their personal values, beliefs, and experiences in
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outdoor education, but also to emphasize the role and scale of influence of their position and OCs
within the community. Also, the authors utilized the socio-ecological model to ask follow-up questions
to gain a more in-depth understanding of educators’ interaction with the organization and community,
their effort to create community networks within the local context, and their decision making process
with consideration of organizational policies and environment.

3.4. Data Analysis

Qualitative content analysis was applied to identify common themes and essential quotations that
emerged from the data analyzed through the interviews. After transcript verification from interviewees,
all transcripts were imported into a qualitative computer analysis program (NVivo 12) to improve the
data management, coding process, and analyses. The study employed an inductive analysis. First,
both authors read and familiarized themselves with all transcribed interviews of eight educators. Next,
the two authors began open coding all transcripts individually and identifying patterns from each
interview. They also used their interview notes to assist their individual coding process since both
authors were involved in data collection/interview. The authors then discussed the connection and
linkages among the codes and the themes they identified. To ensure consistency of the coding process,
the authors met on a weekly basis seeking to establish consensus regarding emerging themes and to
identify similarities and differences from the data. When a significant difference occurred, existing
literature and conceptual models were revisited for additional context and insight. Overall, the coding
pattern and thematic identification revealed about 80% similarity between the two authors, while
some discussion and clarification were needed for emerging concise themes and reaching consensus
agreement of results.

4. Results

The results of the study revealed three main themes. The first theme, the gateway to our outdoor
legacy, is more general in both partnership and programming. The second and third themes focused on
partnership and programming, respectively.

4.1. Gateway to Our Outdoor Legacy

The first emerging theme from these interviews is the pride and commitment to the long-lasting
outdoor legacy of the state. This theme is related to the macro-level factors in social-ecological
model, such as social and cultural environment as well as political environment in South Dakota.
All interviewees commented on the ability of the outdoor education centers and programs offered
to cultivate outdoor culture and carry on South Dakota’s outdoor legacy. They all understood
the importance of outdoor education centers in South Dakota, famous for prolific resources and
opportunities for outdoor recreation. They also recognized the uniqueness of the outdoor campus
comparing to other outdoor education centers elsewhere. P5 and P8 further explained the essence
of the outdoor campus to focus on outdoor skills education, such as hunting, fishing, and other
outdoor-related skills, rather than environmental education as traditional outdoor education or nature
centers. P8 stated: “I don’t think there are many places that balance environmental education with hunting
and fishing recruitment, retention, and reactivation. . . . Most states that do outreach don’t have campuses to
do outreach with. That’s something special about South Dakota.” However, some confusion might exist
due to misconceptions of why a nature center (outdoor campuses) offers environmental education
along with hunting and fishing instruction. An outdoor campus in South Dakota may not be a typical
environmental education center in a different setting. However, in South Dakota, an outdoor skill
education center focused on conserving the state’s outdoor heritage reflects the values and ethics
present in the population.

Moreover, most educators maintained broader influential factors, such as new leadership and
priorities in the state government, considerably shifted the focus on what programs are priorities
and what evaluation tools are effective to evaluate impacts of OCs on the agency’s overall goals and
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objectives. For example, fishing and hunting license sales are essential for the agency’s operation
sustainability; therefore, hunting and fishing-related programs have become priorities which result in
reducing other relatively indirect-yet relevant—programs such as arts and crafts, book reading, etc.
All educators agreed such change is understandable and beneficial for the agency in the long-term,
although some found the change challenging at the personal level. Despite some personal value
difference with the organizational priority, all educators recognized their role as public servants is
to serve the community and fulfill the agency’s mission to “optimize the quantity and quality of
sustainable hunting, fishing, camping, trapping and other outdoor recreational opportunities.” [43].
Most importantly, they believe that they played a vital role in continuing South Dakota’s outdoor
legacy in creating an environment with a variety of opportunities for learning about the outdoors and
related skills. P7 further explained the recognition of OC and stated:

“One of the benefits in working in an outdoor campus setting is that you have that
recognizable footprint within the community and in the local area so the state, regional,
national organizations that are trying to do similar things to what we’re doing come to us.”

Most interviewees emphasized that the centers provide outdoor campus opportunities for children
and youth in the city to explore nature and enjoy the outdoors (e.g., outdoor play, nature playground)
and to learn new skills and knowledge in a safe outdoor space (e.g., fishing, shooting bows and arrows);
otherwise they have no or limited access to experience. P5 said, “We’re giving people maybe their first time to
canoe, kayak, shoot a gun, or do archery. I think we’re the one opportunity urban people have to discover outdoor
recreation.” Moreover, all interviewees spoke about the effect on children and youth programs they have
observed on participants and aiming for greater outdoor involvement and recreation participation. For
example, P1 explained “ . . . teaching outdoor recreation, it influences those kids (participants) to go and influence
other kids and the neighbor kids down the road.” These participants can share their new outdoor recreation
knowledge with others in their lives and spread the culture of the OC.

All interviewees mentioned the impacts and connection of the outdoor education centers on the
individuals and the community, which shows the meso level of influence of OCs within the community.
First, the centers help people to build their confidence in the outdoors. Focusing on outdoor skill education,
all the interviewees noted the unique outdoor recreation opportunities in SD and the ability to instill
confidence in outdoor skills as a common outcome of program participation. Second, the outdoor centers
served as a hub to help people new to the areas get to know the culture and environment of the community
and the state. P7 expressed the rise in confidence among participants who are new to the area or unfamiliar
with the outdoors: “What do I need to do for going on a hike? It seems to be very basic to us, but people new to the
area or have just never been outside, it builds a lot of confidence.” With increased confidence in outdoor skills,
interviewees also note the creation of a sense of community. P1 and P4 both noted the ability to provide a
safe outdoor space in the city as an important impact of the OC.

4.2. Working Together for Outdoor Education

4.2.1. Formal Partnership

Educator interviews revealed three categories of partnerships: local community partners,
cross-jurisdiction, and interagency collaboration. Common local community partners consisted
of school districts, parks and recreation departments, landowners, nonprofits, and sports outfitters.
The Rapid City and Sioux Falls school districts work with their respective OC to contract a teacher to
the campuses. The Sioux Falls school district hires a teacher to work full-time at the OC-E, while the
Rapid City school district hires a full-time teacher for the OC-W who are responsible for teaching school
curriculum for field trips in an outdoor education setting. These teachers are then responsible for
planning and instructing outdoor education courses for the cities’ schools while fulfilling curriculum
needs for schools such as life sciences and social sciences (P2, P4, & P5).

The OC-E also has a formal partnership with the City of Sioux Falls Parks and Recreation
Department. The east campus sits on about 100 acres of land within a Sioux Falls city park. The city
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parks and recreation department manages the outdoor area while the OC-E manages the building.
Within this partnership, the OC-E also assists with fishing, archery, and snowshoeing programs
organized by the Sioux Falls Parks and Recreation Department. Besides partnerships with outside
organizations, the campuses exhibit a high level of collaboration between two campuses. Regarding
the campuses working together, one interviewee stated that “there is rarely a day that goes by that we
don’t talk, text, or email one thing or another back and forth. We have a strong connection.” While OCs in two
different locations may have different audiences, interviewees still see the need to keep in touch and
work together to accomplish the goals of the agency.

4.2.2. Programmatic Partnership

For programmatic needs, interviewees indicated that nonprofits and landowners are essential
to create new programs as well as reach audiences with similar goals (P4 & P6). Several nonprofits
organizations were identified as programmatic partners, such as youth-focused groups, church/religious
groups, and volunteers. In recent years, P1 and P7 also have turned to partner with landowners
in order to fulfill their first-time hunters’ program. The coordinators work with landowners with
an abundance of specific wildlife populations. The program accomplishes wildlife management for
landowners while instructing participants related to the sport of hunting. One interviewee explained
the hunting program saying:

“I takeout first-time youth and adult hunters, and I take them to the gun range where we
shoot and get them comfortable with the gun, and then I actually take them on an actual
hunt where they actually harvest and process a deer.”

P1 commented that many private landowners enjoy being a part of a person’s first hunt, especially
youth hunters. After taking a group of hunters out one evening, one landowner told P6 how much he
enjoyed their presence and compared it to having his granddaughters home again.

Along with private landowners, interviewees also seek to profit with local nonprofit groups and
sporting goods stores. One organization, Trout Unlimited, assists with teaching classes at the OC,
bringing their expertise to classes like fly-fishing. In turn, participants from these classes are going
on to become members of Trout Unlimited and progressing their conservation efforts. Both OCs also
work with sporting goods outfitters in their respective areas. In one example from interviewees, the
sporting goods store asked if the OC could give out hats with the store’s name as well as participate in
their major summer event, Outdoor University. Through this partnership, both agencies are able to
promote outdoor sports. Individually, the OC benefits through receiving more supplies while the new
sporting goods store benefits by putting their name out in the community.

4.2.3. Finding Balance in Partnerships

Interviewees from both campuses noted the need to find a balance in partnerships. Partnerships
often originate from acknowledging similar or like goals; however, P6 noted the need to ensure that
partnerships do not stray too far away from The OC’s ultimate goal and mission. All the interviewees
commented regarding their openness and willingness to collaborate with a variety of partners, while
recognizing that not all partnerships are perceived as mutually beneficial or equally valuable on a
personal level. For example, P1 addressed this need to find the balance in partnership with a local
youth service entity and stated:

“(A non-profit) have kids that pay to come attend their (summer) camp, but they bring them
here to do fishing or archery. But it’s still bringing people, and allowing us to introduce them
(youth) to the outdoors. Even though we are not profiting on it and they’re making a profit,
it’s still a collective audience that they are bringing to us that wouldn’t normally be here. We
get hundreds of kids that come in through another organization here.”

All educators recognized partnerships require time and invested energy to reach specific goals.
Building partnerships is a dynamic process; maintaining partnerships require time and effort.
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Partnerships need time to grow and mature; most partnerships with non-profit or other public
agencies show steady growth or maintenance; however, partnership with private sector agencies show
less stability. P5 explained a frustrating experience with a cooperating retail store with which they
had a mutually beneficial partnership for years. That cooperation ended due to a top-down decision
from the headquarters. Yet, a new opportunity came when a new outdoor retail store opened in
town, becoming the major sponsor for events and offering great deals for outdoor equipment and
promotional materials.

Outdoor educators must be creative in coming up with innovative strategies to provide
programming with other organizations that align with the mission of the OC and the partner
organization’s mission and goals. P6 used an example to explain the partnership and said:

“We know that some of the people involved with a homegrown group are interested in
growing their own food from farm to table and field to table. Well, if you’re harvesting your
own food and you’re raising your own chickens, maybe then you’ll go hunting. There’s a
similar connection there. I call them gateway classes. We have a common interest, so let’s see
if we can cross over a little bit.”

To maintain these partnerships, P2 emphasized the need for effective and frequent communication
between partners to ensure that both organizations are benefitting from the collaboration. P6 described
the approach to open communication and evaluating the success of a partnership, such as “am I giving
you what you need?” and “have I held up my end of the deal?” while simultaneously informing the
partner organization how they have been doing.

4.3. Challenges and Opportunities in Programming

4.3.1. Common Challenges in Outdoor Education Programs

The abundance of programming offered at the OCs is accompanied by challenges such as limited
resources, participant accountability, and marketing. Interviewees from both campuses noted limited
resources like space, staff, and funding as programming constraints. Attracting and recruiting new
participants was also a common challenge on both campuses. With the new focus on recruiting hunters
and anglers, the OCs must find new and creative ways to recruit non-consumptive outdoor recreation
users to hunting and fishing. The campuses also have the task of attracting non-users to outdoor
recreation. P8 addressed such challenges: “When you work for Game, Fish, and Parks, you engage with
hunters and anglers all the time. What’s challenging is you don’t engage with the non-users. Finding those
people means that you have to put yourself into a different position than you normally do.”

While in an urban setting, P5 commented on the challenge of attracting urban participants: “Urban
people don’t always think about the outdoors first. . . . They don’t always think about a walk through the forest,
snowshoeing, or skiing or learning about what’s under the water. It’s not at the top of mind awareness.”
Expanding on the challenge of marketing to new audiences, P8 said“In order to engage with new audiences,
you have to go where those people are and meet them. . . . If we want to engage older populations, we have to put
ourselves in places we’ve never been before, and that’s been challenging.”

Participant accountability was also cited as a common challenge among programs. As for free
programs, educators noted that participants do not have anything holding them accountable for
attending the class. Adult participants are frequent no-shows to classes. By registering for classes and
not showing up, potential other participants are unable to attend classes at the OC.

4.3.2. Evolving Process of Outdoor Programs

The transition from youth to family and adult programs was common in every interview. This
shift of focus is a result of R3 programming initiatives to recruit, retain, reactivate hunters, and anglers
in the state [7]. South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks has seen a decrease in hunting and fishing license
sales over recent years. Along with this transition comes the need to create innovative programs. P5
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explained the need to follow the trends as a method to attract new participants to programs. Another
creative strategy used to attract more adults was the creation of date night classes. P6 spoke about
the difference in attendance due to marketing changes. In the past, the facility struggled to fill adult
participant rosters. However, once date nights were advertised, the OC saw an influx of interest in
adult programming. In line with the transition to adult and family programming, the facilities are
also turning to series classes in order to teach more advanced skills. P6 spoke about the changes to
program delivery:

“We tried to provide every opportunity and round them out as much as possible. . . . When it
comes that they’re (participants) not just taking stuff from us, they’re using their resources.
But when they come back and give back, it’s awesome! That’s the goal.”

The goal of the new focus on family programs is that outdoor skills become commonplace in
families to participate together rather than only educating youth in the activities. P5 noted the benefits
of family programming as not just providing youth a single experience but allowing them to participate
in outdoor recreation and practice their new skills together as a family activity.

Finally, to engage new or nontraditional hunting and fishing groups, it is crucial to identify these
“untouched but with potentials” and reach out to them using the approaches that this target population
would accept. Several niche groups or nontraditional outdoor recreation participants were discussed
in the study. For example, older adults (50 years and older), and especially women, have become new
participants at OCs, so special programs or collaborations with local businesses (e.g., hotel, winery)
for specialized packages has been offered to expand their service target group, which might be also
beneficial area tourism as well. Also, homeschool programs are the fastest-growing programs on both
campuses. P1 explained such discovery with the homeschool group:

“We started about five or six years ago now. I was at a conference, and they were talking
about how the need is out there for home school how they are a collective audience. . . . There
is a huge, huge following of home schools and they are all looking to tie into something that
they can actually . . . away from home with their peers and stuff like that too so there has
been a huge following. . . . Their flexibility is as far as schedules is a lot easier as well. Plus,
the home school community is sometimes a little more open maybe to different ideas and
stuff like that as well.”

In order to increase the mobility of reaching out to communities across the state, outreach programs
play essential roles in interacting with community members. It provides direct services to those who
might not be able to travel to the campus for learning shooting, fishing, and archery. Also, some efforts
have been made to have outreach to college students through training and workshops in broadening
the scope of the services.

Finally, another prevalent theme in the interviews is the change in evaluation, which is usually
considered as the last phase of programming in which values and impacts of services need to be assessed
and used for the improvement of the next program cycle. Although some evaluation techniques or tools
have been utilized on both campuses for program evaluation, it has been challenging to demonstrate
the impacts of outdoor education programs without continuous tracking and consistent documentation.
Several interviewees addressed such essential changes in the outdoor education system and hope the
new data tracking system is able to produce reliable data and provide a stateside outdoor education
effort and impacts for informed decision making in operation, management, investment, and budgeting
for future outdoor education.

5. Discussion

The purpose of the study is to understand the challenges and opportunities of urban outdoor
education centers in applying innovative programs to research out to the public and utilizing
partnerships to create a social network in the community for enhancing the culture of outdoor
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recreation and environmental conservation. Two outdoor education centers, Outdoor Campus East
and West, in SD urban areas, were used to understand how outdoor education centers as a gateway
entity serving as the center of building community support and networks for outdoor education and
promoting outdoor recreation in urban areas (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Outdoor Campus impacts and relationships in social structure for outdoor education.

First of all, the results indicated that outdoor educators play essential roles to support the
foundation of OCs by creating an environment supportive of individuals pursuing outdoor recreation
or organizations with compatible goals and interests in cultivating outdoor cultures. The OCs provide
opportunities and enhance accessibilities through various approaches (e.g., on-site programs, outreach,)
and collaborations (e.g., formal partnership, programmatic partnership). As a state entity, the OCs
tended to work with a wide range of partners to reach out to people and organizations with different
interests and roles in outdoor recreation and education. It is the reason why the educators expressed
the importance of finding balance in partnership, so they can sustain the partnership without losing
the agency’s overall mission and vision while fulfilling the community’s needs and interests. It is
important to notice that as social contexts shift, such as modernization and urbanization, individuals’
values and beliefs of outdoor education related to wildlife conservation also change. At the cultural
level, residents in urban areas typically experience higher levels of modernization, typically show
higher education levels, frequently have higher incomes, and tend to view wildlife as part of an
ecological network worthy of care (mutualism), rather than viewing wildlife as benefiting humans
through hunting or fishing (domination value) [44]. Therefore, wildlife management agencies might
need to incorporate both domination values and mutualism values in decision-making processes for
reducing the potential conflicts in the perception of wildlife conservation, especially in urban areas.

Moreover, the results also showed that the OCs could be viewed as meso-level factors in the
social–ecological model to serve as a hub providing outdoor education and skills programs and
facilitating the community for creating networks, interactions, and connections between organizations
directly or indirectly associated with outdoor recreation. Urban outdoor education centers are essential
influences in the promotion of statewide outdoor recreation opportunities and resources and in creating
and maintaining partnerships with public, private and non-profits sectors for serving people with
a wide range of interests and skill levels in outdoor recreation. Using social–ecological framework,
the OCs in urban areas only create a social habitat to sustain the environment for outdoor recreation
but also foster the interaction among various organizations to provide a supportive social network,
creating a sense of community through engaging outdoors and natural environment [18,45].
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Another interesting finding was the dynamic and evolving process of outdoor education
programming revealed in the study. All outdoor educators recognized that the SD outdoor education
system is a unique model in the nation. The OCs are not typical nature centers or environmental
education units. Both environmental education and outdoor skills are part of the scope of outdoor
education [17]. The primary focus of environmental education is to explore environmental issues,
engage in problem-solving, and take action to improve the environment [46]. The OCs provide both
environmental education and outdoor skills, which might create some confusion to the public with
conflicting ideas of protecting resources (environmental education) and consuming resources (outdoor
skills, such as hunting and trapping). It has been an evolving and learning process for many research
participants. It takes time, effective communication, and teamwork to find a balance between how to
provide both environmental education and outdoor skills, how many programs of each category should
be offered, and what programs are needed and appropriate for each location. With the current shift
from youth-focused programs to family and adult-oriented shooting sport, although some learning
curves were discussed, all research participants understood the reason for changes and recognized
the benefits and impacts of reaching out to various untouched populations or untraditional outdoor
participants and hunters and anglers (e.g., older adults, minorities, women). As there have been
declining fishing and hunting license sales in SD, the OCs could be viewed as an education and
outreach center to recruit, retain, reactivate (3R) hunters and anglers in the state [7].

Finally, this study has several research limitations that render opportunities for future research.
First, the study only included two outdoor education centers in South Dakota as study sites and
recruited eight individual educators for the study. It is possible that the response is location-specific
with place-based experiences and practices which might not necessarily be appropriate for other
outdoor education centers. Semi-structured interviews from the OCs educators provided insightful
knowledge and information regarding their experience and responsibilities in promoting outdoor
recreation within a wildlife- and natural resource-related governmental agency through educational
efforts. Although we were unable to interview all full-time outdoor educators from OCs, these
eight volunteer educators participating in the study represent approximately one-half of the full-time
employees from both outdoor campuses with a wide range of expertise and experience within SDGFP.
At the state level, it might be helpful to conduct interviews using similar questions and techniques with
other outdoor education centers at federal (e.g., National Park Service) and local (e.g., municipality)
levels to explore the cross-agency and jurisdiction partnership and collaboration. Moreover, it might
be beneficial to identify other education centers or organizations with similar priority in promoting
fishing and hunting for conducting thorough case studies with interviews to explore the challenges
and solutions in such topics.
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Abstract: Outdoor adventure education has an extensive history of considering how its students
should wrestle with privilege. Recent events have brought issues of privilege to the forefront,
which raises the question of whether outdoor adventure education can play a role in learning to see
and affect systems of privilege. This paper examines several elements of outdoor adventure education
that make it an ideal environment for teaching about systems of privilege, and makes the argument
that Jack Mezirow’s critical reflection, wherein people question the principles that underlie their ideas,
should be a key element of outdoor adventure education curriculum in the 21st century. The authors’
perspectives are grounded in critical theory and the assumption that power dynamics need to be
examined in order to be changed. By combining critical reflection with the unique characteristics
of outdoor adventure education, outdoor adventure educators may be able to successfully teach
participants to recognize and impact systems that operate around them.

Keywords: social justice; experiential learning; transformative learning; equity; pedagogy; whiteness;
gender; critical theory

1. Introduction

Recent events across the world have heightened people’s awareness of injustices in their
communities, and have led to a call to fix systems that have privileged one group of people over
another [1]. As each movement arises, a common refrain heard from people, particularly those with
privilege, is that they did not realize that systems operate around them that reinforce beliefs and
behaviors that oppress one group while benefiting another [2]. Following George Floyd’s murder,
many United States citizens who have privilege have been confronted with their contributions to racist
systems. Other recent movements, such as #MeToo and the European migrant crisis, have highlighted
how systemic injustices often go unchecked and manifest as a flawed strand of the Western societal
fabric. The COVID-19 pandemic is yet another unfolding example of how systems privilege some
people over others. As awareness of injustices and the motivation to change these entrenched systems
continues to mount, people need tools to help them to identify hidden systems so that they can take
action to change them.

Outdoor adventure education (OAE) is a setting wherein instructors could teach critical reflection
to students as a tool to help make invisible systems visible, and use the unique structure of a
course to challenge participants to act with an awareness of the systems in which they participate.
Critical reflection describes the process by which people become aware of “how and why the
structure of psychocultural assumptions [have] come to constrain the way we see ourselves and our
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relationships” [3], a concept which emerged partially from thought emanating from the Frankfurt
School of Critical Social Theory [4]. While some OAE educators may already teach and use critical
reflection, we argue it should be a key component of the OAE curriculum in the 21st century. Modern
OAE is often attributed to Kurt Hahn’s Outward Bound School and continues to embody his original
educational endeavors [5–7]. Hahn believed that developing moral character was central to overcoming
the most pressing social issues of the early 20th century [8]. During Hahn’s involvement with the
Salem School prior to Outward Bound, he established the seven laws of Salem, the last of which was to
“free the sons of the wealthy and powerful from the enervating sense of privilege” [7,8]. With these
goals, he identified issues that troubled society in the early 20th century and which sadly remain as
pressing today.

While much of contemporary OAE continues to support Hahn’s principles, OAE has been and
continues to be a space occupied predominantly by people who identify as White and male, have higher
socioeconomic status, and are able-bodied [9–11]. While OAE encompasses a broad array of learning
opportunities, for the purpose of this paper, we define OAE as the classic educational expedition
wherein a small cohort of instructors and participants spend several days, weeks or even months in
a wilderness setting away from society [12,13]. These courses are thought to develop participants’
leadership and technical outdoor skills as they undertake physically arduous expeditions where they
backpack, mountaineer, or sail from their starting point to a predetermined location [13]. The ethos
of many OAE programs is steeped in colonial thought that promotes rugged individualism and
encourages participants to conquer the challenges before them, such as mastering the environment,
without significant consideration of how their actions feed into a dominant narrative that ignores
people who have a different lived experience [14–16].

Many contend that unless OAE changes, it may be challenging or even impossible for OAE to
address social issues, such as how to remedy systemic injustices [10,17]. People with privilege have
been charged to do their own work to identify how their actions contribute to systems that perpetuate
injustice [18], which includes problematizing institutions that they participate in, like OAE, and making
changes. Therefore, we argue that practitioners in OAE should examine their curriculum to see how
they can incorporate critical reflection as a tool to disrupt systems that operate within the course.
As they include lessons on critical reflection, practitioners should also require students to practice
taking different actions than they normally would, based on what they learn by examining their socially
conditioned belief systems. Practicing these behaviors on course could lead students who are doubtful
to understand that systems exist, and that they have the power to change them.

Outdoor adventure education has many elements that make it an ideal space to learn to see systems
of privilege. First, a classic expeditionary OAE course consists of a small group of people who form a
temporary, bounded social system for the duration of a course [12]. This characteristic allows the group
to remain intact and temporarily separate from society [19], which may make it easier for students to
identify how individuals influence dynamics within the social system than in typical daily life because
they operate in a “bubble” with fewer outside forces influencing them. Second, OAE’s problematic
nature as a space shaped by colonial thought, neoliberal ideologies, and persistent hegemony may
provide students opportunities to identify their own power and privilege and make deliberate choices
about how they want to act during and after the course [10,11,20,21]. Third, a key element of OAE is
the reflective process, wherein people engage individually, and as a group, in making meaning about
what occurred over the day, week, and entire course [22]. Meaning-making is an important step in
recognizing how one participates in oppressive systems [23]. Finally, the fact that OAE resembles
society [24], with its propensity for injustices, suggests that, with the right scaffolding, students could
carry learning that occurs within OAE into their lives where they could enact positive change.

In an effort to help OAE practitioners work toward social justice, we explore how the OAE
curriculum could be adapted to teach participants to identify and confront systems of privilege. To start,
we explore aspects of OAE that make it a potential site to learn about systems. Next, we identify
how OAE replicates society and presents OAE students with opportunities to identify how systems
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of privilege operate around them. Then, we explain how Mezirow’s critical reflection [25] can be
employed in OAE to encourage students to question the discourses that underlie systems of privilege
in the field and in their communities. Finally, we present specific examples for how OAE instructors
could employ these techniques on a course.

2. Positionality

Our goal in writing this paper is to look at how a system that is flawed can be improved upon
because we want to work towards creating a more just society. In the present moment, we believe
that change will be most realistically accomplished by operating within existing systems. Our paper
maintains a critical approach that argues that individuals construct their reality as a function of their
values [26]. We do not believe that any one action is sufficient; rather, we are hopeful that a multitude
of actions can create change. We recognize that we have many privileges, which vary between us
but include having higher socioeconomic status, being cisgendered, having no visible disabilities,
and being White, to name a few. We also recognize that our privilege may prevent us from fully seeing
all perspectives, as could our previous work experience as professionals in OAE. However, we believe
it is our responsibility to try to create positive change and that through repeated efforts, we can be
successful. Our hope in writing this paper is to reach audiences who work in OAE and seek tools that
they can use while on course to affect change.

3. Outdoor Adventure Education as a Site to Realize Systems of Privilege

One of the challenges of systems of privilege is that they cannot be seen, held, or touched, so people
must acknowledge their existence without having a tangible product at which they can point [27,28].
This invisibility can make it difficult for people to recognize systems of privilege at work, or describe
them to others who are not yet aware of or willing to admit they exist [29]. A person who cannot
identify systems around them may struggle to change them. Outdoor adventure education, however,
has certain characteristics that make it easier to detect systems as they operate than when most people
are in their regular daily lives. For instance, OAE creates a bounded social system wherein students
and instructors spend the duration of the course together, typically without much or any interaction
with people outside of their small group [12]. Once together, the group forms a temporary system
with its own rules and norms that are impacted primarily by the people on the course, creating a
bounded system [19,30]. A person may step outside of the group briefly, but they ultimately remain
connected for as long as the course lasts. Thus, while invisibility of systems remains an issue, it can be
easier on a course to trace how actions that occurred at one moment impact a later moment in time,
whereas in regular life it might be harder to see the connections because they involve different people
in different places.

The curriculum on many OAE courses presents another opportunity for learning to see the
impact of systems of privilege. Much of OAE is designed to present students with opportunities to
practice decision-making and leadership skills [13,31]. Those who have leadership and decision-making
responsibilities are often in a powerful position where their actions affect others [32]. In OAE, instructors
typically take on the initial leadership roles and gradually relinquish those responsibilities to students,
who are able to make decisions for the group in a scaffolded environment [13]. This dynamic, where
students practice leadership skills, can allow students to understand the impact of their choices,
particularly when paired with the nature of the bounded system [13,30,33]. Ideally, instructors
would not allow students to make decisions that benefit one student while disadvantaging another.
In practice, some decisions may lead to inequities or reinforce systems that privilege one student or
group of students. Students might decide, for example, how to split up gear, how quickly to hike,
how frequently to take breaks, and how to designate roles such as who sets up the tent versus who
cooks dinner [12]. Their choices have the potential to reinforce or disrupt systems, which can provide
rich learning opportunities less frequently encountered in daily life where actions and their impacts
are less easily traced.
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Another important aspect of an OAE course is that the experiences are simultaneously authentic
and simulated [10,12]. At the start of a course, a specific overarching goal is identified, such as
backpacking from point A to point B. The work students put in to achieve this goal is real, and results
in sweat, sore muscles, and, at times, exhaustion. Throughout the course, the students are active
participants engaged in direct, authentic experiences [12]. OAE stands in contrast, then, to other
experiences that are entirely simulated, such as the Poverty Simulation [34]. In the Poverty Simulation,
participants adopt roles and run through simulated rounds where they need to complete objectives
while being given limited resources to do so. While participants report profound learning from the
Poverty Simulation [34,35], some of what they learn comes through imagined rather than actual
experience. One might argue that OAE students choose to embark on what is in many ways an artificial
experience. In this sense, the experience is a simulation, and it has characteristics, such as the bounded
system, that are not representative of most people’s daily life. These characteristics also make it easier
to set aside time and space to have important conversations about privilege, because many short-term
objectives can be dropped to accommodate the most pressing; however, this will not occur without
challenges or significant effort from instructors [21].

The temporary nature of an OAE course also makes it distinct from other common experiences in
life, and may be a quality that supports students experimenting with new behaviors and beliefs [36,37].
Most students in the OAE courses described in this paper do not know the other students prior to the
course unless the course is designed for an intact group. Because they have no prior experience with
one another, they may be able to more easily adopt new roles because no one expects them to conform
to certain identities [30,38]. Instead, they are able to present themselves—to some extent—as they
want to be seen. The liminal space that is created by OAE may allow students to feel more comfortable
exploring new beliefs because it is limited in duration [36,38,39]. Students may feel they can behave
in a way that is unlike the identity/identities they present at home because they will not see these
people regularly after the course ends. Trying out a new way of being can be perceived as risky [40].
A student who has their beliefs challenged and attempts to change them may feel more comfortable
doing so in an environment that is impermanent, knowing that they can revert to their old beliefs once
they return home if they so choose.

Finally, reflection is an essential component of OAE, which is designed around the experiential
learning cycle where a person engages in an activity and afterward reflects on the experience [41].
During a typical course, instructors facilitate discussions for students to reflect on what occurred
during the day, and attempt to process how different actions contributed to the outcomes [32,42].
With the appropriate scaffolding, these moments might allow students to explore how their decisions
contribute to or disrupt systems that operate around them, and how their underlying belief systems
guide their actions [20]. In addition, students in OAE courses often report having more opportunities
for solitude and reflection than they do in daily life [30,39]. Because systems are largely imperceptible,
reflection and thought are likely to be necessary to help students become aware of them and their
influence (e.g., [34]).

4. Parallel Structure in Outdoor Adventure Education and United States Society

While an OAE course may be a small, bounded system, it is also a reflection of the larger
society [24]. Courses are not designed and facilitated by individuals living in a vacuum, but rather by
people who are part of and influenced by the systems around them [43]. Their participation in these
systems plays an important role in shaping their values and beliefs. Consciously or unconsciously,
OAE instructors are guided by these same values and beliefs when making decisions about the course
structure, content and policy [21]. Similarly, students do not become tabula rasa once they join a course
and step into the outdoors. They bring with them all the same attitudes, assumptions and privileges as
they hold in their everyday lives.

Some of the parallels that exist between OAE courses and the larger Western world highlight the
systemic injustice perpetrated within both. Many courses are designed for able-bodied people and
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occur on appropriated lands, often without any acknowledgement of how even the common definition
of wilderness erases the lived experience of indigenous people [11,44]. While praising Hahn as a central
figure in OAE, many neglect to consider the militaristic aspects that underpin how Outward Bound
developed [45], and the imperial struggles occurring across the globe that influenced thought at that
time. As occurs in other types of programs in Western society, OAE remains populated predominantly
by people who share the demographics of those who first devised it [46,47]. For example, in the United
States, people who identify as Hispanic or Asian constitute approximately one quarter of the total
population, and individuals who identify as Black or African American make up about 13% of the
population [48]. However, due to systemic resource constraints, cultural factors, and discriminatory or
exclusionary practices [49], individuals who identify as Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC)
remain underrepresented in outdoor spaces. Despite representing significantly larger percentages
of the U.S. population, Hispanic and Asian Americans collectively represent less than 10% of total
U.S. national park visitors, and Black or African Americans represent less than 2% of all visitors [40].
The same underrepresentation of BIPOC individuals can be observed in OAE spaces, where the
majority of students are White [50].

Another parallel can be drawn between gender norms prevalent in Western society and the
expectations placed on students of different genders on OAE courses. Women in OAE have reported
that they experience challenges in OAE that match their experiences in daily life [9]. In mainstream
Western culture, women have historically been seen as nurturers and caretakers and have faced criticism
when they deviate from this script. Rogers and Rose [9] found that women in OAE experience the
same disapproval while on course, and noted that women who did not conform to gender expectations
received lower student evaluation scores, which has implications for their career trajectory much as
it does in other education settings, such as academia [51]. Allen-Craig et al. [52] reported similar
findings whereby OAE continues to include gendered language, such as hard and soft skills, and that
employees presenting as women have experienced being overlooked for promotions, have had their
skills questioned, and have found colleagues presenting as men being assigned “higher risk” activities.
Across all contexts, the expectation that women ought to conform to historical norms is problematic
and limiting.

While OAE may represent a microcosm of United States society, the fact that it does is an
opportunity. When these similarities are left unacknowledged and unchallenged, OAE maintains the
same systematic injustices rampant in larger society [17]. However, these structural and philosophical
similarities combined with the small and bounded nature of OAE courses creates an ideal space for
students to learn about privilege in a way they may not be able to in their everyday life. In daily life,
people deal with competing demands on their attention that are less likely to exist while spending
days on end removed from society [38]. During a course, opportunities exist to pause and ask why,
for example, the majority of other people seen while hiking are White, and critically reflect on why
this is a problem and how it came to be so. In fact, reflection—seen as an essential component of
OAE—presents a unique opportunity to see systems of privilege when intentionally employed.

5. Critical Reflection in Outdoor Adventure Education

One of the key theories underlying OAE is experiential learning theory, which is often described
as a four-stage cycle wherein participants do an activity, reflect on the activity, relate the activity to
more abstract concepts, and revise their actions as they prepare to do the activity again [41]. At at least
two points during this cycle, participants engage in a reflective process. Reflection is seen as a
technique that helps individuals make connections and draw meaning from experiences, and its
use was heavily advocated by theorists such as Dewey [53], Kolb [54] and Mezirow [25]. We argue
that rather than depend upon the traditional experiential learning cycle, OAE should advance and
incorporate critical reflection as a component of the cycle and as part of its curriculum. Experiential
learning and transformative learning are seen as complementary frameworks [55,56], and preliminary
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evidence exists to suggest that transformative learning, and thus critical reflection, occurs for some
OAE participants [30,39].

In the 1970s, Mezirow [57] developed transformative learning theory as a way to describe how
people come to see the world from an entirely different framework or perspective. Transformative
learning typically begins with a disorienting dilemma wherein a person has an uncomfortable
experience that does not fit within their existing ways of understanding the world [25]. As they try
to reconcile how the disorienting experience fits within their existing understanding, they engage in
critical reflection where they ask epistemological questions about how they came to know the world as
they do. Mezirow argued that critical reflection was a key element to transformation, and defined
critical reflection as being focused on the premise that underlies an idea [25,57,58]. Instead of simply
thinking about what happened or how that relates to other ideas, a person who critically reflects
explores how the initial thought came to be and questions the validity of their reasoning [59,60].

The process of critical reflection encourages a person to delve into sociocultural analysis so as to
understand why it is that women, for example, are seen as nurturing, and why women might face
criticism and judgment for deviating from that expectation. After critical reflection, the end result
for someone who once stereotyped women as care-taking might be that they now understand that
those stereotypes are culturally induced, and not indicative of how a woman might see herself and her
potential identities. Transformative learning is typically a gradual process, so, over time, they might
identify how their behavior reinforces the stereotype, and how their actions contribute to it, such as
when they judge women in leadership roles who take decisive action the way men commonly do
as rude [61]. They might also recognize that a series of systems has encouraged these assumptions
as opposed to their earlier assumption that women care-take because it is the natural order of the
world [2]. If so, they would have experienced what Mezirow called transformative learning [25].

A handful of studies have explored transformative learning in OAE. D’Amato and Krasny [39]
found that aspects of the OAE course, such as living in nature, experiencing a different lifestyle,
being a part of a community, and dealing with challenges, led to transformative experiences.
Meerts-Brandsma et al. [30] showed that after participating in an OAE course, students were more
likely to have questioned the ways that they act and their beliefs about social roles, a key step in
the transformative learning process. This finding indicated that students encountered a disorienting
dilemma. According to Mezirow, a disorienting dilemma serves as the entry point into transformative
learning. It occurs when a person faces information that they cannot reconcile with their existing
way of understanding the world [25]. As an example, one student in Meerts-Brandsma et al.’s study
described how he had been raised in a sexist culture and held sexist beliefs [30]. On his OAE course,
he was expected to be respectful of everyone, including women, which tested his as yet unexamined
belief systems. When he returned home, he was appalled by how he saw women being treated and
realized that his beliefs had changed, which he attributed to his experience in OAE and how members
of his course challenged his behavior.

It would be a mistake to assume that OAE will naturally provide the disorienting dilemmas
needed to provoke students into questioning the roles that systems have played in developing their
beliefs. As described above, without intentional action, OAE could be just as likely to reinforce existing,
problematic expectations about the world [17]. Rogers and Rose described how women in outdoor
leadership who deviate from gender expectations face additional scrutiny from students, and how their
gender presentation can lead both students and even women themselves to question their competence
in technical skills [9]. However, it also seems clear that OAE can provide experiences that allow students
to critically reflect upon their assumptions—and potentially change them. For students to critically
question their assumptions, instructors will need to be trained on how to facilitate opportunities that
could evoke critical reflection and encourage participants to question how their underlying beliefs
may lead them to problematic conclusions.
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6. Employing Critical Reflection on Outdoor Adventure Education Courses

Critical reflection likely already occurs on some OAE courses. Our aim is to draw attention
to its intentional use, and offer the recommendation that outdoor adventure educators deliberately
incorporate opportunities for critical reflection into their course design, and consciously teach its
terminology, so that participants experience the process of evaluating their actions and the underlying
premises that guide their behavior. Concerns about and awareness of injustice have escalated in recent
years. These issues do not appear likely to abate as the COVID-19 pandemic exacerbates existing
issues of privilege [62]. What we now need are tools and techniques that can help people identify
unjust systems, consider what actions they can take to rebalance them, and then practice taking action.
To demonstrate an application of critical reflection, we will provide examples that show how instructors
could employ it on an OAE course.

Many instructors who intend to teach critical reflection will need training themselves on how to
identify opportunities where they can encourage it. The colonial underpinnings of OAE are likely
to provide problematic occasions for instructors to question their own or their students’ actions.
While expedition-based OAE courses are temporarily separate from society, each person brings their
lived experiences to the course, which, as we said, creates a microcosm of the world in which they live
while they participate. Historically, OAE has been seen as a space to improve oneself, and the focus of
many courses has been on students developing skills and character traits that will position them for
their future [13]. Many students boast about how they learned to live simply through OAE, without
recognizing that the simplicity they experienced on course is still a significantly richer lifestyle than
many people around the world will ever encounter [63]. For many students, the ability to access an
OAE course is an example of an unearned privilege that stems from the circumstances of their birth in
a Western county or to a family with financial means, or to being in a culture that feels safe recreating
in backcountry settings [10,64].

On course, some students may also benefit from unearned privileges, such as the student who
is taller and can hike faster. Their height and associated strength may allow this student to take on
more weight, which might encourage the group to look favorably on the student, whereas the group is
frustrated with a smaller student who cannot carry their pack weight as well and slows down the pace.
If left unchecked, a moment like this can support an existing unexamined system that values ability
and physical characteristics that provide immediate benefits. Because of the flexible time constraints of
a course, an instructor could stop and ask students to consider why they think they appreciate the taller
student more, and whether the smaller student did anything to warrant their disdain. The instructor
might push students to question why their goal-driven behavior is so important that they would look
down upon a member of their group. The aim of such moments would be to disrupt the system in
the moment, and to encourage critical reflection on what underlying beliefs and socialization made it
acceptable for students to behave the way they did. Finally, the instructors should ask students to take
action in a way that goes against their conditioned responses and belief systems.

Instructors may also need training on the major issues that tend to arise during a course, which
could be accomplished during the cultural competency training that many providers already offer [21].
As described above, virtually all of the problems that exist in OAE also occur in broader society. Topics
that are likely to occur on a course include issues around gender roles, the limited racial diversity in
OAE student groups and among employees, the requisite wealth needed to purchase gear and take
time away from work and family responsibilities during the course, and the appropriation of lands
that created the wilderness where many courses are held. Instructors are likely to need examples
and coaching to understand how to bring up these issues, and to work with students who may not
expect this component of the curriculum to be part of a course ostensibly focused on adventure
and expeditions.

Next, instructors may need to understand how reflection differs from critical reflection,
and generate ideas about how they can teach critical reflection to students. Instructors who teach
Kolb’s experiential learning cycle may want to introduce the idea of critical reflection at that point,
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and ask students to compare and contrast the two terms [54]. They could begin their lesson on critical
reflection with a topic that has less immediate political charge, such as how knowledge is created,
and relate it to an example on the course, such as how people learned to interpret the night skies.
The instructor might guide the conversation so that students question how their direct experience on a
course relates to knowledge that comes from laboratories or historians. The purpose of such a lesson
could be to encourage students to consider what beliefs and values underlie their thoughts about what
counts as knowledge, and whose voices are heard in the construction of knowledge. This conversation
could be designed to nudge the student to explore what they believe and why they believe it, which is
the criteria that differentiates reflection from critical reflection [60].

As the course develops, instructors may want to focus on the dynamics that occur within the
student group, and look for opportunities to link actions that happened earlier to actions that occur
later, or actions that replicate societal problems. What they could seek in these moments are examples
of unseen systems that have direct impact on the students’ experiences. One example might focus on
how a student acts while serving as leader of the day, and how their choices impact the group. If the
student picks the route for the day, how do they incorporate feedback from their more vocal peers
versus those who are quiet—or do they incorporate feedback at all? Once the instructor has identified
the example, they could guide students through a series of questions about why they made the choices
they did, what belief systems and socialization support how they chose their action, and how that
choice affected others. They could then encourage the students to disrupt the system by making
different choices the next time they have an opportunity. Finally, instructors are likely to want to ask
students to think about how their behavior on course relates to their behavior when they are at home.
If a student’s beliefs have changed about, say, leadership, the instructor might encourage the student
to consider whether that will change anything when they return home, and if so, what.

No easy or guaranteed methods exist to transform a person’s perspective, and change how they
interact with the world. However, OAE offers a unique context, with elements that differ from daily
life, which may facilitate the integration of education about critical reflection, and provide concrete,
tangible moments upon which students can reflect and question why they made the choices they did,
and how they would make those choices to support goals of justice. One of the most critical needs in
society is for people to understand how they participate in systems that frequently lead to those with
privilege gaining greater privileges, while those without struggle to find equal footing. We argue that
OAE can be used as a tool to support this need.

7. Conclusions and Implications for Practitioners

OAE is a distinct type of experience that has the potential to greatly impact its students [13,65].
Its qualities lend itself to being a site to learn to see and potentially challenge systems that oppress
people, because of its unique construction wherein students are separate in time and space from
their daily lives, but also engaged in making multiple decisions that impact the people with them.
By intentionally incorporating critical reflection into the experiential learning cycle, students could
learn how to question the premises that underlie their thoughts, and may consequently learn to identify
and then affect oppressive systems. By learning to do so in OAE, they may be able to continue their
behavior in the greater beyond. If so, OAE can return to its roots of addressing social issues, but with a
re-visioned 21st century perspective.

Our hope is that practitioners consider this paper an invitation to adapt the OAE curriculum
to include critical reflection as a component of all courses. Critical reflection differs significantly
from reflection, and is an essential step in transformative learning, which is desperately needed to
broaden the perspectives of many people across modern society. If and as OAE practitioners do so,
we encourage scholars to contribute more research on what critical reflection looks like on an OAE
course, and to explore its impact on students over time so as to identify how they use this skill after a
course. Simultaneously, we believe that more scholars and practitioners should make better use of
Mezirow’s work in OAE. Many programs suggest that they offer transformative experiences, and could
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better consider how transformative learning theory influences the design and delivery of their courses.
Finally, we encourage our ideas around critical reflection in OAE to be considered a starting point
worthy of critique. Through continual refinement of our thinking, we will be able to better identify
what additional steps need to be taken to right unjust and problematic systems.

As we write this paper, injustice is one of the most pressing issues that society faces. It requires
urgency in its addressal because people are dying as a consequence of systems that discriminate
against them. Every action people take to figure out how to improve the world is an important one,
even if each step is not perfectly executed. OAE, after all, is a space that has been dominated by White,
male perspectives, has excluded people from being able to participate in it, and has harmed people
who were marginalized but chose nonetheless to engage with OAE [10,11]. We believe that OAE is
a microcosm of society, and that the problems that exist in the greater world are represented on a
daily basis in the hundreds of courses that head into the backcountry each year. While potentially
disheartening, a silver lining may exist in that idea. After all, if OAE shares similarities with the greater
world, the progress people make in OAE may translate into action elsewhere.
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Abstract: Popular demand for school-based outdoor learning is growing throughout the world,
but there is relatively little use of international comparisons to inform the development and support of
this growth. Motivations for providing outdoor learning may vary within and across countries/areas.
Through understanding how different purposes are being approached internationally, we can learn
how outdoor learning might best be supported to achieve particular outcomes. Eighty expert
commentators on outdoor learning from 19 countries/areas responded to a short online survey about
motivations for and practices in school-based outdoor learning, based on their experience working
in this field. The survey was designed using a conceptual framework of student outcomes from
outdoor learning, derived from policy analysis and five major reviews of the field. The three most
frequently reported forms of outdoor learning practiced in schools were field studies, early years
outdoor activities, and outdoor and adventure education. Among identified purposes for outdoor
learning provision within schooling, supporting environmental awareness and action and pupil
health and well-being were the most common. Some alignment of forms of outdoor learning and
specific outcomes are discussed and implications for future policy, practice, and research considered.

Keywords: policy; purposes; practice; barriers; outdoor learning; outdoor and adventure education;
international perspectives; comparative

1. Introduction

Popular demand for outdoor learning is growing in the UK as elsewhere throughout the world,
but there is relatively little use of international comparisons to inform the development and support of
this growth [1]. Outdoor learning represents a very broad range of activity, and its interpretation in
terms of meaning and practice is not consistent across cultures [2]. Within countries/areas, there is
not necessarily common ground on how terms are used. Across nations, there is yet more scope for
diverse interpretations. For the purposes of this research, we defined school-based outdoor learning as
play, teaching, and learning that take place in natural environments for children in formal education
and care settings.

Motivations for providing outdoor learning may also vary within and across countries/areas.
We can learn much about how best to support outdoor learning in schools by understanding how
different purposes are approached internationally [3,4]. Nevertheless, caution is needed as simply
“borrowing” policies and practice can result in inappropriate translations from one context to another
without attention to the particularities of cultural traditions and constraints that may impinge on
successful implementation elsewhere [4,5]. Unfortunately, such detail is rarely provided within
articles [2]. However, a lack of precise definition of terms perhaps also reflects that enacted processes
and how they are received may differ from intentions and principles [6], introducing margins of error
between theory, practice, and learner experience.
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Between 2012 and 2015, the UK Economic and Social Research Council funded an international
partnership network that enabled researchers in England, Australia, Denmark, and Singapore to
collaborate in comparing the development of outdoor learning across these countries/areas, and in
2016, a report [7] drew on this partnership, international research reviews, and an analysis of policy
drivers to explore the extent to which outdoor learning supported key policy areas both within the UK
and more broadly. From their analysis, Malone and Waite [7] found five student outcomes that aligned
with contemporary policy priorities, related to developing “a healthy and happy body and mind;
a sociable confident person; a self-directed and creative learner; an effective contributor; an active
global citizen” (p. 5). At an international level, these strands are supported by the United Nations
Convention for the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) [8]. Article 29 states the purpose of education is

1. The development of the child’s personality, talents and mental and physical abilities to their
fullest potential;

2. The development of respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, and for the principles
enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations;

3. The development of respect for the child’s parents, his or her own cultural identity, language and
values, for the national values of the country/area in which the child is living, the country/area
from which he or she may originate, and for civilizations different from his or her own;

4. The preparation of the child for responsible life in a free society, in the spirit of understanding,
peace, tolerance, equality of sexes, and friendship among all peoples, ethnic, national and religious
groups and persons of indigenous origin;

5. The development of respect for the natural environment.

In the UK, these global policy aspirations have been evident in the recognition of health
inequalities [9] that have driven several preventative public health strategies. The All Party
Parliamentary Group on Social Mobility has reported links between personal and social skills that can
be developed through outdoor learning and overcoming adversity throughout life [10], more creative
and collaborative team workers have been called for future employment scenarios [11], and the
interdependence of human and environmental well-being has been recognized in the 25-year plan
for improving the environment [12]. In Scotland, educational policy supports these aims through
the Curriculum for Excellence [13]. In some countries/areas, such as Canada, the US, and Australia,
policy adoption of outdoor learning to support these drivers tends to be at state level, although there
is Australia-wide policy for Education for Sustainable Development [14]. Sustainability is also the
mainstay of policy support in Japan [15], while in Norway, Denmark, and Sweden (albeit the latter
only at preschool level), it is linked to curriculum educational objectives.

Different forms of outdoor learning appeared to be better suited for specific outcomes, according
to Malone and Waite’s synthesis of evidence, and they recommended that more research and sector
attention was needed to offer more nuanced provision across these desired student outcomes. In another
collaboration as part of this international partnership, Waite, Bølling and Bentsen [1] proposed a
framework for comparing different forms of outdoor learning using Bereday’s comparative process,
and illustrating principles through the case of comparing the Danish udeskole movement and British
Forest School. The framework principles included “purpose, aims, content, pedagogy, outcome,
and barriers” (p. 871). Adopting a systematic process of comparison enables greater nuance in
choosing distinct forms of outdoor and adventure education for specific desired purposes.

Literature that undertakes international comparisons of outdoor learning forms or policies or even
adequately situates research in its material, cultural, and social context is still relatively rare [4,7,16–19],
but the body of research into outdoor learning across nations has exploded over recent years [20].
Networks such as the Play, Learning and Teaching Outdoors network (PLaTO-net), International
School Grounds Alliance (ISGA) and the Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) discussion
forum OUTRES, together with international projects such as those funded within the European
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Union ERASMUS+ program, have provided valuable forums for international discussion; nonetheless,
consensus over terms and definitions is patchy [2].

Several reviews conducted in the last 20 years have, however, helped to summarize the current
field of knowledge [21–25]. Taken together, they identify significant evidence that outdoor learning,
broadly defined, improves children’s quality of life and point to the fact that outdoor learning can
meet many desired policy outcomes for young people’s well-being now and in the future. Rickinson
and colleagues [21] synthesized evidence between 1993 and 2003 on outdoor learning at primary,
secondary, and higher education levels and noted attention to the learning process in research on both
outdoor adventure education and fieldwork, and a growing interest in spatial influences, demonstrated
in emergent school grounds research. Four years later, UK governmental policy interest in learning
outside the classroom stimulated a commissioned review, Every Experience Matters [22], which drew
on international research on learning outside the classroom and its impacts on children aged 0–18.
The author, Karen Malone, found evidence of positive effects on academic attainment, physical fitness
and motor skills, confidence, self-esteem and social skills, leadership potential, and environmental
responsibility through time spent in learning outside the classroom. Gill’s review in 2011 [23]
focused particularly on 61 studies of outdoor play and learning in natural environments and reported
significant support in them for time spent in nature as a child being associated with greater knowledge
about the environment and enduring pro-environmental attitudes, improved mental health and
emotional regulation, and greater physical activity levels, motor skills, and fitness. A systematic
review commissioned by the UK Blagrave Trust and Institute of Outdoor Learning [24], synthesizing
57 UK-based studies and 15 international reviews, found that adventure and residential activity
with young people aged 11 and over was the most studied form of outdoor learning. Studies were,
however, predominately qualitative and rarely addressed predicted effects or longer term curricular or
employability outcomes, seemingly gaining little traction with policymakers. Dillon and Dickie [25]
specifically targeted demonstration of the benefits of learning in natural environments through schools.
Their review was underpinned by an economic analysis of the cost–benefits of including outdoor
learning as part of schools’ offers. They concluded that ample evidence exists that health, community
cohesion, and attainment costs to UK society from the adverse effects of inadequate exposure to
natural environments could be reduced by about GBP 10–20 million by embedding this provision
within schools.

Over a similar period, there has been an acceleration in the decline in many Western countries/areas
of children’s opportunities to be outdoors in formal or informal learning settings through an academic
emphasis on attainment [26], increased screen time and more supervised out-of-home activity [27],
and various pressures on family leisure time [28]. Concern about these reductions in children’s exposure
to natural environments [29] is gathering momentum internationally because it has been demonstrated
that time spent outdoors impacts positively on physical and mental health and well-being [30] and
“character capabilities” such as engagement with and self-regulation of learning, resilience, creativity,
and empathy for others and the natural world [22]. These so-called “soft skills” underpin success in
learning and making valuable contributions to society [15,31].

To gain further insight into what the international picture of policy and practice might be, a survey
funded by the UK Wildlife Trusts (the Wildlife Trusts comprise 46 individual Wildlife Trusts in the UK,
charitable bodies formed by regional groups of people getting together to make a positive difference
to wildlife and future generations, federated under the Royal Society of Wildlife Trusts, a registered
charity founded in 1912) was sent in September/October 2017 to expert commentators on outdoor
learning through personal contacts and networks. The purpose of this article is to consider some
current trends across the different parts of the world that participated in the research in order to offer
insights into how outdoor learning provision is being shaped and practiced to contribute to discussion
around the theme of this special issue. The hope is that this window into current commonalities and
differences will help policy makers, practitioners, and researchers identify and consider where more
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effort in the future might be directed to maximize the positive impacts of time spent learning outside
by children and young people in economically challenging times post COVID-19.

2. Materials and Methods

The aim of the study was to survey international expert commentators on outdoor learning from
about 10–15 countries/areas to provide contextualization for the Wildlife Trusts’ work with schools and
to support a clearer theory of change for their educational strategy development. The research questions
pertinent to this article are: What are the purposes and policy drivers for school-based outdoor learning
across different nations? What forms of outdoor learning are used in various countries/areas? What
barriers to outdoor learning are experienced in different countries/areas?

Because of a limited budget and time frame for the research, it was decided to utilize an online
survey method and seek respondents through a purposive sample of personal contacts and networks
in the field. A pragmatic methodology [32] was considered appropriate to acknowledge “current
truth, meaning and knowledge as tentative and as changing over time” (p. 28), accepting that the data
gathered using this approach would be “provisional truths” that would be subject to further exploration.
The networks approached included the International School Grounds Alliance, the Institute of Outdoor
Learning research hub network; JISC discussion group OUTRES, the Economic and Social Research
Council (ESRC) international partnership network on outdoor learning, and ERASMUS + collaborators,
plus additional international contacts from conferences, projects, and previous correspondence.
Those sent the link to the questionnaire by email were asked to share it with appropriate other contacts
and networks, using a snowballing recruitment strategy to obtain the widest sample achievable within
a tightly defined period (three weeks). It is not therefore possible to report a response rate as it is not
known how many people received the invitation to participate. The number of respondents was 80
from 19 countries/areas as shown in Table 1. Not all respondents answered all questions.

Table 1. Number of respondents by country/area.

Asia Australia Europe N. America UK Total

Indonesia 2
Japan 1
Nepal 1

Taiwan 1
Vietnam 1

13

Denmark 2
Finland 2

Germany 2
Ireland 1

Norway 2
Poland 1
Spain 1

Sweden 6
Switzerland 1

Canada 9
US 6

England 5
Scotland 16
UK-wide 7

6 13 18 15 28
N = 80

The survey was deliberately directed towards “experts” in the outdoor learning sector,
both practitioners and researchers, using purposive sampling, as the original intention of the research
was to gather impressions about the current state of play regarding outdoor learning in diverse
countries/areas to explore commonalities. The definition of expert used was someone with a high level
of knowledge or skill in outdoor learning. The identification of experts to invite was determined through
personal knowledge of their work or their membership in academic and practitioner groups, which was
considered indicative of a level of commitment, qualifications, and/or experience across organizational,
academic, and practical dimensions of the field. To moderate possible dilution of expertise through
the snowballing method of recruitment, participants were asked to rate their capability of completing
the survey from their knowledge and experience. A total of 92% of respondents felt well or fairly
well qualified to answer the questions posed. Only four respondents reported that they felt “not well
qualified” to complete the survey. Not all questions were answered by all respondents; they may have
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been left blank if they were beyond respondents’ expertise. Some participants pointed out that policies
and practice varied within their countries, and that their comments related to their regional situation
or impressions of the wider picture in their nation. For these reasons and because some countries/areas
were represented by only one expert opinion, the reports should be considered only indicative of areas
of commonality or difference.

The development of the survey questions was based on previous research. For example,
the student outcomes generated through an analysis of literature and policy drivers [7] created a frame
of reference for purposes, although participants were also invited to share other ideas throughout the
questionnaire. Other questions were derived from earlier research looking at barriers to the provision
of curriculum-based outdoor learning [33,34] and declines in outdoor learning during schooling [26].
Within the pragmatic approach as bricoleur researcher, it is considered acceptable to use “whatever
resources and repertoire one has to perform whatever task one faces” [35]. The survey design was kept
simple in recognition of the short time frame available for completion and analysis. It was decided to
use a three-point Likert scale as, with a relatively small number of anticipated respondents, responses
spread over a wider scale might have needed to be reaggregated for meaningful reporting. A draft
of the survey was sense checked with an outdoor learning policy maker, practitioner, and researcher
who were not completing the survey. Examples and additional comments were invited to enable
different perspectives to surface through the survey. The questionnaire can be viewed in Appendix A
in full. Because of the small number of respondents and the intention to provide impressions based on
expert views, descriptive analysis was used for both quantitative and qualitative data, and interpretive
analysis about possible implications was based on this and extant literature.

To comply with standard ethical practices, all those invited were free to participate or not without
any penalty. Their identity was not revealed in the report unless with specific permission.

3. Results

In compiling the report for the funding body [36], general trends were reported to provide a reflective
‘mirror’ for the organization’s policies and practice, but for the purposes of this article, commonalities
and differences between the countries/areas represented in the survey are included. The framework for
reporting broadly follows that proposed by Waite, Bølling and Bentsen [1] examining “purpose, aims,
content, pedagogy, outcome, and barriers” (p. 871) where data are available. In this article, purpose,
aims and outcomes are discussed together, content is included through comparisons of forms of outdoor
learning present in countries/areas, and perceived barriers that obstruct provision are detailed.

3.1. Purposes, Aims and Outcomes of Outdoor Learning

When asked what the main drivers for outdoor learning were in their country/area, between 61 and
64 respondents from 19 countries/areas answered using a three-point Likert scale to indicate whether
they agreed with the five desired 21st century student outcomes identified by Malone and Author [7].
Participants also offered further comments. For example, effective delivery of the curriculum was
mentioned as a driver in Scotland, while a Danish respondent noted,

Giving meaningfulness to the topics being taught by connections between surroundings and
the topic.

In Denmark, education policy advocates the relevance of learning in contexts other than the
classroom, and although there is a grassroots movement for education outside the classroom, udeskole,
this is further endorsed and promoted through top-down government investment and research
encouraging this [37].

In the US, the principal drivers were identified as health in terms of raising levels of physical
activity and awareness of healthy eating, as well as science education.

Physical Education and Physical Activity are the biggest drivers for outdoor learning,
followed by nutrition and science education.
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The respondents from Finland and Norway mentioned knowledge and skills in biology and
ecology for “nature-friendly behavior.”

In Table 2, cells are shaded to show the pattern of response by country across the five policy drivers
so that darker grey means respondents reported it as a main driver, light grey means they thought it
was a main driver to a degree, and white means it was not considered a main driver. Where there
was more than one respondent in the country, the response included was the one chosen by the most
people. The number of respondents to the questions about different policy drivers varied as shown.

Table 2. Comparison of main drivers of outdoor learning in participating countries/areas.

Countries/Areas
Purpose and

Outcomes

Healthy Bodies
and Positive

Lifestyles

Social, Confident
and Connected

People

Creative and
Self-Regulated

Learners

Effective
Contributions

and Collaboration

Care for Others
and the

Environment
N

Indonesia 1
Japan 1
Nepal 1

Taiwan 1
Vietnam 1
Australia 9–11
Denmark 2
Finland 1
Ireland 1
Norway 2
Poland 1
Spain 1

Sweden 4
Switzerland 1

Canada 8
US 6

England 3
Scotland 13/14
UK-wide 4

N countries/areas
main driver 11 11 7 6 10

If two choices are the same percentage agreement, they are split. Number of respondents varies as indicated.

Table 2 shows that the dominant drivers across countries/areas according to survey respondents
were children’s health and well-being, developing social, confident, and connected people, and care
for others and the environment. Surprisingly, the driver that gained least traction across participating
countries’ respondents was supporting collaboration, yet this is a commonly attributed outcome from
outdoor learning [24]. In the following sections, this overview is further broken down to explore
each driver.

3.1.1. Encouraging Healthy Bodies and Positive Lifestyles

In Table 3 the respondents from the majority of countries/areas seemed to recognize that children’s
health and well-being were powerful driving forces for providing access to outdoor learning for all
schoolchildren. However, it was reported as only influential to a degree by respondents in Japan,
Vietnam, Spain, Switzerland, and England. Article 24 of the United Convention for the Rights of the
Child [8] enshrines physical and mental fulfillment as fundamental to the quality of children’s lives
globally. One respondent from Scotland commented that,

At the moment in Scotland it is about meeting the needs of all children and young people,
the recognition of wider achievement and the need to find effective ways of raising attainment
in literacy and maths. Health and Wellbeing have a huge part too—but certainly the political
expectations on schools and early years and childcare settings is high re. attainment at the
moment and closing the gap.
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Table 3. Main driver of outdoor learning: Healthy bodies and positive lifestyles.

Countries/Areas Yes To a Degree No N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 10 1 11

Denmark 1 1 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1 2
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 4 4
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 6 2 8
US 4 2 6

England 2 1 3
Scotland 11 3 14
UK-wide 2 2 4

N = 64 in 19 countries/areas

3.1.2. Developing Social, Confident and Connected People

In comparing responses in Table 4, it seemed for the UK [38] and North America particularly,
that outdoor education as a root of school-based outdoor learning may have underpinned the
recognition that “soft skills” such as positive social interactions and self-confidence were important
outcomes from outdoor activity, traditionally acquired through challenging residentials in outdoor
activity centers. In Canada, it was reported as the most influential driver. The picture was more
mixed within European pedagogical traditions [1], where these qualities were commonly addressed
throughout the educational experience inside and outside the classroom. In Vietnam, Japan, Ireland,
Spain, and Switzerland, its importance was considered moderate. In Spain, a respondent noted that
the emphasis depended on children’s ages:

0–6 is more concerned about gaining confidence, autonomy, self-regulation, healthy
environments. 6–16 is more related to care for the environment, enrich curriculum contents,
direct experience but related to official curriculum contents.

Table 4. Main driver of outdoor learning: Developing social, confident, and connected people.

Countries/Areas Yes To a Degree No N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 9 2 11

Denmark 1 1 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 2 2
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1
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Table 4. Cont.

Countries/Areas Yes To a Degree No N of Responses

Sweden 2 2 4
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 6 2 8
US 2 4 6

England 2 1 3
Scotland 8 6 14
UK-wide 1 3 4

N = 64 in 19 countries/areas

3.1.3. Stimulating Creative and Self-Regulated Learners

There appeared to be more ambivalence among respondents within and across countries/areas
about the extent to which stimulating creative and self-regulated learners was a main driver of outdoor
learning in their context. As we see in Table 5, four respondents reported this was not a motivation
in their country/area. It may be that absence of endorsement within educational policy and strong
performativity agenda in Japan, North America, and Ireland moderated the extent to which outdoor
learning was valued or used specifically for educational attainment outcomes [26].

Table 5. Main driver of outdoor learning: Stimulating creative and self-regulated learners.

Countries/Areas Yes To a Degree No N of responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 5 5 10

Denmark 1 1 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 2
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 4 4
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 2 4 2 8
US 1 4 1 6

England 1 2 3
Scotland 6 7 13
UK-wide 2 2 4

N = 62 in 19 countries/areas

3.1.4. Supporting Effective Contributions and Collaboration

Table 6 shows that well established links between outdoor learning and improved social skills
and teamwork [39] appeared only moderately instrumental as principal motivations for outdoor
learning. This is perhaps surprising given that collaboration and working with others are highly valued
employability skills [11] and are also fundamental to children’s happiness and success in future life [10].
Strongest support was indicated by respondents in Indonesia, Taiwan, Finland, Poland, and England.
Some respondents (from Canada, the US, and the UK) did not think it acted as a main driver.
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Table 6. Main driver of outdoor learning: Supporting effective contributions and collaboration.

Countries/Areas Yes To a Degree No N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 4 5 9

Denmark 1 1 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1 2
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 4 4
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 2 3 3 8
US 2 3 1 6

England 2 1 3
Scotland 7 6 13
UK-wide 1 2 1 4

N = 61 in 19 countries/areas

3.1.5. Underpinning Care and Action for Others and the Environment

Only one respondent from North America reported that environmental issues were not a main
driver; overwhelmingly, this purpose was strongly supported by most countries/areas represented
in the research as shown in Table 7. There was notable consensus among the participants from
Australia that it was a major motivation there. Although it was recognized as a purpose by respondents
in both England and Scotland, it seems that it may have been more significantly motivating in
England. The Scottish Curriculum for Excellence [14] does not prescribe what is taught in the way
the content-driven English National Curriculum [40] does, and outdoor learning and education for
sustainability are promoted in Scottish governmental policy [41]. It may be that outdoor learning
in England tends to be promoted at grassroots level by teachers who personally value the natural
environment, and their values act as a stimulus to making time for it in busy timetables [42].

Table 7. Main driver of outdoor learning: Underpinning care and action for others and the environment.

Countries/Areas Yes To a Degree No N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 9 1 10

Denmark 1 1 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1 2
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 2 2 4
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 3 4 1 8
US 2 4 6

England 2 1 3
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Table 7. Cont.

Countries/Areas Yes To a Degree No N of Responses

Scotland 5 9 14
UK-wide 3 1 4

N = 63 in 19 countries/areas

3.1.6. Policies and Values as Drivers

Of the responses received to the survey, Scotland, Indonesia, Japan, and parts of Australia
indicated the strongest support through government policy for outdoor learning. As one respondent
from Scotland reported:

Teacher standards require use of outdoor learning and understanding of Learning for
Sustainability within a values-based Professional Accreditation system. Curriculum for
Excellence states, ‘outdoors is often a better place than indoors to learn’ and Outdoor Learning
is a regular and progressive experience for all learners. . . . We also have a requirement that all
leadership support outdoor learning under new leadership qualifications, local authorities
support school grounds to allow ‘contact with nature on a daily basis’ and ‘green space
suitable for teaching and learning’ and Scotland’s play policy and strategy also highlights
our children’s entitlement to ‘free play opportunities, with daily contact with nature.

Outdoor learning is also included within the statewide curriculum in Victoria in Australia, where a
government interdepartmental working group is also tasked with exploring ways to embed outdoor
learning in recognition of its potential to fulfill several wider policy aspirations. There are moves
to include it within the nationwide Australian Curriculum. In parts of Australia, as in several other
countries/areas, education for sustainability appears to be a very strong motivation for outdoor learning
recognized by individual teachers and in policy alike.

For us, it is based on relationships with self, others and nature. With a foundational basis
of sustainability.

In Japan, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology is working with
UNESCO to develop programs for Education for Sustainable Development through schools and
communities, with some schools acting as hubs of good practice. This grounded method of expansion
has also been used in the Natural Connections Demonstration project, commissioned by the Department
for the Environment Food and Rural Affairs in England (DEFRA), Historic England and Natural
England [34], where 125 schools were supported in embedding sustainable curriculum-based outdoor
learning through networks of schools with varying degrees of experience in outdoor learning.

In Norway it is part of the national curriculum, and it features in the early years, physical
education, and biology curricula in Sweden. In England, educational policy support is mostly within
early years provision, but recently DEFRA and the Department for Education have commissioned
further trials to develop “nature-friendly schools” [43]. Among other drivers cited, Education for
Sustainable Development, connection to and knowledge about nature, risk awareness, and diverse
and experiential learning environments for curriculum delivery were also mentioned. As Waite found
in a survey in the southwest of England [42], respondents to the survey noted that motivations were
often shaped at a local level according to teachers’ or delivery organizations’ interests.

3.2. Content of Outdoor Learning

Regarding the content of the outdoor learning conducted in various countries/areas, a range of
forms of outdoor learning were suggested in the questionnaire and respondents indicated whether
they were often, sometimes, or not used in their country/area. The types were simply named in the
questionnaire and not further defined so as not to impose one particular English conceptualization of
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the term. A given definition might not necessarily have general acceptance within England, and given
the international nature of the survey, it was also considered important to avoid representing only
one national perspective. Of course, it follows that names might conjure rather different ideas for
participating countries/areas, but leaving the terms open maintained flexibility about interpretations
and the comments boxes allowed respondents to explain further if they wished to do so and to add other
forms. Ideas added included camps (Canada), visits to cultural places (Denmark), nature kindergarten,
Bikeability and John Muir Award (Scotland), river, beach, mount (Indonesia).

3.2.1. Forest School and Bushcraft

Forest School, which is a growing phenomenon globally [44], was reported as most prevalent in
England, Scotland, and Canada and was not observed at all in Norway or Nepal. It was reported that
it sometimes or often occurred in 84% of the 19 countries/areas, according to responses received. It is
described by the Forest School Association (FSA) [45] as:

A child-centred inspirational learning process, that offers opportunities for holistic growth
through regular sessions. It is a long-term program that supports play, exploration and
supported risk taking. It develops confidence and self-esteem through learner inspired,
hands-on experiences in a natural setting.

The FSA proposes six principles that are supposed to characterize this form of outdoor learning,
but in practice these are not always adhered to and a recent special issue on Forest School of the Journal
of Outdoor and Environmental Education problematized the concept and its translation into different
contexts [46].

Interestingly, bushcraft as a form of outdoor learning was not recognized by respondents from
Finland, Poland, Spain, or Nepal. Given its emphasis on the acquisition of practical skills, there may
be some overlap with the concept of Forest Schools. For example, Australian early years providers that
use nature-based play may describe themselves as bush kindergarten. Although rarely reported as
often used (6%), bushcraft was reported as sometimes used in 65% of the countries/areas.

3.2.2. Field Studies

Field studies were widely reported across the responding countries/areas (98% often or sometimes).
This is perhaps unsurprising as field studies is an established part of several academic subjects, such as
geography and science. Field studies carry out investigative work in the world beyond the classroom
and therefore might be seen as having some commonality with conceptualizations of Danish udeskole
or learning outside the classroom in the UK.

3.2.3. Embedded On-Site Curricular Outdoor Learning

This form of outdoor learning was reported as fairly prevalent, as shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Prevalence of embedded on-site curricular outdoor learning.

Countries/Areas Yes (Often) Yes (Sometimes) No N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 3 7 10

Denmark 2 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 2 2
Poland 1 1
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Table 8. Cont.

Countries/Areas Yes (Often) Yes (Sometimes) No N of Responses

Spain 1 1
Sweden 1 3 4

Switzerland 1 1

Canada 2 5 7
US 4 2 6

England 2 1 3
Scotland 5 7 12
UK-wide 2 2 4

N = 60 in 19 countries/areas

The most frequent use of this form was reported by respondents from Denmark, the US,
and England. Alignment with the curriculum in countries/areas with a strong performance agenda for
schools is understandable as teachers must meet standards and therefore may need to cover curriculum
objectives more directly [42]. In Denmark, the confluence of top-down policy and bottom-up teacher-led
growth likely contributed to its establishment as mainstream practice [47]. The respondent from Nepal
noted that this form was not seen at all there.

3.2.4. Natural Environment Play and Early Years Outdoor Activities

These forms were reported as common across almost all nations with only the respondent
from Nepal noting them absent. Norway, Switzerland, Indonesia, Japan, and Scotland were the
countries/areas where natural environment play was most reported as often occurring. Participants
from Denmark, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Indonesia, and Japan reported early years outdoor activities
as often occurring.

3.2.5. Outdoor and Adventure Education

The usual process for this form of outdoor learning is making occasional trips remote from the
normal place of learning to residential or day centers specializing in outdoor activities that offer
a challenge such as climbing, kayaking, sailing. Frequently, special qualifications are required to
lead such activities for health and safety reasons, and schoolteachers may not hold these additional
qualifications, so it is common that they are provided by external organizations. This may explain the
tendency for most countries/areas to report that outdoor and adventure education took place sometimes
rather than often (Table 9). In Norway, the concept of friluftsliv, whereby outdoor living is highly
valued and practiced within society, may account for its reported prevalence in this country/area [48].
Nevertheless, it seems that many children across the participating nations experienced the opportunity
to engage in this sort of outdoor learning at least occasionally.

Table 9. Prevalence of outdoor and adventure education.

Countries/Areas Yes (Often) Yes (Sometimes) No N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 6 3 1 10

Denmark 2 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1
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Table 9. Cont.

Countries/Areas Yes (Often) Yes (Sometimes) No N of Responses

Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 4 4
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 4 3 7
US 2 4 6

England 2 1 3
Scotland 5 7 12
UK-wide 2 2 4

N = 59 in 19 countries/areas

3.2.6. School Gardening and Wildlife Areas

Table 10 shows that school gardening appeared fairly well established as a form of outdoor
learning across many countries/areas. Participants from Finland and Nepal did not report this form,
which may perhaps reflect geographic or climatic barriers. Respondents from Ireland and Japan
reported it as often used in their countries/areas. An advantage of this form is that the garden location
can be based on school grounds, obviating any need for travel time, costs to engage with nature,
or requirements of risk assessments for every visit [49].

Table 10. Prevalence of school gardening.

Countries/Areas Yes (Often) Yes (Sometimes) No N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 7 3 10

Denmark 2 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 4 4
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 1 5 1 7
US 2 3 5

England 1 1 1 3
Scotland 7 5 12
UK-wide 3 1 4

N = 59 in 19 countries/areas

Gardens and wildlife areas may offer different sorts of affordances [49,50] for children’s learning;
Wells and Lekies [51] found both experiences positively affected subsequent pro-environmental
attitudes, but only wild experiences influenced later pro-environmental behavior. In Table 11, we see
the reported prevalence of wildlife areas within the school grounds in different nations. Providing
wilder areas as part of the school grounds make biodiverse environments more easily accessible for
learning purposes [52,53]. However, as one respondent in Australia commented, there might be safety
reasons in some parts of the world that preclude leaving school grounds areas unmanaged. In some
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places, the cultural importance of the appearance of a school site may favor tidier grounds. It would be
interesting to explore schools’ reasons for including a wildlife area or not in further research.

Table 11. Prevalence of wildlife areas in school grounds.

Countries/Areas Common Sometimes Rarely N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 2 3 5 10

Denmark 1 2
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 2 1 3
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 2 4 6
US 1 5 6

England 1 1 2
Scotland 3 7 1 11
UK-wide 2 2 4

N = 55 in 19 countries/areas

3.2.7. Visits to Nature Reserves and National Parks

Nature reserves were reported as often visited for outdoor learning in Ireland, Spain, and Denmark
and sometimes visited in 67% of responding countries/areas. National parks were sometimes visited
in 80% of countries/areas represented in the survey. These special places offer a different experience
from the nearby nature of school gardens [54]. Maller suggested that a mixture of familiar places
and progression to more remote highly valued natural environments may support children becoming
connected to nature and engender later pro-environmental attitudes [55].

3.3. Aligning Purposes and Forms

Following up the suggestion that different forms support different outcomes, respondents were
also asked which forms of outdoor learning they considered were most appropriate for particular
outcomes. To indicate trends of association across countries/areas, the percentages of respondents
choosing different options are shown in Table 12. In Table 12, the outcome most associated with each
form is highlighted in darker grey, while the next perceived contribution of that form is highlighted
in pale grey. From this, it is possible to see at a glance that encouraging healthy bodies and minds
was considered by respondents as most supported by early years outdoor activities, outdoor and
adventure education, and natural environment play; while developing social, confident, and connected
people was regarded as most helped through outdoor and adventure education and early years
outdoor activities. Embedded on-site curricular outdoor learning and Forest Schools together with
early years activities were deemed important for stimulating creative self-regulated learners. In terms
of supporting effective contributions and collaboration, school gardening was most selected, although
embedded curricular outdoor learning was also associated with this outcome. Visits to national
parks and nature reserves were very highly associated with underpinning care for others and the
environment, although field studies and school gardening were also seen as linked with this outcome.
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Table 12. Aligning purposes and outcomes to forms of outdoor learning (across countries/areas).

Forms of Outdoor
Learning/Outcomes

Healthy
Bodies and

Positive
Lifestyles

Social,
Confident and

Connected
People

Creative and
Self-Regulated

Learners

Effective
Contributions

and Collaboration

Care for Others
and the

Environment
N

Forest Schools 48%
23

65%
31

73%
35

44%
21

67%
32 48

Field studies 17%
8

26%
12

39%
18

44%
20

70%
32 46

Embedded on-site
curricular outdoor

learning

57%
29

51%
26

61%
31

51%
26

41%
21 51

Natural
environment play

74%
37

60%
30

54%
27

38%
19

52%
26 50

Outdoor and
adventure
education

82%
40

86%
42

39%
19

45%
22

51%
25 49

School gardening 57%
28

41%
20

37%
18

61%
30

74%
36 49

Bushcraft 33%
13

64%
25

59%
23

36%
14

39%
15 39

Early years outdoor
activities

90%
44

74%
36

65%
32

45%
22

51%
25 49

Visits to nature
reserves

38%
18

26%
12

30%
14

19%
9

87%
41 47

Visits to national
parks

45%
21

21%
10

30%
14

23%
11

92%
43 47

Table cells give percentages of respondents ticking each option in response to the question: Which of these drivers
do you think are mainly behind the use of the different forms of learning? (Tick as many as apply). The outcome
most associated with each form is highlighted in darker grey, while the next perceived contribution of that form is
highlighted in pale grey.

From this analysis, it appears that some types of outdoor learning were more generalist in meeting
various purposes, while others were more specialist in their impact. Field studies, for example, seemed
less associated with health and well-being outcomes; outdoor and adventure education appeared
particularly aligned with healthy living and the development of some inter- and intra-personal skills.
In all the countries/areas, early years outdoor activities appeared to be the most valued for achieving
across all the desired outcomes.

3.4. Barriers to Outdoor Learning

A number of barriers to outdoor learning were held in common across the nations represented in
the survey. The barriers suggested in the questionnaire were derived from findings of the Natural
Connections project [34] and earlier scoping of barriers by Kings College, London [33]. Table 13 is a
summary table that shows the combined assessment of barriers across participating countries/areas,
indicated by dark grey shading when the barrier was assessed as significant, light grey when it was
considered significant to a degree, and white when it was not considered a barrier. We can see in
this table that the most significant barriers internationally appeared to be linked to teacher training
and how confident staffwere in working outside and in linking the curriculum to outdoor activities.
Lack of funding and the need for volunteer support were much less frequently regarded as significant
barriers by respondents.

One respondent from Scotland echoed comments from some Australian respondents about staff
unwillingness, suggesting,

Mindset—this is the key barrier. . . . It is remarkable that early years practitioners can enable
outdoor learning and play on a daily basis and that outdoor nurseries are springing up
everywhere demonstrating that all areas of the curriculum can happen outside yet primary
and secondary colleagues feel unable to do the same.
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Respondents in Ireland and Vietnam pointed to cultural resistance by teachers,

School-based learning is not so common in Vietnam due to curriculum and somehow difficult
to change the traditional way of teaching and learning in the country/area (indoor learning).
(respondent from Vietnam)

Education has had a formal, structured emphasis from its inception here for cultural and
historical reasons possibly as a result of the context being a previously agrarian society.
To a lesser extent, there seems to be a historical/cultural barrier where many educationally
progressive initiatives were seen as part of a colonial education. (respondent from Ireland)

Three respondents from the UK and Canada also mentioned risk and health and safety concerns.
Other factors included time and a lack of awareness of the potential benefits. These comments illustrate
how cultural factors influence possibilities for future development of outdoor learning [3].

Table 13. Assessment of significance of barriers by respondents for their respective countries/areas.

Countries/Areas
Barriers

Lacking
Confidence in

Working Outside

Uncertainty
about Linking
to Curriculum

Lack of
Funding

Need for
Volunteer
Support

N

Indonesia 1
Japan 1

Taiwan 1
Vietnam 1
Australia 10
Denmark 1
Finland 1
Ireland 1
Poland 1
Spain 1

Sweden 4
Switzerland 1

Canada 6
US 6

England 2
Scotland 12
UK-wide 4

N responses/
countries/areas 14 12 6 5 54/16

3.4.1. Staff Lacking in Confidence in Working Outside

Over three-quarters of respondents agreed this was a significant barrier (Table 14), indicating
that attention was needed to train teachers and others tasked with outdoor learning in appropriate
pedagogies for the outdoors. About two-thirds of countries/areas sometimes used external providers
and these were expected to have expertise in the field. However, it was most common that
teachers would lead outdoor learning across all countries/areas. Only some respondents in Australia,
Canada, and the US reported that unpaid volunteers were usually involved in outdoor learning.
In other countries/areas, they were sometimes involved, but in Denmark, Poland, Spain, Switzerland,
and Vietnam, they were never used, according to the survey respondents.
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Table 14. Barriers to outdoor learning: Staff lacking confidence in working outside.

Countries/Areas Yes a Significant Barrier To a Degree Not a Barrier N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 8 2 10

Denmark 1 1
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 3 3
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 4 2 6
US 5 1 6

England 2 2
Scotland 8 4 12
UK-wide 2 2 4

N = 55 in 19 countries/areas

In Nepal, it was reported that, “School based outdoor activities are still at infancy in Nepal thus
leaving great possibilities in this field. Awareness workshops thus play a pivotal role in pushing the
barrier to a great extent in the meanwhile.” The nations represented in the survey appeared at different
points in their outdoor learning development. In Japan, creating natural infrastructure at schools was
reported by the respondent as a priority:

School biotope (wildlife area esp. natural pond) became movement to create in Japan,
but because of grounds maintenance and lack of knowledge of using the area, in many
cases the area became unused. School gardening is common since it is mentioned in
National Curriculum.

School ground infrastructure development was mentioned by expert commentators in several
other countries/areas.

It seems many initial teacher training courses may have limited input on how to teach outside the
classroom [56], which is unfortunate as the inclusion of modules for outdoor teaching and continuing
professional development courses might help to increase teacher confidence. As one respondent from
Scotland noted, “Time/of teachers to do continuing professional development (CPD) or something else
in that area. Lack of resources and money, knowledge. No subject in school-based outdoor learning in
teaching education/training” all potentially contribute to a lack of confidence. The Natural Connections
project [34] found that an effective way of building teacher confidence in working outside was through
practical sessions alongside more experienced colleagues.

However, there appeared little top-down support in the educational system for this in North
America, where growth is attributed more to grassroots organizations’ advocacy and support for schools.
Even in Scotland, where policy promotes outdoor learning in a number of ways, one respondent
commented that progress was happening, “Very gradually via the policies mentioned . . . and many
committed NGOs and others ‘chipping away’ at schools, encouraging and supporting them to take
learning outdoors (via blogs, evidence etc.) to justify the place of outdoor learning (OL), training,
networking etc.”
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3.4.2. Staff Uncertainty about Linking Outdoor Learning to the Curriculum

A lack of ability to combine outdoor learning and unanticipated learning outcomes with teaching
specific subject curriculum objectives was considered a barrier by most of the respondents (Table 15).
As discussed earlier, this may depend to some extent on whether there were strong pressures on the
delivery of curriculum content in that educational system.

Table 15. Barriers to outdoor learning: Staff uncertainty about linking outdoor learning and curriculum.

Countries/Areas Yes a Significant Barrier To a Degree Not a Barrier N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal 1 1

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 8 1 1 10

Denmark 1 1
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 3 3
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 5 1 6
US 5 1 6

England 1 1 2
Scotland 6 4 2 12
UK-wide 2 2 4

N = 55 in 19 countries/areas

Although teachers may well be capable of mapping outdoor activities and their outcomes to the
curriculum if they have sufficient time to undertake the necessary planning, time is a commodity
which is often in short supply in schools [34]. Providing teachers with suitable prepared resources
was felt helpful by a respondent from Australia to relieve time and curriculum pressures, “There are a
few structured programs such as school kitchen gardens, which are easier to implement as they come
with teaching resources.” In Switzerland, a suite of resources across the curriculum was available for
teachers to improve outdoor learning provision,

With our project ‘Teaching Outdoors’ which contains a manual for teaching all disciplines
outdoors, with teacher training and a pilot study in coaching a few interested schools
(www.draussenunterrichten.ch in German, www.enseignerdehors.ch in French).

3.4.3. Lack of Funding

According to most respondents, a lack of funding for outdoor learning was a barrier to some extent,
but in some countries/areas, such as Indonesia, Taiwan, Poland, Canada, and the US, respondents
considered it a significant one (Table 16). The reasons for this are probably multiple. For example,
if outdoor learning is provided by external providers or at remote sites, this entails extra expenditure
by schools or parents to enable that. Where outdoor learning is more embedded within educational
practice and happens on or near the school site, the additional costs of children participating is likely
to be lower with no expenditure on travel or center charges. However, providing progression from
familiar to more remote and extraordinary natural environments with different learning possibilities
will inevitably incur a financial cost.
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Table 16. Barriers to outdoor learning: Lack of funding.

Countries/Areas Yes a Significant Barrier To a Degree Not a Barrier N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 5 4 1 10

Denmark 1 1
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 2 1 3
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 5 1 6
US 5 1 6

England 1 1
Scotland 3 6 3 12
UK-wide 2 2 4

N = 52 in 17 countries/areas

3.4.4. Need for Volunteer Support

As we see in Table 17 and have previously commented (Section 3.4.1), not all countries/areas
involve volunteers in their outdoor learning provision, but requirements for high adult-to-children
ratios to meet health and safety obligations for off-site visits and risk-averse societal attitudes may mean
that parents and carers are needed to ensure compliance in many nations [57]. Community support
can also extend possibilities for outdoor learning. In Indonesia, it was reported that parents and the
society around the schools were also providers of outdoor learning; while in Finland, after-school clubs
run by volunteers offered outdoor learning opportunities.

Table 17. Barriers to outdoor learning: Need for volunteer support.

Countries/Areas Yes a Significant Barrier To a Degree Not a Barrier N of Responses

Indonesia 1 1
Japan 1 1
Nepal

Taiwan 1 1
Vietnam 1 1

Australia 2 7 1 10

Denmark 1 1
Finland 1 1
Ireland 1 1
Norway 1 1
Poland 1 1
Spain 1 1

Sweden 3 3
Switzerland 1 1

Canada 1 5 6
US 3 2 1 6

England 1 1 2
Scotland 3 7 2 12
UK-wide 3 1 4

N = 54 in 18 countries/areas
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4. Discussion

In considering the responses from expert commentators across different countries/areas, we begin to
appreciate how further work could contribute to addressing challenges associated with the development
of school-based outdoor learning. The findings presented offer potential starting points for additional
investigation. One possible method would be to develop a Delphi study, whereby ideas can be refined
and contested within a panel of experts [35]. Another fruitful avenue might be in-depth national
surveys to test the resonance of the impressions that emerged from this study situated within greater
detail of policy, practice, and barriers in various national contexts. Local studies that include the
children’s perspectives on how outdoor learning affects their lives will also provide valuable insight
into how various offers are received.

Countries/areas where respondents reported all five policy drivers as important were Indonesia,
Taiwan, Finland, and Poland. In other places, the degree to which certain aspects were emphasized
varied. According to the respondent from Japan, all drivers except for stimulating creative and
self-regulating learners operated to a degree there; a similar situation to that reported in Vietnam,
where developing social, confident, and connected people was also not considered a main driver.
The respondent from Ireland suggested health outcomes were the main impetus, but that stimulating
creative and self-regulated learners and supporting effective contributions and collaboration were not
principal motivations for outdoor learning. In other countries/areas, the influence of policy drivers
differed slightly in their relative emphases, but, in general, these drivers tended to be recognized
across the nations. Explicit policy alignment would further facilitate the tailoring of outdoor learning
programs to achieve desired goals.

From those countries/areas where more than one person responded, we can discern that there
was not consensus about every aspect from the experts, so findings derived from individual reports
and small numbers obviously need to be interpreted with caution. For example, within the multiple
responses, it appeared that developing social, confident, and connected people and effective contributors
and collaboration were main drivers in England, while in Scotland encouraging healthy bodies and
positive lifestyles was more prominent. The two commentators responding about the UK as a whole
reported that the care for others and the environment was the main driver. In Canada, it was reported
that developing social, confident, and connected people was the principal motivation, whereas the US
respondents placed equal emphasis on this and encouraging healthy bodies and positive lifestyles.
Swedish respondents deemed health as a main motivator, but in neighboring Norway the respondent
rated developing social, confident, and connected people more highly. Finally, in Australia, all aims
were highly rated with considerable consensus across participants, but health, stimulating creative and
self-regulated learners, and care for others and the environment were the top priorities. Inevitably,
local enactments and the position of the expert as policy maker, academic, or practitioner will shape
opinions, but exploring such variation would support future collaborations to achieve greater consensus
around intent, implementation, and impact [58] and clearer theories of change.

These impressions and insights into the state of play for school-based outdoor learning across
different countries/areas provide considerable food for thought to support that endeavor. The number
of expert commentators responding to the survey demonstrated that the wealth of evidence for
benefits from spending time in nature is in some respects well established in these countries/areas.
However, all described challenges in embedding outdoor learning within their educational systems,
and countries/areas appeared to be at different stages of development. For some, the challenge lay
in cultural and material barriers, where the first steps may need to be awareness raising about the
benefits to policy makers, practitioners, and the general public [59] or constructing infrastructure to
support forms of outdoor learning that are accessible and affordable [34,52,59]. For others, dominant
performativity culture in their countries/areas meant that persuading school staff to make space for
outdoor learning in busy content-driven curricular timetabling remained a hurdle [42]. Encouragingly,
the main challenge seemed to be about changing mindsets rather than a lack of funding per se,
and this cultural change can be achieved through on the job professional development training and
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experience [34]. At a national level, research and development efforts might profitably be directed
towards identifying and understanding how to overcome specific challenges in a logical sequence
appropriate to their context.

The alignment of forms of outdoor learning and purposes revealed some indications of how
provision might be better tailored to address specific desired outcomes according to priorities, both at a
national policy level and within schools themselves. Without regularity of curriculum-based learning
outside the classroom, occasional forms of outdoor learning remain vulnerable to changes in priorities
and external pressures [42]. Early years outdoor activities and on-site outdoor learning linked to
the curriculum seemed to contribute to some degree to all desired outcomes across the board and
could comprise a minimum baseline of entitlement provision. A global priority to protect children’s
health and well-being and glaring inequalities in relation to this [8] also provide a compelling rationale
for these methods to offer wider participation in the benefits of spending time in nature [7], and the
additional provision of opportunities for outdoor and adventure education during schooling will
make substantial contributions towards this goal. Sustainability agendas appeared to underpin strong
motivation for promoting outdoor learning in many countries/areas, whether at governmental or
personal levels [7,52,53,59], and national parks and nature reserves were considered especially effective
for inculcating care for others and the environment. Inclusion of visits to areas rich in biodiversity as
part of children’s experience at school will help to meet this aim. In short, increasing the awareness of
policy drivers and promoting the most effective forms of outdoor learning to achieve them can refine
how school-based outdoor learning is planned and operationalized at international, national, regional,
and local levels.

For teachers in some countries/areas, having a policy directive to include more outdoor learning
as an integrated element of curriculum delivery would give them permission to make room for it [7],
although some teachers may still lack confidence and time to plan for this [34]. Having training and
experiences in working outside is an effective tool to overcome personal resistance, and team teaching
or on-site continuing professional development can be transformative [34], but equally high-quality
resources can provide a valuable starting point for local adaptations. A recent set of books has linked
the English primary national curriculum objectives for every subject to progressions in outdoor learning
to save teachers planning time and provide a springboard for increasing curriculum-based outdoor
learning [60]. They have subsequently been adapted for the Scottish Curriculum for Excellence,
and there are plans for further “translations” to other national curricula. Whether time, experience,
or funds represent barriers, the development of suitable outdoor learning environments within the
school grounds can facilitate a range of experiences on teachers’ doorsteps without the need for travel
time and costs, the additional paperwork of repeated risk assessments, or the incurring of external
provider fees [34,47,52,53].

Several commentators mentioned that inclusion of outdoor learning and its priority varied
regionally and at a local level in their country/area, so assessing patterns across whole countries/areas
is not clear cut. The interpretation of what outdoor learning might look like varied from macro-
governmental and cultural influences through institutional expectations and affordances to the personal
values and expertise of individuals within schools [42]. As noted earlier, further drilling down at a
national level into the interface of policies, practice, and learning experiences within different forms of
outdoor learning would help unpack some of this complexity and enhance international comparisons
and development. An international project is currently underway to explore key terms, definitions,
taxonomies, and ontologies related to outdoor experiences, based on a scoping literature review and
collaboration of international experts in the field through analysis and discussion. This process is
working towards conceptual models that can speak across nations [2]. This ambition exceeds the
possibilities of this small explorative study. Nonetheless, the research has highlighted some potential
ways forward for the field.

Suggestions that respondents made about how improvements could be made to school-based
outdoor learning included the support of: grassroots teacher-led movements (Ireland); the Children in
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Nature network (US); continuing professional development, teacher education and collective provision
(Australia, England, Scotland, Sweden, Switzerland); school grounds infrastructure development
(Sweden, US, Japan); and outdoor learning being enshrined in educational policy, teachers’ registration
and professional recognition (Denmark, Norway, Scotland). Figure 1 summarizes some possible actions
that warrant consideration at national and local levels to support the development of school-based
outdoor learning.

Figure 1. Possible actions in developing school-based outdoor learning.

5. Conclusions

Although this research is limited in that it is based on a small sample (80) of expert commentators
on outdoor learning and can therefore only paint an impressionistic picture, nevertheless, it may
hopefully serve to open international discussion further about how outdoor learning provision might
be embedded within schools through consideration of other experiences. By highlighting differences as
well as commonalities for this special issue on trends in the field of outdoor and adventure education,
the danger of policy borrowing without contextual sensitivity may be lessened, but it is beyond the
scope of this paper to provide detailed explanation of educational, cultural, and material contexts
represented within this survey. Attention in research and policy development to the wider cultural
influences that impinge on policy and practice will aid careful interpretation and the transfer of ideas
between contexts. Further research is also needed to gain insight into the outcomes and purposes that
the children experiencing different forms of outdoor learning themselves perceive and value. This will
support greater nuance in how national and local provision might be shaped to provide progression
towards outcomes and maintain personal and societal benefits for young people. We should also
reflect upon the failure of some research within the rich arena of literature to convince policy makers at
different levels to endorse embedded school-based forms of outdoor learning, so that studies can be
designed to address that gap [24], if we are to maximize the value that outdoor learning can have for
young people’s present and future lives.

Funding: This research was funded by The Wildlife Trusts, UK, and informed by research funded by the Economic
and Social Research Council, UK, grant number ES/J019445/1, and the Department for the Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs, UK, Natural England and Historic England.

Acknowledgments: The Wildlife Trusts have kindly given permission for the publication of this article arising
from the results of the commissioned research. Thanks are also due to all the experts in outdoor learning who
contributed to the survey and to my colleagues in earlier contributory research projects referenced below.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design of the
study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; or in the writing of the manuscript.

94



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Appendix A

Figure A1. Cont.

95



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Figure A1. Cont.

96



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Figure A1. Cont.

97



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Figure A1. Cont.

98



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Figure A1. Cont.

99



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Figure A1. Cont.

100



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Figure A1. Cont.

101



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Figure A1. The questionnaire.
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Figure A1. The questionnaire.

103



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 311

Figure A1. The questionnaire.
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Abstract: Equity and inclusion are critical issues that need to be addressed in outdoor adventure
education. Although some literature identifies inclusive practices for enhancing equity in outdoor
adventure education, most research does not situate these practices within the contexts in which
they were created and used. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to explore outdoor adventure
education instructors’ inclusive praxis, and the conditions that influenced their praxis on their
courses and in their instructing experiences. To this end, we conducted semi-structured interviews
with ten instructors from four Outward Bound schools in the USA. The instructors varied in their
gender, school, types of programs facilitated, and duration of employment with Outward Bound.
Our inductive analysis of the interview data focused on the identification of themes illustrating
the characteristics of instructors’ inclusive praxis, as well as the conditions that influenced their
praxis. Themes emerged from our analysis that highlighted the macro and micro conditions that set
the stage for instructors’ inclusive praxis, which focused on creating spaces that fostered inclusive
group cultures on their courses. The findings from this study may be a useful starting point for
enhancing the instructors’ role in fostering equity and inclusion on outdoor adventure education
courses. We conclude with suggestions for future research.

Keywords: outdoor adventure education; social justice; inclusive praxis; Outward Bound

1. Background

Scholars and practitioners in the field of outdoor adventure education (OAE) have long called for
the advancement of social justice within the field [1–13]. These calls have been motivated in part by a
recognition of ongoing social, economic and demographic changes to which the field must adapt in
order to effectively address the needs of an increasingly diverse society [3,13]. They have also been
motivated in part by a recognition of inherent dilemmas and contradictions in the field that inhibit
the ability of OAE professionals to meaningfully promote social justice through their work [6,8,10,13].
Warren wrote: “In the past, the innocent utopian vision of an outdoor course might have allowed a
disconnection from prevailing social issues, but the scale of the dialogue no longer allows complete
disassociation” [11]. Warren pointed to social justice education as “an avenue to address the volatile
climate created by disparities in opportunity based on race, gender, and class, as well as other social
identities” [11] Furthermore, Warren [11] called for scholars and practitioners in the field to embrace
the work of promoting social justice education.

There have been numerous other such calls to advance social justice in the field of outdoor
adventure education, many framing this endeavor as a moral imperative [1–13]. Although there has
been little consensus on how best to accomplish this goal [13], one common element among these calls
is that they are all typically grounded in John Rawls’ [14] theory of justice—a distributive approach to
justice in which all social goods should be distributed equally among the members of a society, unless
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an unequal distribution of goods would be to everyone’s advantage. Distributive justice is concerned
with social and economic inequities resulting from unequal access to the resources (e.g., educational
opportunities) needed to attain social and economic goods [14]. Accordingly, justice results when
resources are (re)distributed equally across social classes, regardless of the reasons for the initial
disparities [14]. OAE organizations strive to implement this approach to justice in their use of
scholarship programs and partnerships with other youth-serving organizations [3,5,15] in order to
enhance marginalized students’ access to programming.

Recent scholarship on social justice in the OAE field has also been framed largely in terms of
Rawls’ [14] theory of justice. In a study exploring the efficacy of the NOLS Gateway Scholarship
Program, for example, Gress and Hall framed social justice in terms of “socioeconomic inequalities,
different cultural values, differing levels of cultural integration into the dominant society, and perceived
or actual discrimination . . . ” [3]. Rose and Paisley explored the influence of Whiteness in framing
OAE experiences, arguing that OAE—as traditionally practiced—is a privileged pedagogy “aimed at
maintaining the status quo and reproducing dominant power relations between racialized groups” [6].
They consider social justice through the lens of critical theory (particularly critical race theory), framing
it in terms of the privilege/oppression dialectic, and call for a more socially just reformulation of the
field [6]. Others, such as Paisely et al. [5], have also considered how the provision of scholarships might
enhance the diversity of student groups on OAE courses, thus helping OAE to work toward social
justice along the lines of socioeconomic status. They found that OAE students’ experiences differed
depending on the composition of the group (i.e., the ratio of students with and without scholarships).
The most homogenous groups (either mostly students with scholarships or without scholarships)
reported having the strongest interpersonal connections. Groups with an even split of students with or
without scholarships showed the most potential for social justice education. Based on these findings,
Paisley et al. [5] conclude that OAE must go above and beyond increasing access through scholarships
to further the ideals of social justice throughout the field.

Although researchers have begun to explore the ways in which efforts to enhance access to
programming through scholarships affect students’ experiences and ultimately serve to promote social
justice, there is still a clear need to find additional methods aligned with alternative conceptions of
social justice to more fully promote social justice in the OAE field. Therefore, the purpose of this study
was to explore how a select group of Outward Bound (OB) instructors in the United States described
their inclusive praxis and the conditions that influenced their praxis.

1.1. Communitarian Approaches to Social Justice

Understanding the philosophical and contextual foundations of social justice is important in order
to discern how to effectively promote social justice in OAE. Concepts of social justice have taken many
forms, as they have often reflected the societal events and contexts in which issues of social justice have
been considered [16,17]. While we are mindful that there are many conceptual approaches to social
justice, our study focuses on an approach to social justice that seems especially pertinent to efforts to
promote social justice in the field of OAE: communitarian approaches to social justice.

Communitarian approaches to social justice focus on the development of values and practices that
reflect full inclusion in a given community, rather than focusing merely on issues of inequitable access.
Communitarian approaches imply that social justice requires “acceptance of the norms and standards of
particular communities, and that these would have priority” [18]. Although communitarian thought is
often seen as being socially conservative, communitarian approaches to social justice do not necessarily
embrace the notion that there are universal and immutable values or ethical standards to which we must
adhere. On the contrary, communitarian approaches assume that these values and ethical standards
are characteristic of the particular communities in which they emerge. Membership in communities
is especially valuable in this view, because, “as culture-creating creatures, people need to be able to
participate in the creation of the common life and its values” [18]. As such, communitarian approaches
to social justice provide a framework for the illustration of the value of engaging individuals in the

110



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 241

process of forming communities through a negotiation of the values and norms that define the life of
the community.

Educational practices that are rooted in communitarian approaches to social justice ultimately aim
to foster better-quality educational experiences for all learners. As Artiles et al. note: “A communitarian
vision favors social cohesion as reflected in values and beliefs that are embraced by members of a
group or community . . . The goal is to embrace an inclusive vision of education and engage in political
struggles that will help build such vision” [19]. Inclusion has been linked to the promotion of social
justice in numerous educational settings, and can be defined as the philosophy of providing equitable
participation through an environment where everyone belongs [19–24]. According to Booth, “ensuring
that people are present within education settings is a prerequisite for fostering their participation” [20].
Nevertheless, equitable access is meaningless if social barriers still prevent students’ full participation in
activities and learning experiences [25]. Inclusive practices are intended to create more meaningful and
equitable learning environments [24,26]. Inclusive practices often include self-awareness of personal
biases and privilege, the creation of supportive learning environments, and the provision of relevant
supports [2,4,27].

1.2. Advancing Social Justice through Inclusive Praxis as a Pedagogical Approach

Most research about providing OAE experiences for students from underserved groups has focused on
the experiences of the program participants [3,5,15], rather than OAE instructors’ facilitation of inclusive
experiences. Given the well-documented importance of instructors to student experiences [28–30],
instructors’ inclusive praxis deserves scrutiny [10,11,31]. Warren has argued that outdoor leaders are
uniquely positioned to engage in social justice work, noting that “Since the hallmark of adventure
education methods is to cultivate a climate of safety and comfort, for people’s feelings to be heard and
respected, to choose supported challenges, and for individual differences to be valued, they offer an
excellent methodological fit with learning about social justice” [11].

Warren also highlighted the need to prepare future generations of outdoor leaders “to be responsive
to social justice issues in their teaching and leading” [10]. However, at the time of this publication,
Warren [10] also noted that there was a lack of guidance in the literature on preparing outdoor leaders
to be responsive to social justice issues. While the literature in this arena has expanded to some extent
since that time (e.g., [1,2,4,7]), little is known about OAE instructors’ efforts to implement the principles
of social justice education and to engage in inclusive praxis when facilitating OAE experiences.

Praxis can be defined as the dynamic process through which practices are conceptualized, informed,
implemented, and reflected upon within the context of theory and experience [1,27,32,33]. Inclusive praxis
refers to the process of using theory or experience-informed practices and reflection to intentionally
design pedagogy and environments that enable full participation [1,11,33]. De Silva suggests that
inclusive praxis uses “different pedagogic models centred on social justice, democracy and respect for
differences and integrate knowledge through a participatory approach, which means both participating
in dialogue and inventing alternatives to create inclusive classrooms” [27]. Examples of inclusive
praxis in mainstream educational settings include culturally responsive pedagogy, universal design of
instruction, and social justice education (SJE). While these approaches have promise as pedagogical
strategies for enhancing equity, little attention has been given to these models in OAE (e.g., [7]) despite
consistent calls for their use [9,11,13]. Therefore, an investigation of OAE instructors’ inclusive praxis
may provide evidence to suggest the ways in which instructors’ praxis align with the existing inclusive
praxis of other educators in mainstream educational settings. Additionally, an investigation of this
nature may help develop an inclusive praxis unique to OAE that can then be used to inform practice.

As Warren and Loeffler argued, if the field is to work toward social justice, OAE research must
focus on understanding “how to make changes leading to more socially just practice in our programs
and management efforts” [12]. In an effort to answer these consistent calls, we sought to identify
both the inclusive praxis of instructors and the conditions that influenced their praxis. The following
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questions guided our investigation: (1) How do instructors describe their inclusive praxis? (2) What
conditions influence instructors’ inclusive praxis?

2. Materials and Methods

We used a constructivist approach to understand the instructors’ inclusive praxis. This approach
is appropriate for studies that aim to understand how individuals make meaning and construct
their interpretations of phenomena [34]. To answer our research questions, we focused on Outward
Bound (OB) instructors because of the organization’s historical and contemporary commitment to
diversity and inclusion, as well as its relevance to other OAE organizations that utilize expedition-based
classrooms [4,11,35]. It should be noted that many OAE organizations have modeled their programming
after the OB model initially put forth by Walsh and Golins [36].

2.1. Sampling

We used purposive snowball sampling to recruit instructors from OB schools in the USA to
participate in the study. In order for participants to be eligible for inclusion in this study, instructors
had to have worked a minimum of one year for an OB school in the USA. The lead author contacted
OB schools and asked program administrators and instructors to refer potential participants based on
anecdotal evidence of their commitment to inclusive programming. We chose this recruitment method
for its potential to elicit information-rich cases [34]. The first author intentionally selected instructors
from those suggested by program administrators and instructors to comprise a group of OB instructors
from a diversity of backgrounds and with varying instructional experiences, in order to best understand
inclusive praxis across the spectrum of instructor experiences. The interview participants (5 females
and 5 males) were from four USA OB schools, facilitated varying types of programs (e.g., at-risk,
school groups, classic open-enrollment, etc.), and were of differing durations of employment with OB
(1–19 years). We assigned pseudonyms to ensure the anonymity of the study participants.

2.2. Data Collection

Constructivism—which focuses on the co-creation of meaning—guided our data collection
process [34]. In keeping with a constructivist approach, we collected data through in-depth, semi-structured
interviews lasting 45–90 min, which were conducted via telephone. This approach allowed the instructors
an opportunity to make meaning of their experiences through conversation with the interviewer [34].
The semi-structured approach also allowed us to use predetermined questions, yet maintain flexibility
to explore the participants’ responses. Other studies investigating educators’ inclusive praxis have
also used this approach when seeking to understand the ways in which teachers describe their praxis
(e.g., [24,37]). The study’s interview protocol focused on the inclusive practices used by instructors, as
well as the specific conditions that influenced their use of these practices (i.e., “What is at the essence of
your inclusive practices? What informs your use of inclusive practices?). The data collection and analysis
occurred concurrently. As a result, no further interviews were conducted once thematic saturation had
occurred [34].

2.3. Data Analysis

We used a qualitative approach guided by grounded theory strategies [34] to inductively analyze the
interview data. We recorded and transcribed all of the interviews, resulting in a total of 172 single-spaced
pages of transcripts that were entered into NVivo 11.4 for analysis. In order to systematically investigate
the contextual layers of this group of OB instructors’ inclusive praxis, our analysis was also guided
by Corbin and Strauss’s [38] conditional matrix. As an analytical tool, conditional matrices can be
used to systematically examine the different layers (micro to macro) in which a phenomenon exists,
and can provide the basis to connect different explanatory factors [38]. By using a conditional matrix
to understand the different layers influencing instructors’ inclusive praxis, we were able explore the
contextual factors which were most salient to inclusive praxis in OAE.
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The preliminary data analysis began during data collection, and involved memo taking to record
our initial thoughts about the emerging themes and future directions for inquiry in subsequent
interviews [34]. During the first round of coding, we used open-coding and the constant-comparison
method to analyze the interview transcripts for information that was potentially relevant to our research
questions [34]. After open-coding, we conducted axial coding to examine the potential relationships
among the codes. Finally, we used selective coding to refine the codes and identify the salient themes.
At each stage of the analysis, we utilized the conditional matrix [38] to examine potential micro and
macro conditions, and their relationships to actions.

We used three distinct methods to ensure the credibility of the findings. First, the authors
independently analyzed the same interview transcript in order to identify potentially important codes
and create an initial codebook. Our collaborative approach to code creation and review helped to
ensure the internal validity of the study. When additional codes emerged, we revisited and augmented
the codebook as necessary. Second, using NVivo allowed each author to cross-check the coding process.
Finally, due to their previous experience as an OAE instructor, as well as their commitment to the
principles of inclusive praxis, the first author engaged in a process of reflexivity in order to minimize
the potential for undue bias in analyzing and interpreting the data. The first author has instructed
for OB and two other OAE organizations for three and a half years, working approximately 200 days
each year, and has instructed a variety of course types serving students of varying abilities, ages,
genders, race/ethnicities, religious beliefs, military status, adjudication status, and life experiences.
While also being a potential source of bias, the first author’s insider status also provided a unique
vantage point that helped enrich the analysis and interpretation of the study’s findings. Both of the
other authors have professional OAE experience in a variety of settings, including field instruction and
higher education.

3. Results

Our analysis of the interview data resulted in the identification of multiple emergent themes
illustrating the characteristics of inclusive praxis and the conditions influencing the instructors’
inclusive praxis. The themes were categorized into three broad thematic categories: (1) setting the
stage, (2) creating spaces, and (3) inclusive group culture. In short, the OB instructors’ inclusive praxis
was influenced by the conditions that set the stage for the creation of spaces aimed at fostering the
development of inclusive group cultures.

3.1. Setting the Stage

A key aim of this study was to develop an understanding of the conditions that influenced inclusive
praxis among OAE instructors. Four primary conditions that influenced, or helped set the stage for,
the instructors’ use of inclusive practices within Outward Bound programming emerged during our
analysis: societal conditions, organizational conditions, course design, and instructor characteristics.

3.1.1. Societal Conditions

Instructors’ responses suggested that the current social and political climate influenced their
implementation of inclusive praxis. A key example was provided by Ryan, who indicated that the
current climate posed challenges to the facilitation of conversations about diversity, equity, and inclusion,
especially those including politics. “We actually have a specific policy this year that says, ‘Instructors
are not allowed to express their political views on course.’ But then you get students whose political
views are that we should get rid of immigrants and not be charitable to the poor, etc. I don’t want to
exclude you based on your political views, but those opinions are in complete contradiction to what
we’re trying to do here.”

Other instructors also acknowledged the influence of broader social and political issues related
to equity, inclusion and diversity. Referring to the challenge of talking about current political issues,
Derrick stated that “especially now that Trump’s in there doing things that might infuriate some people
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[but not others . . . these conversations] are definitely worth having, but [keeping them] respectful can
be tough.”

3.1.2. Organizational Conditions

Many of the instructors identified the organizational culture of OB as being influential to their
inclusive praxis. Rebecca attributed this to the organization’s origins, stating that “The Kurt Hahn
story can be used as a lesson around inclusivity in a lot of different ways.” Melissa felt that it was an
expectation to be “doing everything you can so that your trips are really inclusive... that’s the goal
of Outward Bound.” For other instructors, this aspect of the organizational culture manifested itself
through formal and informal conversations addressing questions such as, “Where does diversity, equity,
and inclusion factor into an Outward Bound course? Is [inclusion] a required part of curriculum?
Where does [inclusion] play in, in terms of Outward Bound’s philosophy and what we’ve previously
done?” Riley highlighted one of the challenges of taking a stance as a non-profit organization, asking,
“Are we prescribing a theory of justice, or are we just hoping [students] get there on their own?”

Most instructors said they had participated in OB-sponsored diversity, equity, and inclusion
trainings. Amanda stated that these trainings “provided resources and a common language . . . to be
able to talk about inclusive practices.” Other instructors, such as Eric, indicated that his co-instructors
on courses provided him valuable training that “set the norm.” OB’s culture, trainings, and employees
all influenced the way in which the instructors in this study implemented inclusive practices on courses.

3.1.3. Course Design

The instructors pointed to several elements of the OB course design that promoted inclusion.
Numerous instructors, such as Rebecca, suggested that OB promotes equity by “issuing people identical
gear and putting them in identical situations regardless of where they come from and just normalizing
that.” Other instructors indicated that the stresses that students naturally experience during OB courses
help set the stage for inclusive practice. For example, Jack stated that “[OB’s] model really lends
itself to inclusive practices in some ways by creating a pressure cooker . . . if we’re playing it right,
the communication progression really lends itself to working with all the different issues that’ll come
up as a result of the stresses of the expedition.” Other instructors also suggested that OB courses
promote inclusion through programmatic characteristics, such as the curricular structure and the
management of group dynamics.

3.1.4. Instructor Characteristics

Understanding who the instructors are and what they bring to the table may help explain why
they engage in inclusive praxis. The instructors’ identities often shape the way they perceive the
potential struggles of students whose identities are underrepresented in the outdoor industry. Amanda,
who identifies as biracial and lesbian, stated that “I don’t look like that general image [of an outdoorsy
person] and neither do these students [students of color], but all of us belong here. There’s not anything
different about that, in terms of being able to succeed on an Outward Bound course.”

Other instructors indicated that their childhood, school, and professional experiences influenced
their commitment to inclusive practice. Ryan, for example, identified his religious beliefs as being
important, stating, “part of it is also religious motivation . . . accepting diversity and being inclusive
is nothing short of a divine command.” Riley identified college as being pivotal, stating that “Just
being very involved in a lot of social justice movements or student groups . . . gave me a lot more
understanding and knowledge and desire to structure my life around those values.” Many of the
instructors identified previous professional experiences as being influential to their use of inclusive
practices. For example, Derrick stated, “[W]hen you’re in a classroom [teaching] students [disinterested
in] biology . . . you’ve got to find ways to reach those students, kind of the same way that you might
on an Outward Bound course.”

114



Educ. Sci. 2020, 10, 241

The interview data also suggested that the instructors’ attitudes were critical to their inclusive
praxis. Riley highlighted the power of the instructors’ attitudes, stating, “I think because it makes the
student experience better for all students . . . and so I get disappointed in myself if I don’t feel like
I’ve done that, and feel better when I’ve taken the extra effort to be as inclusive as possible.” Likewise,
Doug noted that inclusion aligned with his core values: “I go back to values clarification and thinking
about what is important to me . . . I think of compassion [as] one of my top values and . . . inclusive
practices just sort of make sense as a way that I want to operate.”

3.2. Creating Spaces

Another aim of this study was to understand the ways in which the instructors described their
inclusive praxis. Our data analysis revealed that this group of OB instructors described their inclusive
praxis as a process of creating spaces that can help foster the development of a positive group culture
among the program participants. These spaces included the following elements: emotional safety,
open conversations, freedom of expression, common ground, and the creation of connections.

3.2.1. Emotional Safety

Establishing emotional safety early on during a course is essential for the creation of an inclusive
course environment. Derrick stated, “[I]f you really wanted to have an inclusive environment, it wouldn’t
look like shying away from those things that make people diverse. It would be putting the diversity
front and center, in a context where people feel really respected and open, so that they can share.”

The instructors, such as Riley, often set a tone of respect by articulating clear expectations for
students: “This group is going to be one that accepts each other and supports each other.” Many of
the instructors noted that establishing this standard early on in a course created a safe space that
encouraged more genuine participation from all of the students.

3.2.2. Open Conversations

Once an emotionally safe space is created, open conversations can help the group become more
connected. Amber stated, “Increasing empathy through open conversation” was important because
“people have to realize what they have in common and also be able to understand what makes them
different.” Jack identified the use of circles as a baseline inclusive practice for open conversation: “[W]e sit
in circles, we stand in circles, and that’s a great baseline inclusive practice. You can see everybody . . . As
we start to build the culture of circle communication, we start adding in different elements . . . You have
these structured ways of allowing everybody to communicate . . . within the circle.”

Other instructors indicated that intentional partner assignments created opportunities for students
who were unlikely to speak with each other often to have more meaningful conversations than they
might otherwise have. Riley stated, “I do small things like switching up their partners, in paddling or
tents . . . or even buddying them up with somebody and having them interview that person . . . Leave
it up to them to get a little vulnerable with each other.” All of the instructors in this study suggested
that creating spaces that encouraged open conversations was necessary for inclusive group cultures.

3.2.3. Freedom of Expression

Open conversations create opportunities for the students to freely express themselves.
Amber stated, “Inclusive practice is allowing freedom of expression and an ability to create space for
students to share their background and their previous experience.” Eric also identified freedom of
expression as being critical, stating that “the ability to be open and have people feel welcome regardless
of who they are . . . allows you to appreciate others for who they are.” Doug noted: “The more you’re
able to connect with people, the easier it is to understand people and be part of a group with them.”

Other interview data revealed that spaces that encourage freedom of expression can lead to greater
empathy among students. Melissa acknowledged the need to actively facilitate conversations in order
to create an emotionally safe space, stating, “[I]f you have the goal of students eventually feeling
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comfortable with sharing parts of their identity with the group . . . on the first day give everyone a
chance to have a voice. I love doing my sharing in terms of activities, because I think it helps build
empathy and compassion among students.”

3.2.4. Common Ground

Developing common ground among the students is essential to inclusion on OB courses.
Melissa stated, “Things that help build the whole group’s identity are really valuable because the
more the entire group has shared, the less the experience is about their differences.” Other instructors
identified the celebration of group accomplishments as a way to build group unity. Amber highlighted
the need to celebrate shared successes early in the life of a group, stating, “Whether that’s finishing
our first long day . . . or [the development of skills] that the group can demonstrate on their own
. . . just finding ways to celebrate that as a group.” According to these instructors, setting challenges
that caused students to rely on each other were instrumental to the establishment of open lines of
communication and the development of common ground.

3.2.5. Creating Connections

Providing the students with opportunities to explore differences and discover similarities led to
more meaningful connections. Riley suggested that the development of an inclusive group culture
relies heavily on the opportunity to go beneath the surface, stating, “I think of creating space where
everyone from a unique background is respected and heard by other people in the group, and also a
culture that is . . . not catering to just one type of person. I think... deliberate activities, conversations,
and structures ensure that students are able to go underneath the surface and connect with each other
on a human level.”

The instructors believed that going beneath the surface allowed the students to empathize
with their fellow group members, which ultimately led to stronger group connections. Jack stated,
“Any kind of activity where they’re sharing who they are to the whole group while the whole group is
listening galvanizes group culture in a way that I think is hard to quantify, but I see it every time.”
Other instructors identified the use of intentional structures, activities, and conversations as a way for
students to reconcile their differences and embrace a common goal. Rebecca highlighted these benefits,
stating, “If I can get them talking about the real things in their life and their pivotal points sooner,
then that’s building empathy and connections . . . and that will build a bond.”

3.3. Inclusive Group Culture

These instructors believed that creating spaces that foster strong connections between students
helps to build inclusive positive group cultures rooted in meaningful relationships and compassion.
According to many of these instructors, OB inclusive praxis is aimed at creating spaces that foster the
development of inclusive group cultures. The instructors identified values clarification and compassion
as essential elements of an inclusive group culture.

3.3.1. Values Clarification

Providing students with opportunities to identify their own values, as well as to commit to
group values, was identified as being essential to achieving positive group cultures. Eric described
his approach to promoting values clarification on the course as “having conversations about, ‘Okay,
here’s our school’s [values], here’s what we say is important.’ Then asking students, ‘What do you
think is important? What are your values?’ . . . [I]t allows for people to start listing the differences of,
‘You value honesty, while Jimmy values this, and, we’re a group, so how are we going to allow these
differences to play out?’”

Most of the instructors identified guided discussions as being an effective strategy for the
clarification of values. Amber stated, “Guided discussions get structured in early on as a lesson format
. . . to be able to share what they value.” Other instructors also identified student-driven conversations
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about values to be an important element of positive group culture on their courses. Jack identified
intentional structures and teachable moments as effective strategies, stating that “structuring an
experience so that people have genuine decision-making opportunities allows us to bring those values
into play and highlight them as a way forward. I think that it’s reinforced by sort of group living
agreement... a values conversation that will be applied in situations like that. They allow you to reflect
back and kind of audit your behavior so to speak.”

3.3.2. Compassion

The process of values clarification sets the stage for the development of compassion, which, for
the instructors in this study, was focused on the creation of a space where all of the students felt like
they belonged. Riley stated, “I want my courses to be at a place where everyone feels like they belong,
can contribute, and are valued. [S]o, developing a culture of compassion . . . will make them feel
safe enough to contribute and feel like they can be themselves within a group.” Derrick identified
intentional activities and role modeling as effective strategies for developing compassion: “You’ve got
to develop compassion somehow by feeling it . . . You can set up these situations where, because of the
context of the activity, they end up having these feelings exposed based on their behaviors, and then it
gives them something to reflect on.” Jack identified the process of conflict resolution as a method for
developing compassion, stating, “I think that just by conditioning people to air their concerns and
conflicts in a certain way and being present for those conversations as needed, we start to develop
an ethic of tolerance, understanding, and compassion.” When asked about how he knows a group is
inclusive, Doug stated, “If people are helping each other and demonstrating service and compassion
[they are being inclusive].”

3.4. Barriers to Inclusive Practice

While the above sections provided evidence that the instructors in this study are intentionally
engaged in the promotion of social justice through the use of inclusive praxis, a number of barriers to
the provision of inclusive experiences were also identified. These barriers included: time constraints,
student motivation, student demographics, instructors, and the program model.

Time constraints often posed a barrier to inclusive practices on courses. Many of the instructors
indicated that the intense nature of expeditionary travel often shifts the focus toward immediate needs,
making intentional activities about diversity, equity and inclusion difficult to incorporate due to a lack
of time. For example, Ryan stated, “Do we want to do the [inclusion] activity, or do we want them to
get some sleep tonight? And, a lot of times you choose [giving] them some sleep, because they need
that, or this activity’s not going to work if everyone’s tired.”

Groups function more effectively when their members are motivated to achieve a common goal.
Many instructors suggested that positive group dynamics were a high priority; however, facilitating
this process can be challenging due to inconsistent student motivation. For example, Doug stated,
“Low motivation is another hard one that can get in the way of students being willing to put effort into
conversations we’re having. The way out they look for is, ‘I don’t even care about these conversations.
I’m not going to see these people in twenty-eight days.’”

The instructors stated that, although they do perceive student diversity in OB programming,
it is not always evident on the courses. The instructors indicated that most students were White,
and were from more affluent backgrounds, and that the visible diversity on the courses was created
through scholarships aimed at empowering high-performing youth from marginalized backgrounds.
Riley explained her struggles working with homogenous student groups: “there’s a lot to happen in
an all-White upper middle class/upper class student group in terms of being inclusive, but wanting to
do some deeper activities about inclusion and feeling . . . they won’t be receptive to it because we’re all
similar.” Many of the instructors stated that the lack of diversity on the courses caused tokenism or
contrived conversations about inclusion.
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Nearly all of the instructors stated that other OB instructors’ priorities on courses could create
challenges to enacting their inclusive praxis. For example, Jack said that “one of the moments that
. . . happens pretty much every year at least once, somebody wants to do a technical objective and in
my opinion the group doesn’t want to. They don’t understand why it won’t go, and that’s exclusive.
To whatever extent to focus on those expeditionary objectives over the group culture itself the inclusion
starts to slide.” Other instructors, such as Derrick, identified instructors’ attitudes as a potential barrier
to inclusive practice: “If [inclusion] is not something that’s important to you, or if you don’t find it
really important to get to know people and make sure everyone’s having a positive experience, then it’s
not going to be your priority anyway, right?”

Although Outward Bound USA identifies inclusion and diversity as a core value, the participants
in this study also suggested that the program model may not meet the needs of all students and,
therefore, may not be inclusive. For example, Rebecca said that, “some of the narratives we use to
describe an Outward Bound course, like ‘this is the hardest thing you’ve ever done . . . ’ [are not] always
the most inclusive or relevant for some of our students. Summer searchers don’t need the hardest
thing they’ve ever done . . . What they need is a chance to work on themselves and invest in their
own development so that they can go home and take care of their family.” Several of the instructors
noted that, if OB aims to exemplify its core values, the program model may need to be adapted to be
more inclusive.

4. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to explore how OAE instructors describe their inclusive praxis,
and the conditions that influence their inclusive praxis. To achieve this aim, we investigated the
inclusive praxis of an intentionally-selected group of OB instructors with a diversity of backgrounds and
instructing experiences. Several themes emerged through our inductive analysis of the semi-structured
interview transcripts which suggest that these instructors’ inclusive praxis was framed by a range of
conditions that set the stage for creating spaces for the development of inclusive group cultures among
OAE students. See Figure 1 for a visual of OB instructors’ inclusive praxis.

 

Figure 1. OB instructors’ inclusive praxis.

4.1. Conditions Influencing Instructors’ Inclusive Praxis

Several themes emerged during our analysis that suggest a consistency among the conditions that
influenced the instructors’ inclusive praxis. At a macro level, societal issues framed the instructors’ use
of inclusive practices. Many instructors referred to the current social and political climate—with respect
to issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion—as a clear indication of the need for OAE organizations,
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such as OB, that are committed to promoting inclusion and diversity. Although this study took place
prior to the racial justice movement catalyzed by the events in the United States during the spring of
2020, events and movements such as these will likely continue to influence inclusive praxis among OB
and other OAE instructors in the foreseeable future.

OB instructors’ inclusive praxis also appeared to be predicated by organizational characteristics
that instilled an expectation that courses should be inclusive. The instructors’ responses suggested that
the policies and trainings influenced their use of inclusive practices by providing guidelines and skill
development opportunities. This finding suggests that developing an organizational culture of inclusion
can significantly influence the instructors’ inclusive praxis. As noted by many of the instructors,
the curricular structure of OB courses and the communal aspects of wilderness expeditionary travel
fostered shared experiences and impacted the strategies that they used to create inclusive group
cultures. These findings may be especially relevant and useful for OAE programs that utilize similar
learning environments and pedagogical models.

At the most personal level, the instructors’ backgrounds, attitudes, and competencies influenced
their inclusive praxis. It is important to note that several of the instructors identified with historically
or currently marginalized groups, and that they explicitly stated that their identities informed their
approaches to working with students who were also from marginalized backgrounds. Many of the
instructors also described specific childhood and professional experiences as being influential to their
pursuit of values-driven employment and use of inclusive practices. Finally, nearly all of the instructors
in this study said that attitudes, competency, and inclusive practice efficacy were linked to professional
experience. These findings may be important considering the experience levels of most OAE instructors
and their role in creating more inclusive OAE experiences. These findings reinforce the need for
hiring processes to more intentionally consider the ways in which instructors’ identities, attitudes and
professional experiences might impact the way they facilitate the development of an inclusive group
culture on courses. Given the relatively homogeneous demographic of OAE instructors, these findings
also support the need to diversify staff demographics in order to enhance equity on the courses [13].
Furthermore, these findings suggest the importance of training that helps instructors become more
reflexive as a means for understanding and developing their inclusive praxis [4,7,10,11].

Numerous barriers to inclusive praxis within OB were also identified. These barriers included
time constraints, student motivation, student demographics, instructors, and the OB program model.
The instructors noted that their inclusive praxis was often influenced by the more immediate needs of
the expedition, such as the development of the outdoor technical skills necessary for efficient travel,
cooking and camp setup. As a result, the instructors found themselves omitting more intentional
lessons about diversity. Although the nature of expeditionary travel and sound risk management
practices often necessitate a pragmatic approach to immediate needs, these situations may also provide
useful reference points to later debrief the ways in which the stresses of the expeditions affected the
group dynamics.

The instructors also noted that the temporary nature of OB courses may cause the students to
become apathetic or resistant to techniques that are aimed at the creation of more inclusive group
cultures. In these circumstances, one student’s attitude may negatively influence the attitudes of others,
leading to a more negative group culture. Given the similar temporal nature of most OAE experiences
and programming, this barrier likely influences most OAE instructors’ efforts to develop inclusive
group cultures. This finding reinforces the need to develop the instructors’ ability to effectively create
inclusive group cultures in light of challenging student behaviors.

The findings of this study also highlight the relative lack of racial, ethnic, and cultural diversity on
most OB courses, as many of the instructors in this study described the typical student as identifying
with privileged social identities. The instructors mentioned that most scholarship students were students
of color from urban environments and lower socioeconomic backgrounds, which aligns with previous
research findings related to scholarships in OAE [15]. The instructors also stated that courses with
greater diversity often led to more organic opportunities for the discussion of diversity and inclusion,
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which is a point that has been previously addressed in OAE literature (e.g., [5]). In the absence of more
obvious diversity on courses, however, instructors should still be encouraged to focus on the creation of
an inclusive group culture. While this finding may not address how to overcome this barrier, it does
reinforce the idea that OAE is a White and privileged space [6] further highlighting a need for changes
to enhance social justice in OAE.

Many of the instructors in this study also said that OB provided frequent training aimed at
increasing inclusive competency; however, some of the instructors also did not think that most of their
peers could articulate strategies to create inclusive group cultures. This lack of perceived competency
highlights the potential difficulty inherent in becoming more competent and confident with inclusive
practices and social justice education. These findings add to consistent calls for more robust training
focused on creating inclusive courses [7,10,11,13].

4.2. Instructors’ Inclusive Praxis

The inclusive praxis of the instructors in this study focused on creating spaces that were emotionally
safe, invited open conversations and freedom of expression, established a common ground among
students, and created connections between students. These findings align with assertions of necessary
approaches to the facilitation of OAE courses to offer opportunities for social justice education [11].
Indeed, the instructors in this study identified the need for emotionally safe spaces as an essential first
step in the creation of inclusive group cultures, and as part of their role as facilitators. Emotionally safe
spaces provided the students with opportunities to engage in more genuine conversations. As a
result, open conversations allowed the students to freely express themselves and share their concerns
with others. The instructors also described the development of common ground as necessary to the
facilitation of OB courses, and felt that wilderness expeditions created opportunities for students to rely
on each other during physical and emotional challenges. Processing these experiences was essential to
the development of positive group cultures and an integral aspect of instructors’ role. These findings
echo the literature identifying the importance of group culture in OAE student outcomes (e.g., [4,28]),
in addition to providing support for inclusive praxis as a way to foster more inclusive group cultures.

These findings also suggest a potential communitarian approach to enhancing social justice
efforts in OAE, which goes beyond the common distributive justice approaches, such as the provision
of scholarships alone. Communitarian approaches to social justice aim to move beyond issues of
inequitable access by focusing on the development of values and practices that fully include all of
the members of a community. This focus on values was evident in the ways in which the instructors
discussed the qualities of an inclusive group culture. Furthermore, the instructors noted that a process
of values clarification—in combination with compassion—is what best fostered the inclusion of all of
the students on their courses.

In order to work toward establishing this inclusive group culture, the instructors employed
numerous other inclusive practices. For examples, the instructors’ inclusive praxis was predicated
on creating emotionally safe spaces that fostered open communication and freedom of expression.
Creating course cultures that embodied these elements helped set the stage for finding a common
ground that fosters connections between the students. Enabling the students to be genuine and build
community may help enable the values clarification, which results in all of the students feeling valued.
The instructors’ use of these practices may be one example of a communitarian approach to social
justice in OAE. The findings of this study provide initial evidence of inclusive praxis in OAE, along with
the factors that influenced the instructors’ efforts, and thus begins to answer Warren and Loeffler’s [12]
call for research explicitly aimed at enhancing social justice in OAE.

Finally, the characteristics of these instructors’ inclusive praxis align with common approaches
found in other educational contexts, most notably SJE [7,33,39,40]. For example, a significant premise
of SJE is the facilitation of emotionally safe spaces that foster meaningful dialogue and connections
between people [7,39,40], which was a key element of the inclusive praxis of the OAE instructors in this
study. While largely underexplored in the OAE literature, the incorporation of inclusive praxis that
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resembles the praxis of other educational contexts may be a useful next step to enhancing inclusive
and equitable programming in OAE [7]. Indeed, tapping into the robust literature regarding SJE
may provide OAE instructors with ample opportunities to enhance their current practices focused on
inclusion and social justice [10,11].

4.3. Limitations and Future Research

Although this study provides insight into the inclusive praxis of ten Outward Bound instructors
and the conditions that influenced their praxis, several limitations also demonstrate a need for further
research. In-depth, semi-structured interviews can produce robust accounts of a phenomenon; however,
the self-reporting nature of the interviews allows for a less objective investigation of inclusive praxis.
Future researchers should consider using theoretical sampling and multiple data sources in order to
increase the richness of the data. An ethnographic approach could also be used to explore the inclusive
praxis in action during OAE courses experiences, offering a fuller and richer illustration of the impact
of inclusive praxis for the course participants.

Although the study findings may inform the inclusive praxis in OAE, they may not apply to the
entire field, or to other educational settings. The findings from this study may not be applicable to
other OAE programs that do not utilize expeditionary course designs and that do not share the same
commitment to inclusive praxis that organizations like OB have historically held. Future research
should be conducted in order to assess the extent to which inclusive praxis is valued and implemented
in the broader OAE field. This may be achieved by including OAE instructors from other organizations
when conducting future studies. Finally, additional research should critically assess the extent to which
the field is committed to social justice and the use of inclusive praxis to accomplish these principles.

5. Conclusions

Equity and inclusion need to be addressed in OAE; however, these issues remain understudied.
To address this gap in the literature, as well as heeding the call of OAE scholars, we sought to better
understand how OAE instructors aim to create more equitable and inclusive experiences for the
students on their courses. Our findings suggest that myriad conditions set the stage for instructors’
inclusive praxis, which—if not derailed by various barriers—focused on creating spaces that foster
inclusive group cultures. Broader contemporary societal movements suggest a need for educators to
address the injustices that prevent equitable and inclusive experiences for some students. As the OAE
field steps up to meet this need by working toward creating more equitable and inclusive experiences
for all students, the findings of this study may serve as a useful starting point for considering and
enhancing the impact that instructors can make through their inclusive praxis.
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