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00:00:00 – Speaker 1
We’re recording. To start, we’re working on a global research project exploring how the Outward Bound philosophy—rooted in a shared foundation—is adapted across different cultural contexts.
We’re particularly interested in how programming and approaches to character development vary across schools and regions, and how this prepares staff to work across cultures.
To begin, could you share your experience—where you’ve worked and in what roles?

00:01:00 – Speaker 2
I began working in the Outward Bound network in 2014 as an assistant instructor. Over the following years, I worked across multiple schools in different regions, including North America and Australia, in roles ranging from instructor to supervisor and program manager.
I’ve worked with a wide range of participant groups—primarily young people (ages 16–18), but also some adult programs, including veterans and individuals in recovery.
More recently, I’ve worked in leadership roles overseeing programming and staff, and I’ve also engaged with other outdoor education organizations.

00:06:30 – Speaker 1
Could you speak to the differences and similarities in programming across those schools?

00:07:00 – Speaker 2
Across all programs, there was a strong emphasis on character development and community building, though this was expressed in different ways.
In some programs, particularly shorter ones, the goal was to introduce participants—often from urban backgrounds—to outdoor experiences they might not otherwise access.
In others, especially longer courses, there was more opportunity for participants to take ownership of the experience and shape their own learning.

00:09:30 – Speaker 2
One consistent theme was the development of independence and interdependence:
· Independence: recognizing personal capability (“I can do this”)
· Interdependence: recognizing the value of working with others
These were often developed simultaneously through shared challenges.

00:12:00 – Speaker 2
Interestingly, technical skill development (e.g., paddling, camping) was rarely the primary goal. These were tools to support broader outcomes—confidence, teamwork, resilience.

00:14:30 – Speaker 2
In longer programs (e.g., 10 days vs. 5 days), there was a noticeable shift:
· Participants took on more responsibility for daily tasks
· Decision-making increasingly shifted from instructors to the group
· Peer-to-peer learning became more prominent
This created a stronger sense of ownership and agency.

00:18:00 – Speaker 2
In one example, a group reached a point midway through the program where they collectively realized:
“We can shape this experience ourselves.”
From that point on, their engagement, cohesion, and performance improved significantly.

00:21:00 – Speaker 1
Can you differentiate between character building and community building?

00:21:15 – Speaker 2
Yes:
· Character building is more individual—recognizing personal growth, resilience, and capability
· Community building is relational—understanding that success depends on others and shared effort
For example:
· “I can complete this challenge” (character)
· “We need each other to succeed” (community)
Both are developed through shared experiences.

00:24:00 – Speaker 1
Did you observe differences across countries?

00:24:15 – Speaker 2
Yes, though some were structural rather than purely cultural.
For example, differences in:
· Course length (short vs. extended programs)
· Staff-to-student ratios
· Participant expectations and prior experiences
These influenced how responsibility and leadership were developed.

00:26:30 – Speaker 2
In some contexts, participants had more prior exposure to outdoor environments, while in others they were completely new to it.
This affected starting points, but outcomes were often similar.

00:29:00 – Speaker 2
One major difference was how quickly responsibility was transferred to participants.
In longer programs with larger groups, this transfer had to happen earlier and more fully, leading to greater student autonomy.

00:32:00 – Speaker 2
Peer learning became essential—participants teaching each other skills and taking ownership of group functions.
This reduced reliance on instructors and strengthened group cohesion.

00:35:00 – Speaker 1
How did programming vary within a single organization?

00:35:15 – Speaker 2
Even within the same organization, there were significant differences.
For example:
· Urban-based programs often worked with highly diverse, often underserved populations
· Wilderness-based programs often served participants with greater financial means
This led to very different participant experiences and program intentions.

00:38:00 – Speaker 2
In urban programs, there was a strong emphasis on:
· Access and inclusion
· Building confidence and sense of place
· Exposure to new environments
In wilderness programs, participants often arrived with different expectations—sometimes focused more on the experience itself than personal growth.

00:41:00 – Speaker 2
There were also differences in awareness among staff. Some were unaware of how diverse the overall participant base was across the organization, due to limited exposure to different program types.

00:44:00 – Speaker 2
This highlighted the importance of internal communication and understanding how different programs serve different communities.

00:46:00 – Speaker 1
Do you think these programs influence participants beyond the course?

00:46:15 – Speaker 2
Yes, especially in programs with repeated engagement.
When participants return multiple times or engage over a longer period, there is stronger evidence of:
· Skill transfer
· Behaviour change
· Application in everyday life
Even in shorter programs, some participants begin to apply skills like communication and problem-solving in their daily environments.

00:49:00 – Speaker 2
For example:
· Improved conflict resolution
· Greater willingness to collaborate
· Reframing challenges as opportunities

00:52:00 – Speaker 1
Are there notable examples of cultural adaptation?

00:52:15 – Speaker 2
Yes. One example is a program that intentionally integrates local cultural context into its curriculum.
This includes:
· Incorporating local language and traditions
· Building relationships with local communities
· Teaching participants about the cultural and historical significance of the land

00:55:00 – Speaker 2
This approach reflects a strong sense of responsibility to place and community, and adds depth to the learning experience.
It also creates opportunities to explore diversity, identity, and belonging.

00:58:00 – Speaker 2
Importantly, this is done even when participants are not from that culture—recognizing that understanding place and context is part of the learning.

01:00:00 – Speaker 1
Is there anything else we should be considering?

01:00:15 – Speaker 2
One key takeaway is that many differences are not purely cultural—they are also shaped by:
· Program design
· Duration
· Participant demographics
· Funding structures
These factors significantly influence how character development is delivered.

01:02:00 – Speaker 2
Another important point is that outdoor experiences are often the entry point—but the real learning happens through reflection, relationships, and shared responsibility.
Participants often begin thinking the challenge is physical, but realize it is interpersonal or internal.

01:04:00 – Speaker 2
Finally, there is strong potential for cross-learning within organizations—sharing practices across different program types and contexts could strengthen overall impact.


