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Geographies of Children and Young People now constitutes a major subdiscipline
within Geography. This is a very exciting and influential time in its development.
Hence, it is important to capture the dynamism, depth, and breadth of the
subdiscipline within a Major Reference Work (MRW). Springer Major Reference
Works are produced in such a way that updating and editing of the online version can
be done every few years. This means that the publication does not fix the data,
debates, and delivery but rather moves and evolves with the subdiscipline itself. The
intention and expectation of this MRW is that this substantive collection will be the
go-to resource for scholars, educators, and practitioners working with children and
young people.

While founding scholarship was published in the 1970s and 1980s, the dramatic
expansion of research and publication in the field really began in the late 1990s and
has continued exponentially. The last decade has witnessed a substantive increase in
graduate student research projects and a surge in university-level teaching related to
children’s and young people’s geographies. It is therefore extremely timely that this
12-volume major reference work has been produced. Together as Editor-in-Chief,
Volume Editors, and Authors, we have developed the largest single collection of
geographic work focusing on children and young people in the world. Intellectually,
the work reaches beyond geography to the wider social and behavioral sciences;
many of the authors in the series are not geographers, and so, the collection is
healthily and engagingly transdisciplinary. Anyone working with children and
young people will find chapters that connect very effectively with their own inter-
ests. Specialists as well as graduate and tertiary education students will find relevant
work distributed throughout the MRW or locate everything they might need within
one thematic volume.

This Series was founded on certain key intellectual and political principles.
Working with young people and children within the academy has not always been
easy nor a straightforward pathway for academics. It has taken time for scholars to
convince their colleagues of the following: that children and young people really
matter; that they should not be marginalized by the academy; that they have
competency and agency and play important roles in society; and that they should
be taken seriously as people regardless of age or size. This 12-volume collection is
material evidence of the academic importance of children and young people in our
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world. The MRW is determinedly international in approach, in authorship, and in
content. The huge diversity of nations and territories explored in the collection as
well as the geographic locations of author contributors is a real testament to the
commitment of the Editor-in-Chief and Volume Editors to be genuinely interna-
tional. Children and young people are everywhere on the planet, hence it is imper-
ative that this Series reflects that ubiquity. Drawing from scholars and scholarship
from within and about the majority world has been a key achievement for each
volume. Another aspect of inclusivity relates to authorship. Foundational, well-
established, and early career scholars are all well represented throughout the
volumes.

The 12 volumes work collectively as a series and also stand alone as single books.
The volumes are lengthy and contain between 25 and 35 full chapters; each volume
is an excellent resource of expertise, content, and analysis. Volume 1, Establishing
Geographies of Children and Young People, is designed to pull together some of the
foundational work in the sub discipline; demonstrate the emergence and establish-
ment of particular philosophical, theoretical, and conceptual themes; and capture the
diversity of geographic work on children and young people as it connects with other
sub- and disciplinary approaches. This volume presents the key founding elements
of the sub discipline. Volume 2, Methodological Approaches, explores the grand
array of methodological approaches and tools that children’s and young people’s
geographers, and other social and behavioral scientists, have worked with, adapted,
and invented. Chapters explore research practices, techniques, data analysis, and/or
interpretation. Working with younger people in research demands different ways of
doing research and hence addressing the complexities of power relations. Method-
ologically, innovation and experimentation have been very important. Space, Place,
and Environment (Vol. 3) takes these three central geographic concepts and debates
and extends them. The volume is structured around five subsections: Indigenous
Youth — Space and Place; Children, Nature, and Environmental Education; Urban
Spaces; Home Spaces and Homeless Spaces; and Border Spaces. Several of these
themes are explored in fuller depth in subsequent specialized volumes. Volumes 1 and
3 will be particularly useful starting points for readers less familiar with geography as a
discipline. Volume 4, Identities and Subjectivities, is designed to focus on the stuff of
life and living for younger people. The chapters examine who young people and
children are and what their social identities and subjectivities mean in the context of
their spatial experiences. The volume explores identity formation and the spatial
meaning of identities and subjectivities in relation to a broad range of social
relations. The chapters explore how young people’s senses of selthood and belong-
ing emerge through complex processes of inclusion, exclusion, and marginalization
and the important role played by representation, discourse, and creativity. In Vol.
S, Families, Intergenerationality, and Peer Group Relations, the focus is on the ways
in which children and young people are relationally connected with others. Section I
demonstrates that familial relationships and the spatiality of the home are extremely
important in all children’s and young people’s lives, even though the patterns and
structures of families and the spaces/places of home vary geographically and tem-
porally. Section II innovatively examines the complexities and spatialities of
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extrafamilial intergenerational relationships and the complex meanings of age
relationality. Section III emphasizes children’s and young people’s relationships
with one another. This includes work on geographies of emotion and affect, bodies
and embodiment.

The mobility turn in geography has been highly influential in the social sciences.
Children’s and young people’s geographers have been significant in the paradigmatic
shift around mobilities and immobilities. In Vol. 6, Movement, Mobilities, and
Journeys, contributors examine the role children and young people play in these
“travels” in a range of diverse global contexts. The chapters collectively provide
theoretical, empirical, and methodological insights and examples of actual move-
ment combined with analysis of a range of complex contexts, spatialities, and
temporalities that facilitate or hamper mobility. Volume 7 takes us into the realm
of children and young people as political beings. Politics, Citizenship and Rights
explores the political geographies of younger people in order to bring analytical
attention to intricacies of the policies that specifically affect young people and
children, alongside the politics at play in their everyday lives. Divided into four
sections, the volume interrogates the spatialities of the rights of the child, children
and young people’s agency in politics, youthful practices and political resistance,
and active youth citizenship. Volume 8, Geographies of Global Issues: Change and
Threat, unites three broad research themes that are often examined separately:
economic globalization and cultural change; international development; and children
and young people’s connections with climate change, natural hazards, and environ-
mental issues. What pulls these themes together is the recognition that younger
people are important actors and agents within these processes and that their engage-
ment/disengagement is crucial for the planet’s future. In Vol. 9, Play and Recreation,
Health and Wellbeing, important, well-established, but often contentious foci of
children’s and young people’s lives are examined conceptually, temporally, spatially,
in practice, and through representation. Many of the debates about children’s
embodiment revolving around obesity, unfitness, wellness, and neglect are relatively
new in the social sciences, and geographers have played important roles in their
closer scrutiny. Volume 10, Labouring and Learning, provides an integrated and
multidimensional approach to understanding what learning and laboring mean to
children and young people. The two concepts are explored in depth and breadth in
order to capture the variance of what work and education mean and how they are
practiced in different places and at different times through childhood and youth. Key
thematic areas for this volume include social reproduction, transitions, aspirations,
and social and cultural capital. In Conflict, Violence and Peace (Vol. 11), the
emphasis is on the ways in which children are impacted and affected by, and
involved with, highly problematic and fragile conditions of war, violence, conflict,
and peace. As more and more younger people experience a range of conflicts and
social, economic, and political violence, it is essential to examine what happens to
them and what roles they play in processes such as asylum, child soldiering,
terrorism, counterterrorism, ending conflict, and building peace. Volume 12, Risk,
Protection, Provision and Policy, serves to connect academic research and policy
and planning that affects children and young people. Policy, planning, and provision
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are often purportedly about reducing risk and offering protection but are also
associated with the control and containment of younger people, particularly spatially.
The chapters explore the ways in which policies at different scales affect children
and young people in terms of their access to space and their life chances.

This Series is an extremely rich, varied, and vibrant collection of work centered
on geographies of children and young people. Just as children and young people
bring vibrancy, diversity, and complexity to our worlds, so this MRW is designed to
showcase, deepen, and develop the geographic scholarship that captures, albeit
partially, the fascinating social heterogeneity and diverse spatialities of children’s
and young people’s lives.

National University of Singapore, Singapore Tracey Skelton
May 20, 2015 MA Oxon, Ph.D.
Editor-in-Chief



The contributors to this volume herald from diverse international and (sub)disci-
plinary contexts. They were invited to contribute to this volume because their
research addresses the three key themes of this volume: space, place, and environ-
ment. The volume is organized into five parts: Indigenous Youth: Space and Place;
Children, Nature, and Environmental Education; Children, Young People, and
Urban Spaces; Home Spaces and Homeless Spaces; and Border Spaces. These five
themes emerged iteratively as authors’ work developed. These themes are indicative
of some major issues in children’s geographies scholarship and act as points of
articulation for the chapters; several chapters cut across two or more of these themes
(and beyond).

Three central geographical concepts are at the heart of this volume: space, place,
and environment. Geographers have proposed diverse ways to think about space. In
this volume, the word is used to encapsulate the range of ways in which many
geographers and spatial theorists have sought to explain the coming-together of the
spatial with the social. Childhood is not merely a social construction (as per the New
Social Studies of Childhood), but a spatial one.

Space is often contrasted with place because place denotes a name-able spot in
space. Places gain meaning — through human action, through dwelling, through
emotional attachments, through events, and through memories attached to them.
Notably, children’s geographers have reflected less on “place” in the sense afforded
by human geographers than they have on children’s active “place-making,” espe-
cially in cities. Children’s experiences of place have become central to critical
accounts of intergenerational relations and tensions, especially over access to public
spaces.

“The environment” has been an enduring topic of concern for human geogra-
phers. Broadly, the term refers to the spaces in which human action is situated and
children’s geographers have been at the forefront of studies of children’s “local
environments” — the neighborhoods, streets, parks, or patches of greenspace in
which they spend their lives. More recently, human geographers have viewed nature
and culture as thoroughly entangled. Here, nature and culture are never separated,
even if one might imagine some places to have more of one than the other. Children’s
geographers have — alongside education scholars — expended considerable energy
researching children’s interactions with the environment.
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Doreen Massey’s (2005) book For Space brings together space and place in
productive ways, including how nonhuman aspects of “the environment” or “nature”
are not separate from spatiality but always-already entangled in the socialization of
space and the spatialization of society. This volume presents a range of insights into
the spatialities of children’s and young people’s experiences.

Massey (2005) recommends a state (or ethic) of “outwardlookingness,” in order
to bring the local and global together, which entails “aliveness to the world beyond
one’s own turf” and a “commitment to that radical contemporaneity which is the
condition of, and condition for, spatiality” (p. 15). In light of Massey’s work, one of
the goals of this volume was to enact an ethic of “outwardlookingness™: to be alive to
the world beyond our usual “anglophone turf” (for those of us located on “anglo
turf”), while appreciating this turf is still a place that many children’s geographers
look out from.

This sense of outwardlookingness works through the volume in a number of
ways. Firstly, through the deliberately diverse geographical contexts covered in this
volume — including Australia, Brazil, Canada, Cyprus, Ecuador, India, Indonesia,
Kazakhstan, Mexico, Morocco, New Zealand, Peru, Slovenia, Spain, the United
Kingdom, and the United States. Secondly, through the inclusion of chapters that
challenge the (Euclidean) logic of capital, colonialism, and, more latterly, neoliber-
alism, notably through Indigenous perspectives on young people and land, educa-
tion, and identity. Thirdly, through attention to practices and processes that cut across
national borders (Border Spaces) and environmental practices and ideals that value
diverse forms of global citizenship (Children, Nature, and Environmental Educa-
tion). Finally, the volume also engages with notions of place and belonging — as
“home” — that extend beyond the assumption that “the home” tallies with a nameable
dwelling. Thus, the chapters in the section Home Spaces and Homeless Spaces
unpick the assumed logics of “home” through children and young people’s uses of
social media, through the histories and geographies of bedroom spaces, and through
young people’s home-making in the street. Far from distinct concepts, the notions of
space, place, and environment are therefore multiple, complex, and thoroughly
entangled with one another.

All of the contributors advocate greater recognition of children and young
people’s spatial rights, in various ways, whether in the home, outdoors, at school,
crossing borders, in public and digital spaces, or simply looking for a safe place to
sleep. Children’s and young people’s perspectives on space, place, and the environ-
ment, and their desire for places to call their own, tie the volume together. The
volume is a testament to the politics of the spaces and places of childhood,
highlighting how many children and young people face obstacles to living well
and to living where they desire. All children and young people deserve a place in the
world where they can live well.
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Abstract

Three central geographical concepts are at the heart of this volume on Space,
Place, and Environment from the Geographies of Children and Young People
series. The volume demonstrates the multiple imbrications of space, place, and
environment with/in children and young people’s lives. All the contributors offer
a suite of theoretical tools for thinking through how space, place, and environ-
ment are (con)figured in children and young people’s lives. They demonstrate
how the social borders between childhood and adulthood and spatial borders
between rural and urban, countries, neighborhoods, and institutions are
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relationally produced. The volume on Space, Place, and Environment is orga-
nized into five parts: “Indigenous Youth: Space and Place”; “Children, Nature,
and Environmental Education”; “Children, Young People, and Urban Spaces”;
“Home Spaces and Homeless Spaces”; and “Border Spaces.” These themes are
indicative of some major issues in cutting-edge children’s geography scholarship,
but they are, necessarily, partial. In various ways, all of the contributors advocate
greater recognition of children and young people’s spatial rights, whether in the
home, outdoors, at school, crossing borders, in public and digital spaces, or
simply looking for a safe place to sleep. Children and young people’s perspectives
on space, place, and environment, and their desire for places to call their own, tie
the volume together. The volume is a testament to the politics of the spaces and
places of childhood, highlighting how many children and young people face
obstacles to living well and to living where they desire. All children and young
people deserve a place in the world where they can live well.

Keywords

Bedroom culture * Border spaces * Childhood studies ¢ Decade of Education for
Sustainable Development (DESD) ¢ Dynamic simultaneity * Education for sus-
tainability’ (EfS) ¢ Environment and nature ¢ Forest schools ¢ Independent
mobilities ¢ Intergenerational relations ¢ Land and place ¢ National Parks ¢
Outwardlookingness * posthumanism ¢ Social experience * Space and place °
Border « Euclidean views * Homeless and home ¢ Urban ¢ Spatiality ¢ Definition *
Street children ¢ Urban space * Wilderness  children’s geographies * new wave of
childhood studies * geographies of education ¢ scale * Indigenous childhoods ¢
social media

1 Introducing Space, Place, and Environment

Three central geographical concepts are at the heart of this volume: space, place, and
environment. This section of the introductory chapter outlines some working defi-
nitions of each concept, which prompted key “starting points” for the authors who
contributed to this volume. In each case, it offers an (non-exhaustive) overview of
some of the ways in which geographers have sought to grapple with and define each
concept (for a more detailed introduction to “space” and “place,” see Horton and
Kraftl 2013, Chap. 13). This section also provides some examples of work by
geographers of childhood and youth that has engaged with those concepts. Through-
out this section, it is acknowledged that, far from distinct concepts, the notions of
space, place, and environment are multiple, complex, and thoroughly entangled with
one another. Thus, the concepts outlined below provide a starting point in conver-
sations about the multiple imbrications of space, place, and environment with/in
children and young people’s lives. Each of the contributors to this volume develops
one or more of these concepts in far more detail and, most importantly, in ways that
extend well beyond the brief conceptual overviews provided below.
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2 Space

In the most fundamental sense, the term “space” refers to the very surfaces and
volumes of the earth. As Euclidean, or geometric space, it can be measured and
mapped. “It” (as an entity) has x, y, and z coordinates, which can be translated onto
paper maps or into degrees of longitude and latitude that inform Global Positioning
Systems. Space is, in this understanding, entirely systematic and predictable, since it
is ostensibly unchanging, stretched over the surface of our planet. This conceptual-
ization of space leads to two further pieces of assumed logic. In the first, human
action (alongside any other forms of action) takes place “in space.” In other words,
space is a mere canvas or container for natural and social happenings. Space is — and
was, particularly for early colonial explorers — a blank canvas onto which the
aspirations, machinations, achievements, and mistakes of human history could be
painted. In the second and as a result, such a view of space sees it as “dead,”
compared with time and the processual liveliness of history (Massey 2005).

While, arguably, Euclidean views of space continue to inform lay understandings
of the term and still guide Minority World attempts to systematize the world, very
few contemporary human geographers think in these terms. Indeed, few “children’s
geographers” would deploy this definition of space in their work. In part, this is
because of the increasing predominance of “place,” as it emerged through social and
cultural geographies from the 1970s onward (as detailed in the next section). In part,
this is because the idea of space as a blank slate — as terra nullius — is politically far
from neutral or blank. Understood as such, space has been implicated in some of the
most infamous acts of literal and symbolic violence in human history — from the
removal of lands from Indigenous groups (discussed in Part 1 of this volume,
“Indigenous Youth: Space and Place”) to the domination of men over public spaces
to the detriment of marginalized groups, including children (implicit in many
chapters in this volume and discussed elsewhere in this major reference work).
And, in part, this is because — in conjunction with understandings of place —
geographers have proposed a diverse and often bewildering array of other ways to
think about space.

One of the most important ways in which human geographers have more recently
retheorized space is through the term “spatiality.” In this introductory chapter, the
word is used not only in its more precise sense but to encapsulate a range of ways in
which many geographers and spatial theorists have sought to explain the coming
together of the spatial with the social. Informed initially by Marxian thought, space
is no longer (quite) as dead as it may appear in Euclidean logic. Rather, space
produces society as society produces space — dualistically or even dialectically.
Thus, in its original definition,

[wle [...] use the term “spatiality” to capture the ways in which the social and spatial are
inextricably realized in one another; to conjure up the circumstances in which society and
space are simultaneously realized by thinking, feeling, doing individuals and [. . .] the many
different conditions in which such realizations are experienced by thinking, feeling, doing
subjects. (Keith and Pile 1993, p. 6)
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However, as Massey (2005) puts it:

[an] approach to the understanding of the social, the individual, the political, itself implies
and requires both a strong dimension of spatiality and the conceptualisation of that spatiality
in a particular way. At one level this is to rehearse again the fact that any notion of sociability
[...] is to imply a dimension of spatiality. This is obvious, but since it usually remains
implicit [...] its implications are rarely drawn out. (Massey 2005, p. 189, emphasis in
original)

For these reasons, many human geographers have sought to draw out the impli-
cations of spatiality in their research. Perhaps the most distinct contribution to these
debates by children’s geographers has been to recognize that childhood is not merely
a social construction (as per the New Social Studies of Childhood) but a spatial one.
Thus, as Holloway and Valentine (2000) demonstrate, there are pervasive spatial
discourses in societies that work to contain, channel, or prevent children’s agency
(Matthews et al. 2000; Kraftl 2006; Nairn and Higgins 2011). For instance, in many
geographical contexts, it is assumed that schools are appropriate places “for”
children, that children are “safest” at home, and that children are “out of place” in
public spaces (Cresswell 1996; Pain 2006). Several of the chapters in this volume
develop nuanced insights into the spatialities of childhood and youth experience. For
instance, Femi Adekunle’s chapter (» Chap. 13, “Slipping as a Sociospatial Nego-
tiation: Teenagers and Risky Landscapes”) examines how in London young men
deploy a spatial strategy of “slipping” to negotiate local spaces in terms of danger
and threat and thus produce spatialities inflected by age and ethnicity. In a very
different context, Barbara Pini, Deborah Morris, and Robyn Mayes (in » Chap. 22,
“Rural Youth: Mobilities, Marginalities, and Negotiations™) observe how the expe-
riences of rural Australian young people vary depending on their social positioning
and independent mobility (or lack), which affects their capacity to move to different
parts of the country should they wish to.

More recently still, geographers have formulated an even richer array of theoret-
ical ciphers for witnessing the complexities of spatial experience. Some of these are
discussed in the following sections — not least how Massey (2005) brings together
space and place in productive ways and how nonhuman aspects of “the environ-
ment” or “nature” are not separate from spatiality but always already entangled in the
socialization of space and the spatialization of society. Thus, for instance, age-based
“transitions” are imbricated with multiple other (societal, economic, political, envi-
ronmental) transitions that, fogether, produce diverse spaces and place — territories,
cities, ruralities, wildernesses, and publics (Brown et al. 2012). However, it is also
worth mentioning here that contemporary human geographers have sought to attune
to far more diverse facets of what we might glibly term “social experience” in the
production of space. For instance, following feminist scholars, they have empha-
sized the role of human bodies and emotions in making spaces — through habits,
rules, routines, gestures, dress, and other forms of interaction and performance. Such
embodied geographies and emotional geographies are signaled when women, men,
and children feel compelled to act and dress differently in public spaces (Longhurst
2000). Children’s geographers have recently expanded on these debates, analyzing
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how, for instance, children’s bodies — and their (non)activity in public spaces — have
become a key locus for contentious debates about obesity in Minority World
countries (Horschelmann and Colls 2009; see also chapters in this volume by
Mould (» Chap. 15, “Parkour, Activism, and Young People”), Blanch (» Chap.
21, “New Spaces, Blurred Boundaries, and Embodied Performances on Facebook™),
and Witten and Carroll (» Chap. 16, “Children’s Neighborhoods: Places of Play or
Spaces of Fear?”). Elsewhere, scholars have sought to enliven notions of space and
spatiality through “nonrepresentational” approaches, designed to witness the ineffa-
ble, for-the-moment, liveliness of spatial action (Thrift 2000). In some areas of
children’s geographies, such approaches have brought together theorizations of
materiality, embodiment, emotion, and affect, in attempts to foreground the different
registers of childhood experience as “more-than” representational and beyond cog-
nitive thought (Horton and Kraftl 2006). Similarly, nonrepresentational theories
inform some of the chapters in this volume — especially those by Duffy (» Chaps.
18, “Affect and Emotion in Children’s Place-Making™), Mould (» 15, “Parkour,
Activism, and Young People”), Butcher (» Chap. 14, “Reimagining Home: Visual-
izing the Multiple Meanings of Place”), and Malone (» Chap. 9, “Posthumanist
Approaches to Theorizing Children’s Human-Nature Relations™).

3 Place and Space?

In more traditional geographical scholarship, space is contrasted with place through
its definitional capacity: it denotes a nameable spot in space. Most fundamentally, a
“place” might be pinpointed through the same “dead” logic as Euclidean space —
through GPS coordinates or grid references. However, in most understandings, a
place is marked through place naming or toponyms: “Birmingham,” “Dunedin,”
“Monument Valley,” etcetera. Moreover, places gain their place-like qualities
through human experience (and here, already, there are obvious overlaps with the
logic of spatiality). Thus, places gain meaning — through human action, through
dwelling, through emotional attachments, through events, and through memories
attached to them (for an authoritative overview, see Cresswell 2004). For the
humanist geographers of the 1970s, “place” became a key point of theoretical
orientation. Contrasted with the “objective,” “dead,” positivist conceptions of
space, humanist thought allowed — perhaps for the first time — for more personal,
emotional, poetic geographies to be written. Although critiqued (principally for their
male-dominated elitism), humanist geographies still remain influential in cultural-
geographic studies of landscapes, texts, arts, and built forms (Horton and Kraftl
2013).

Notably, children’s geographers have reflected less on “place” in the sense
afforded by humanist geographers than they have on children’s active
“placemaking,” especially in cities (e.g., Matthews et al. 2000). In some ways, this
reflects again the elitism of some humanist geographers. In others, it reflects one of
the key concerns of scholarship in the subdiscipline: that is, rather than exploring
how places come to be named, remembered, or afforded meaning through
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generations of (adult) action, attention turned to the ways in which children express
agency and exhibit creativity or subversion in “places” whose meanings may
(to adults) appear to be solidified. Thus, children’s experiences of place have become
central to critical accounts of intergenerational relations and tensions, especially over
access to public spaces (Skelton 2000; Vanderbeck 2007). The chapters on “Border
Spaces” in this volume build on some of that earlier work to demonstrate how
cutting-edge scholarship in the subdiscipline has, simultaneously, acknowledged
children’s experiences of the contested spaces of the border and how children
themselves contest and renegotiate the practices of bordering through (usually
adult-led) social norms, lawmaking, or military action.

Increasingly, however, it has become difficult to clearly disentangle notions of
space and place. Thus, many scholars have brought these terms into constructive
conversation with one another. Building extensively upon earlier notions of spatial-
ity (especially feminist approaches) and upon humanist theorizations of place,
Doreen Massey’s (2005) book For Space is an excellent reference point in this
regard. Massey (2005) acknowledges how space is often the abstract counterpart of
concrete, localized place, but she works to further dislodge these assumptions. Her
argument that both place and space are “concrete, grounded, real, lived, etc.”
counters the abstraction accorded space but can render place and space somehow
the same. Massey’s explanatory tools bring the concepts of space and place together
but allow for nuances. She recommends a state (or ethic) of “outwardlookingness,”
in order to bring the local and global together, which entails “aliveness to the world
beyond one’s own turf” and a “commitment to that radical contemporaneity which is
the condition of, and condition for, spatiality” (p. 15).

In light of Massey’s work, one of the goals of this volume was to enact an ethic of
“outwardlookingness™: to be alive to the world beyond our usual “anglophone turf”
(for those of us located on “anglo turf”), while appreciating this turf is still a place
that many children’s geographers look out from. This sense of outwardlookingness
works through the volume in a number of ways. First is through the deliberately
diverse geographical contexts covered in this volume — including Brazil,
New Zealand, Indonesia, Cyprus, the USA, Slovenia, India, Peru, and other coun-
tries besides. Second is through the inclusion of chapters that challenge the (Euclid-
ean) logic of capital, colonialism, and, more latterly, neoliberalism, notably through
Indigenous perspectives on young people and land, education, and identity (chapters
by Kidman (» Chap. 2, “Maori Young People, Nationhood, and Land”); de Leeuw
and Greenwood (» Chap. 3, “Geographies of Indigenous Children and Youth: A
Critical Review Grounded in Spaces of the Colonial Nation State”); and Sciascia
(» Chap. 4, “Negotiating Place, Negotiating Identity: Rangatahi Maori in
Facebook™, in Part 1). Third is through attention to practices and processes that
“upscale” children’s geographies (Ansell 2009; Hopkins and Alexander 2010) —
most notably those experiences that cut across national borders (Part 5 — “Border
Spaces”) and environmental practices and ideals that value diverse forms of global
citizenship (Part 2 — “Children, Nature, and Environmental Education”). Finally, the
volume also engages with notions of place and belonging — as “home” — that extend
beyond the assumption that “the home” tallies with a nameable dwelling. Thus, the
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chapters in Part 4 (“Home Spaces and Homeless Spaces”) unpick the assumed logics
of “home” through children and young people’s uses of social media, through the
histories and geographies of bedroom spaces, and through young people’s home-
making in the street.

4 Environment and “Nature”?

“The environment” has been an enduring topic of concern for human geographers.
Most broadly, the term may refer to the spaces in which human action is situated,
and, indeed, children’s geographers have been at the forefront of studies of children’s
“local environments” — the neighborhoods, streets, parks, or patches of greenspace in
which they spend their lives (e.g., Aitken 2001). However, of course, “the environ-
ment” also takes on a more specific meaning, referring to the natural resources,
places, and landscapes that, in many contemporary societies, are deemed in need of
protection. Hinchliffe (2007) argues that geographers (and to an extent some soci-
eties) have understood “nature” in three ways. First, and most basically, it is “out
there” — as an entity separate from human culture, sitting behind defined boundaries:
in National Parks; at the edges of cities; and in “wilderness,” far from human
settlement. While it has been tremendously valuable in the mobilization of environ-
mental action, this view of nature is also problematic, not least because nature is
viewed as a (finite) resource, to be exploited, and the rather more fuzzy boundaries
between “nature” and “culture” are effaced. Second, and in response, many geogra-
phers view nature as a “social construction.” Thus, “wilderness” places may exist,
but only as they are imagined, boundaried, managed, and represented by humans.
National Parks are prime examples — their landscapes may be highly managed, and
even if they are not, the very fact that they are guarded by lines on a map (and
sometimes fences and entrance fees) means that human action is far from absent.
Finally, and more recently, Hinchliffe (2007) notes that human geographers have
viewed nature and culture as thoroughly entangled. Here, nature and culture are
never separated, even if one might imagine some places to have more of one than the
other. Rather, cities are places in which nature — overtly or covertly — is introduced,
or colonizes, or even thrives as a result of interaction with humans: think of the
preponderance of nonhuman urban specialists, like foxes, pigeons, and seagulls in
the UK or raccoons in Canada; or think of the ecological diversity of urban parks
around the world. Moreover, it is a fallacy to think of humans as distinct from or
“above” nature, when our very, fleshy bodies are subject to biological aging and are
crossed by a range of “nonhuman” agents: disease vectors, foodstuffs, minerals, and
chemicals.

Children’s geographers have — alongside education scholars — expended consid-
erable energy researching children’s interactions with the environment. Although not
necessarily framing the environment in the threefold schema above, the vast majority
of work by children’s geographers has resonated with the first two approaches
(nature as “out there” and nature as social construction). Indeed, alongside studies
of children’s local environments, scholars have tended to focus on children’s
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awareness of and learning about sustainability issues — often captured by the term
“Education for Sustainability” (EfS). Thus, groundbreaking work linked children’s
learning about environmental issues to the relative availability (or lack) of safe,
accessible outdoor spaces in which children could play and interact (Malone and
Tranter 2003; also see Freeman and Tranter 2011). In these kinds of studies, nature
was viewed both as a resource (which children may learn to protect) and as a social
construction (as children are taught about particular, Minority World notions of
sustainability). Several of the chapters in this volume (notably in Part 2 — “Children,
Nature, and Environmental Education”) pick up on these debates, examining how, for
instance, children acquire different environmentally relevant skills in gardens (Wake
and Birdsall, » Chap. 5, “Can School Gardens Deepen Children’s Connection to
Nature?””) or forests (Austin, Knowles, Richards, McCree, Sayers, and Ridgers,

Chap. 6, “Play and Learning Outdoors: Engaging with the Natural World Using
Forest School in the UK”).

However, of late, some critics have noted that childhood scholars have tended to
reduce children’s interactions with “the environment” to the sphere of education and,
especially, EfS (Horton et al. 2015). In other words, children’s lives may be
entangled with nature (and the environment) in manifold ways that go beyond a
concern with learning about sustainability. Thus, for example, as Horton et al. (2015)
show, children experience, feel, and talk about sustainable urban architectures in a
whole suite of ways that extend beyond learning. Sustainable architectures include
integrated drainage systems (with porous pavements, swales, and retention ponds),
high-level eco houses, and a range of features designed to make houses more
efficient, such as photovoltaic panels, green roofs, combined heating and power
plants, and increased thermal mass. Horton et al. (2015) demonstrate how children’s
experiences were diverse — from rumors about the everyday problems of sustainable
technologies to the embodied geographies of playing with/in sustainable urban
drainage systems. While most of the chapters in this volume remain concerned
with sustainability (and to an extent EfS), they nevertheless admit other concerns —
like wider senses of connectedness to nature, play, and resilience.

Most recently, childhood study scholars across a range of disciplines (especially
geographers) have begun to engage with the third approach to nature listed above:
with nature/culture as “entangled.” They have done so through a broader recognition
of the ways in which childhood is not merely a social (or socio-spatial) construction:
rather, childhoods are “more-than-social” (Kraftl 2013a). As Prout (2005) argued in
his groundbreaking book, “childhood studies [must] move beyond the opposition of
nature and culture [...to] a hybrid form [...wherein] children’s capacities are
extended and supplemented by all kinds of material artefacts and technologies,
which are also hybrids of nature and culture” (Prout 2005, pp. 3—4). In other
words, children’s social worlds are accompanied, experienced, and formulated
through a range of nonhuman (or more-than-human) things and flows — from
pharmaceuticals to toys and from pets to bacteria, which

mean(s] that life processes and social processes now appear regularly to mix with and to
influence one another without regard to a biological/social boundary. As we see it, many
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present and emergent bio-political formations of childhood consist of novel and
unpredictable connections among materials and processes, forces and events that are not
best understood through bio-social dualism. (Lee and Motzkau 2011, p. 8)

Drawing on actor-network theory, nonrepresentational geographies, and
posthuman, post-feminist theories (e.g., Braidotti 2011), these diverse approaches
to the more-than-social geographies of childhood experience have, tentatively,
been termed a “new wave” of childhood studies (Ryan 2012). Early scholarship in
this vein has begun to show how children are intertwined with animals — domestic
or wild — with whom they coexist (Taylor 2013); how children’s practices of
carrying stones can propel children’s geographers beyond the temptation of
reducing children’s everyday practices to symbolic, representable identities
(Rautio 2013); and how children are part of flows of water that move through
the microscale of the human body to the macroscale of the continental watershed
(Pacini-Ketchabaw and Clark 2014). In terms of the environment, new scholar-
ship has concentrated on how, in contexts like alternative education in the UK,
entanglements of human/nonhuman natures involve but also exceed the demands
of EfS, for instance, in the acquisition of habits that may enable an “at-risk” child
to return to school (Kraftl 2013b, c; also see Higgins and Nairn 2014a). Several of
the chapters in this volume — through attentiveness to affects, materialities, and
nonhuman natures — develop some of these nascent conceptual themes, albeit not
necessarily referencing the “new wave” directly. Most explicitly, Malone
(» Chap. 9, “Posthumanist Approaches to Theorizing Children’s Human-Nature
Relations”) uses posthuman theories to reflect critically on her earlier work on
children’s encounters with “nature,” contrasting experiences from very different
“environments” in Kazakhstan and Australia. This so-called new wave is not
necessarily representative of a singular future for children’s geographies — a
subdiscipline now characterized by considerable theoretical diversity — but
might offer a suite of alternative tools for thinking through how space, place,
and environment are (con)figured in children’s lives.

5 The Parts in this Volume

The contributors to this volume herald from diverse international and (sub)disci-
plinary contexts. They were invited to contribute to this volume because their
previous or ongoing research has made substantive, innovative contributions to the
three key themes of this volume: space, place, and environment. The editors also
suggested a range of more detailed themes, some of which formed the basis for the
five Parts below. However, these five themes emerged iteratively as authors’ work
developed. It is important to note that these themes are merely points of articulation
for the chapters and that several chapters cut across two or more of these themes
(and beyond). Moreover, these themes are not meant to exhaustively represent the
full breadth of contemporary geographical work on children, young people, space,
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place, and environment. They are indicative of some major issues in cutting-edge
children’s geography scholarship, but they are, necessarily, partial. This section
provides some contextualization for each theme, followed by a sketch of the chapters
in each part.

5.1 Part 1: Indigenous Youth: Space and Place

Land and place frame young Indigenous people’s stories of their everyday lives in
the opening chapter by Joanna Kidman. It seemed appropriate to place the chapters
on Indigenous young people and children first in the volume as a form of karanga, or
call, which invites the other authors to this hui, or meeting place, where the kaupapa,
or purpose, is children and young people’s geographies (Irwin 1992). In consciously
drawing on cultural metaphors of the place from which she writes, Nairn (a Pakeha
New Zealander) offers a mihi, or greeting, to all the authors, especially the authors of
the first part: Joanna Kidman (on young Indigenous Maori), Sarah de Leeuw and
Margo Greenwood (on young “First Peoples” in Canada), and Acushla Sciascia
(on young Indigenous Maori and Facebook). Joanna Kidman (Ngati Maniapoto,
Ngati Toa, Ngati Raukawa) and Acushla Sciascia (Te Ati Awa, Ngaruahine Rangi,
Ngati Ruanui) live in Aotearoa New Zealand and Sarah de Leeuw and Margo
Greenwood in Canada. In the first part, Kidman, de Leeuw, and Greenwood grapple
with the political complexities of the significance of land and place in post-settler
societies, which is about “home” but complicated by dispossession and violence
(Kidman). Acushla Sciascia acknowledges the importance of young Maori people’s
connections to place and people and charts how they are moving into new spaces,
such as social media, where articulations of identity and belonging are shifting and
changing.

Kidman’s chapter (» Chap. 2, “Maori Young People, Nationhood, and Land”)
outlines the historical constructions of land and childhood in Aotearoa New Zealand,
which have excluded young Maori from contemporary notions of citizenship.
Indigenous Maori and the early settlers had different conceptions of land and ways
of relating to the land. Indigenous Maori considered themselves kaitiaki, or guard-
ians of the land, while early settlers focused on land as property to own. Kidman’s
chapter demonstrates how young people are social actors in their own right, who are
reworking these historical constructions, mobilizing diverse cultural and geograph-
ical imaginaries, which challenge dominant state discourses (Kidman). One example
is the ritualized process of greeting, where speakers identify where they are from
through the identification of significant geographic features such as mountains,
rivers, the location of home (both marae and family home), and extended genealog-
ical relationships to ancestors and relatives. Even the more informal greeting of
“where are you from,” when many Maori first meet, encapsulates the significance of
place for Maori. Kidman demonstrates how these imaginaries of tribal homelands
enable young Maori to experience a sense of belonging, even if they do not
physically live there.
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Sarah de Leeuw and Margo Greenwood’s chapter (» Chap. 3, “Geographies of
Indigenous Children and Youth: A Critical Review Grounded in Spaces of the
Colonial Nation State”) explores the removal and separation of Indigenous children
into residential schools away from their homes, families, communities, and cultures
in Canada. The evocative phrase “Losing children is like losing the land” from Larry
Stillday, an elder who went through residential schooling, stands out in the chapter.
Colonial control over First People’s land and resources, as well as their children and
young people, were de-indigenizing projects as de Leeuw and Greenwood demon-
strate. In the forcible removal of children from their families and the control of
children and young people in residential schools, colonial governments in Canada,
and other countries such as Australia, exerted control over Indigenous populations,
often containing nomadic populations in one place, especially families who tried to
locate close to their children’s residential schools. These schools prepared children
and young people to work on farms, which worked as another strategy of contain-
ment. De Leeuw and Greenwood go on to show how these de-indigenizing projects
of the past continue to have profound marginalizing legacies in the present for First
Nations young people in Canada.

Acushla Sciascia (> Chap. 4, “Negotiating Place, Negotiating Identity: Rangatahi
Maori in Facebook™) chapter extends the theme of the importance of connections to
land, place, and people for young Maori, or rangatahi, into the online spaces of social
media such as Facebook. She considers how rangatahi are creating spaces for
themselves on Facebook where they connect and communicate on their own
terms. Rangatahi Maori negotiate and articulate their offline and online identities
in ways, which are indigenizing Facebook, as Sciascia demonstrates. The indige-
nizing of Facebook by rangatahi offers an important counter-narrative to the
de-indigenizing project outlined by de Leeuw and Greenwood. Sciascia focuses on
Facebook pages which celebrate iwi, or tribal, identities and enable rangatahi living
at a distance from their home marae to still experience a sense of belonging to their
tirangawaewae, which literally means a place to stand. Facebook pages for different
iwi enable rangatahi to find out about their ancestry and identity, in spite of physical
barriers and distance. While Sciascia acknowledges the potential dangers of social
networking sites, her celebration of Maori-oriented Facebook pages as spaces in
which rangatahi can perform their identities and self-determination is a strong note to
end the first part on.

5.2 Part 2: Children, Nature, and Environmental Education

Massey (2005, p. 137) argues that “‘nature’, and the ‘natural landscape’, are classic
foundations for the appreciation of place.” The second part of this volume focuses on
children, nature, and environmental education, in order to explore how they are
articulated in diverse spaces and places. “This is where ecological conceptions of
place,” which are “marginalised. . .in the preoccupation with the ‘social construction
of space’, [can provide]...some crucial insights...into the conceptualisation of
place” (Dirlik 2001, cited in Massey 2005, p. 137). As outlined above, the working
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definition of “environment” in this part is an attempt at an ecological conceptuali-
zation where our world is imagined as “one big garden. . .[and as] our commons —
what we and all other living species share (and should maintain and safeguard)”
(Gibson-Graham et al. 2013, p. xv).

The chapters in this part grapple directly with the conceptual questions around
“nature” and “environment” outlined above. Specifically, they discuss different
“ecological conceptions of place” and different conceptions of the mutuality of
co-species, as these are experienced by children and young people in radically
different geographical and social contexts. In the first chapter, Sue Wake and Sally
Birdsall (» Chap. 5, “Can School Gardens Deepen Children’s Connection to
Nature?”’) examine children’s gardens in New Zealand, asking whether children’s
engagement in designing, digging, and growing gardens deepens children’s connec-
tion with nature. Like several other chapters, their piece is set against the (contro-
versial) assessment that children are distanced from nature, especially in Minority
World countries (Louv 2008). Wake and Birdsall show that the picture is more
complex: to assume that children are distanced from nature is to assume the most
simplistic conception of “nature” as separate from “culture” is universally true.
Rather, they demonstrate that school gardens — cultivated spaces, involving combi-
nations of human and nonhuman — require significant thought, design, and planning
if they are to have benefits and that the measuring of those benefits is no easy task.

Clare Austin, Zoe Knowles, Kaye Richards, Mel McCree, Jo Sayers, and Nicola
Ridgers (» Chap. 6, “Play and Learning Outdoors: Engaging with the Natural World
Using Forest School in the UK”) also write from the context of debates about
children’s engagements with nature. They focus upon environments that are often
taken to be rather more “natural” than gardens — forests and woodlands — although, of
course, even these spaces may be intensively managed by humans. They examine an
increasingly popular phenomenon in the UK and other countries: the Forest School.
Forest Schools are not merely alternative places in which EfS takes place (Kraftl
2013b); rather, they offer children a variety of activities that they might not engage in
as part of the school curriculum — from fire lighting to den building to the use of sharp
tools. Indeed, their chapter reflects on the opportunities that Forest Schools might offer
for children’s play, as well as their learning, finishing with some recommendations for
policy-makers and practitioners seeking to use forests and similar environments for,
and beyond, the confines of EfS (compare Horton et al. 2015).

Martina Jaskolski’s (» Chap. 7, “Youth Discourses of Sustainability in
Denpasar, Bali”’) chapter offers a critical analysis of the Decade of Education
for Sustainable Development (DESD). Her chapter is striking because it assesses
the role of participatory approaches — a mainstay of children’s geographers’
research with children — in EfS. The key contribution of her chapter is to examine
the outcomes of DESD in an under-researched environment: Bali, Indonesia. In
her research with diverse groups of children, Jaskolski comes to some conclusions
that are striking not just for children’s geographers, but all those interested in
(education for) sustainability. Most notably, she argues that although there may be
cognate concerns (e.g., about environmental integrity) across geographical con-
texts, programs like DESD must be far better attuned to the local exigencies of
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place. In particular, they should allow for the interpretation of EfS and other
“universal” education programs through the everyday languages and practices of
young people. This is not merely a matter of “voice” but of ensuring sufficient
flexibility — room for “openings,” as Jaskolski puts it — through which
unpredictable, alternative, or dissonant kinds of knowledges and embodied prac-
tices might emerge (see also Kraftl 2015).

Elaine Stratford, Nel Smit, and Jenny Newton (» Chap. 8, “Engaging Young
People in Climate Change and Sustainability Trails: Local Geographies for Global
Insights”) deploy Massey’s (2005) notion of “outwardlookingness” to examine how
environmental interpretive trails might foster an ethic of global care among young
people. It is particularly noteworthy that this particular example of EfS — directed at
children — is situated on a University campus. Stratford, Smit, and Newton’s chapter
therefore witnesses the multi-scalar possibilities involved in representing (and,
hence, socially constructing) the “environment.” It also observes the situatedness
of sustainability issues with/in other pressing social agendas — in the case of
Australia, wherein universities are being encouraged to engage more deeply with
their local publics. Their chapter also offers detailed analysis of how interpretive
trails offer children opportunities to engage emotionally with place in ways that
empower children to care on a scale beyond the local.

Finally, Karen Malone’s chapter (» Chap. 9, “Posthumanist Approaches to The-
orizing Children’s Human-Nature Relations™) reflects on years of research with
children in diverse environments. She looks back on her previous work on environ-
mental education and argues that posthumanist (and, therefore, “new wave”
approaches to children’s lives could offer an alternative frame for analyzing her
earlier findings. Her chapter offers a critical stance on recent “back-to-nature”
discourses, demonstrating instead — through examples as diverse as radiation in
Kazakhstan and “cruel nature” in Australian botanic gardens — that children and
natures are intertwined in complex ways. Often, it is only through paying greater
attention to these comingling natures/cultures — which may be amusing, troubling,
dangerous, or provocative — that the most pressing social, ecological, and political
questions contextualizing children’s lives can be broached. Malone’s chapter also
articulates a range of starting points for how a new wave of childhood studies might
proceed methodologically.

5.3 Part 3: Children, Young People, and Urban Spaces

The majority of children’s geography research takes place in urban contexts. Cru-
cially, many of those studies have examined not only how children and young people
carve out spaces within the overwhelmingly adultist spaces of the city, but how
children contribute to and drive urban processes. For instance, Karsten (2005)
demonstrates how children are often the social “glue” which holds together diverse,
multicultural city neighborhoods because they are often present and interact with one
another in outdoor, public spaces.
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However, as Skelton and Gough (2013) have observed, children’s perspectives —
and the work of children’s geographers — are often missing from wider debates in
urban geography or urban studies. This reflects a long-standing tendency within the
social sciences to marginalize children and young people within urban study schol-
arship. As Skelton and Gough (2013) note, this is deeply problematic for several
reasons. Firstly, children and young people are one of the largest population groups
in any city, especially in the Majority Global South. Secondly, children and young
people have repeatedly been shown to be the social group who spend the most time
using urban spaces and tend to have far more nuanced knowledge of local urban
environments than do adults (Davis et al. 2006; Horton et al. 2014; Matthews and
Limb 1999). Thirdly, children and young people may be more readily shaped by
their immediate social environments than adults, since their spatial range is more
limited than that of adults (O’Brien et al. 2000). For these reasons, if social scientists
are fruly to understand pressing urban issues — from the availability of food and
energy to social inclusion and diversity — then attention to how children and young
people live and grow up in contrasting urban places must be a pressing concern for
children’s geographers and urban study scholars.

The chapters in this part bear testament to the richness and variety of contempo-
rary research on children and young people in urban places. They are also situated in
arange of geographical and social contexts, offering — together — important points of
resonance and divergence as far as any global trends in urban childhoods might be
identified. Sophie Hadfield-Hill’s chapter (» Chap. 10, “Children and Young People
in Changing Urban Environments in the Majority World”) is based in her ongoing
research in the Majority Global South (and especially India). In contexts like India,
there are multiple processes of urban change. Significantly, as Hadfield-Hill notes,
these are not all located in existing cities. Rather, as urban policies in the Majority
Global South adopt and adapt neoliberal planning models from the Minority Global
North, there has been a surge of interest in the construction of new cities. However,
she argues, there is a real need to understand how (and whether) children are being
positioned in debates about the planning and governance of new cities — and whether
new, “smart” cities will be a panacea for the pressing ecological and social problems
that so often disproportionately affect children.

Resonant with Massey’s (2005) notion of “outwardlookingness,” Irene Arends
and Michaela Hordijk (» Chap. 11, “Physical and Virtual Public Spaces for Youth:
The Importance of Claiming Spaces in Lima, Peru”) examine how young people in
Lima, Peru, negotiate urban public spaces through the meshing of physical and
virtual spaces. Rather than see a divide between material urban spaces and the
Internet, they emphasize how the ability to operate in both spheres simultaneously
is no longer the preserve of wealthier youth. They demonstrate that these intertwined
spheres operate in complex ways as young people construct their senses of identity
in the multiple “public spaces” that social media and urban spaces afford. Yet, they
caution against a rather celebratory (or dystopian) stance that may see these identities
as totally “new”; rather, they are still framed by the established norms, rules, and
social expectations that recursively produce the identities of individuals and local
places (as spatialities).
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Anna Ortiz, Maria Prats Ferret, and Mireia Baylina (» Chap. 12, “Teenagers’
Sense of Neighborhood in Barcelona”) examine young people’s senses of neighbor-
hood in Barcelona, Spain. Echoing Hopkins and Pain’s (2007) call for a relational
geography of age, their work identifies the multiple intersectionalities of youth with
class and gender in the city. Their work is symptomatic of much work in children’s
geographies — it pays close attention to the rich, intimate connections that young
people forge with/in urban places, in their everyday lives. It offers an important point
of comparison with Arends and Hordijk’s work, since their chapter, too, focuses on
young people’s use and appropriation of urban public spaces. However, Ortiz
et al. also demonstrate how young people’s experiences of growing up articulate
with contemporaneous processes of urban change. Thus, they show how living in a
traditional, peripheral neighborhood that has undergone rapid and controversial
development affects young people’s senses of belonging.

Femi Adekunle’s chapter (> Chap. 13, “Slipping as a Sociospatial Negotiation:
Teenagers and Risky Landscapes™) is focussed on London, UK, and also focuses on
identity. He looks at what young black men term “slipping” — the process through
which they negotiate, perform, and adapt their identities as they navigate through
unfamiliar and potentially risky urban spaces. On the one hand, Adekunle’s chapter
offers insights into how young men’s identities are experienced relationally in peer-
to-peer encounters, which proceed via for-the-moment, bodily interactions. On the
other hand, his chapter exemplifies how (urban) space is not merely a container or
blank canvas for these kinds of interaction. Rather, following the conventional
definition of spatiality, urban spaces are key actors in the choreographies of young
men’s urban encounters. Most notably, the notion of “territory” — as a complex,
changing, contested socio-spatial construct — figures highly in young men’s accounts
of “slipping” in and through urban spaces.

Remaining in London, Melissa Butcher’s chapter (» Chap. 14, “Reimagining
Home: Visualizing the Multiple Meanings of Place”) exemplifies how young people
express their sense of belonging and “home” in large cities. Butcher’s chapter brings
together two key themes in several other chapters in this part — social diversity and
rapid urban change. Her research is based in the Borough of Hackney, which is well
known for its diverse ethnic and religious populations. However, at the time of her
research (in the early 2010s), Hackney was gaining (critical) attention because of
rapid processes of urban transformation, especially gentrification. Butcher paints a
complex picture of young people’s sometimes ambivalent, sometimes poignant,
sometimes creative responses to these urban changes. Through participatory video
research methods, she offers what she terms a more “polysemous account of urban
transformation” that both challenges the logics of contemporary urban policy and
offers a (sometimes) more hopeful account than do many studies of urban displace-
ment. Butcher’s chapter also offers reflections on “home” that connect with the
chapters in Part 4.

If Butcher accounts for some of the affective registers in which young people
engage urban life, Oli Mould’s chapter (» Chap. 15, “Parkour, Activism, and Young
People”) emphasizes the embodied geographies of city life. He examines a practice
that has become increasingly popular among young people: parkour. His chapter is
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set within a rich vein of scholarship in geography and elsewhere that witnesses the
diverse, creative ways in which young people appropriate urban public spaces in
ways that are dissonant with their original intention — from hanging out to
skateboarding. Although emphasizing the embodied geographies of parkour,
Mould argues that there is still significant broader scope for using parkour as a
“means of social scientific inquiry” into urban spaces. Although developing work on
nonrepresentational children’s geographies, his chapter has a political message. He
explains how parkour may foster a state of mind that is “childlike” and create the
seeds for the cultivation of an emancipatory mindset. In particular, Mould’s chapter
demonstrates how parkour may prompt broader and deeper reflection on the possi-
bilities for urban political activism, especially in contrast to (or in subversion of) the
moniker of London as the “global creative city.”

Karen Witten and Penelope Carroll (» Chap. 16, “Children’s Neighborhoods:
Places of Play or Spaces of Fear?”) focus on children’s urban mobilities. The study
of children’s (independent) mobilities has represented one of the major contributions
of children’s geography scholarship since 2000. Indeed, it might be argued that the
concept of “mobilities” has been a key to children’s geographers’ theorizations of and
empirical investigations into children’s interactions with urban spaces (Barker
et al. 2009). The term has also led to considerable debates — not least around the
value of “independent” mobilities as distinct from those experienced relationally with
other actors, human, and nonhuman (Mikkelsen and Christensen 2009). Witten and
Carroll’s chapter cuts through these debates both to offer an overview of research on
children’s mobilities and to report on the result of a major study, based in Auckland,
New Zealand. They focus upon the complex relationships between children’s mobil-
ities and their play and well-being. Like Butcher, they argue that urban environments
offer contradictory opportunities and challenges for children’s mobilities, being simul-
taneously both “places of play and spaces of fear” (or neither). At the same time,
despite calls to “upscale” children’s geographies (Ansell 2009), they reiterate the
ongoing importance of studies of children’s everyday lives at the neighborhood level.

5.4 Part 4: Home Spaces and Homeless Spaces

Children and young people’s experiences of homelessness and home are the focus of
part 4. All the contributors to part 4 blur the boundaries between homelessness and
home, private and public, home, school, and social media. Marit Ursin focuses on
young men living on the streets and their search for safe places and times to sleep in
public urban spaces in Brazil. She notes geographic differences in terminology
between “street children” who inhabit the Global South and “homeless youth”
who inhabit mainly Anglo-American countries of the Global North, which reveals
the underlying politics of the respective discursive constructions of childhood.
Implicitly, “street children” and “homeless youth” are out of place in public urban
spaces and ideally should be at home and/or school, which are relatively private
spaces of containment, keeping children and young people “off the streets” (Nairn
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and Higgins 2011). Keeping children and young people — initially young women
and, more recently, young men — safe at home and “off the streets” has led to the
development of bedroom culture in many western countries as Sian Lincoln’s
chapter demonstrates. Indeed, Lincoln argues that the bedroom is often one of the
first spaces in the home that young people can call their own. Jamie Adcock’s
historical account shows how the bedroom has evolved from the nursery for upper
and middle-class children, where they were sequestered from the adult world in
colonial America and Victorian England, to the later gender segregation of girls and
boys into bedrooms. Adcock and Lincoln demonstrate how attention to bedrooms
balances geographers’ primary attention to children and young people’s relation-
ships to public spaces. Keely Blanch explores the tensions of public, private, and
social worlds colliding on a Facebook page setup for education purposes.

Marit Ursin’s chapter (» Chap. 17, “Geographies of Sleep Among Brazilian
Street Youth™) is about the complex sleep geographies of young Brazilian men
who choose different times and places to sleep, which depend on their position in
“street” hierarchies and their pursuit of relative safety. The geography of sleep is
seldom researched (although see Kraftl and Horton 2008), and it is not surprising
that the geographies that do exist, including Ursin’s, are often made possible because
sleep occurs in public spaces (Nettleton et al. 2012). Ursin pays attention to
intersections between the temporal and the spatial to show how some young men
in her study were only able to safely sleep when the sun rises. She identified four
different sleep patterns among boys and young men on the streets of a Brazilian city,
which she linked to four collective identities. A range of individual and structural
factors — such as physical maturity, societal attitudes, drug use, involvement in
crime — influenced the young men’s choices of where and when to sleep. One of
Ursin’s conceptual contributions is her demonstration of how sleep is socially
constructed and spatially defined, rather than a taken-for-granted biological imper-
ative. She shows how sleep alters over the life course as young men grow up on the
streets and negotiate the hierarchies of different collective identities. Ursin acknowl-
edges how public space is primarily a male domain in Brazil and therefore the
partiality of her research. Young marginalized Brazilian women might also be
searching for spaces to sleep, and if they are strategically invisible, then this
geography of sleep might be difficult to catch a glimpse of (England 1994).

The pursuit of safe places to sleep in public contrasts with Jamie Adcock’s
chapter on the relatively private spaces of children and young people’s bedrooms
in the Global North (» Chap. 19, “The Bedroom: A Missing Space Within Geogra-
phies of Children and Young People™). Adcock traces the history of children and
young people’s bedrooms, drawing on a range of disciplines to show how bedrooms
are one of the missing spaces in children’s geographies because they are considered
to be private spaces not appropriate for researchers to enter. Adcock’s history of the
evolution of bedroom culture from the nurseries of the mid-nineteenth and early
twentieth century to contemporary bedrooms provides fascinating insights into the
social and cultural ideas which have shaped children’s and young people’s lived
experiences of this domestic space. He reminds us of the domestication of childhood
and the importance of paying attention to this important space, particularly
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considering the recent reduction in children’s and young people’s spatial freedom
due to parents’ concerns about safety in public spaces.

Sian Lincoln’s chapter (» Chap. 20, “Bedroom Culture: A Review of Research”)
traces the evolution of bedroom culture from the 1970s when young women created
bedroom cultures as alternatives to “street-based subcultures” dominated by young
men, to the home-based technologies of the 1990s, which connected young women
and young men to the wider world from their relatively private bedroom spaces. Like
Adcock, Lincoln reinforces the importance of the domestic sphere as one of the first
spaces where young people engage with popular culture and explore their emerging
sense of identity. In her emphasis on the intersection between the domestic and
broader cultural spheres, Lincoln provides a compelling account of how teenagers
create, and participate in, diverse “bedroom cultures.” In connecting bedroom
cultures with broader youth cultures, Lincoln’s ethnographic studies of bedroom
cultures, in the northwest of the UK, open the bedroom door to understanding how
young people use their bedrooms. Lincoln ends by pondering whether bedrooms
offer a refuge from the pressures of social networking sites, which offers the perfect
segue into the final chapter of this part.

Keely Blanch’s chapter (» Chap. 21, “New Spaces, Blurred Boundaries, and
Embodied Performances on Facebook™) explores how a group of young women in
New Zealand negotiated the tensions of merged educational and social spaces when
their teacher set up a Facebook page for educational purposes. The young women in
Blanch’s study negotiated the fluidity of these interrelational spaces which were
materially based in classrooms, homes, sports teams, and workplaces and digitally
mediated through Facebook. Blanch convincingly argues that Facebook is therefore
a continuation of materially located spaces and the interrelations between these
spaces, rather than a separate space. Like other authors in part 4, Blanch demon-
strates how conceptual binaries, such as offline/online and private/public, are limited
(also see Valentine and Holloway 2002). However, the continuation of spaces and
interrelations between school, home, social, and other spaces created tensions for
these young women because it blurred the boundaries between their school and
social identities, which they sometimes preferred to keep separate.

The fluidity of space, place, and identity — so well exemplified in part 4 on
home, homelessness, and the digital mediation of spaces in between home and
school — also informs the fifth and final part on borders.

5.5 Part 5: Border Spaces

The final part on border spaces deliberately plays with different conceptions and
scales of “the border.” The first chapter (Pini, Morris and Mayes) in this part plays
with the border between rural and urban, which often marginalizes “the rural,” yet
the rural and the urban are mutually constitutive (Higgins and Nairn 2014b; Nairn
et al. 2003; Vanderbeck and Dunkley 2003). The subsequent chapters explore other
kinds of borders — the border between two sides of a small provincial town in NZ
(Wood), borders between countries (Spyrou and Christou; Wood, Aitken, and
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Swanson; Jiménez Alvarez), and borders between childhood and adulthood — and in
the process, these authors disrupt taken-for-granted categories of spatial organization
and human development (Nairn and Higgins 2009).

Barbara Pini, Deborah Morris, and Robyn Mayes (» Chap. 22, “Rural Youth:
Mobilities, Marginalities, and Negotiations™) deploy three conceptual themes —
mobilities, marginalities, and negotiations — apposite to their chapter and the subse-
quent chapters in this part. They demonstrate how rural spaces, like all spaces and
places, are shaped by flows and movements, which create “dynamic simultaneity”
(Massey 2005, p. 107). The movement of rural youth to cities has tended to
preoccupy researchers, diverting their attention away from regional and return
migration. These authors put the rural/urban borderland firmly on the research agenda,
and they point out that the focus does not necessarily have to be concerned solely with
young people who live outside cities. Instead, they advocate for scholarship, which
goes beyond simply a focus on young people who live in the countryside. They keep
both the rural and urban in play, which is exemplified in one of their many examples:
the significance of the rural for urban-based mountain bikers’ lifestyle and identity
formation. They outline the challenge for future research as the double-barreled task of
challenging and recalibrating adult-centric as well as urban-centric knowledge, reit-
erating that this task remains as urgent as ever.

Bronwyn Wood’s chapter (> Chap. 23, “Border Spaces: Geographies of Youth
Exclusion, Inclusion, and Liminality”) specifically focuses on the liminal, or border
spaces, between the conceptual categories of inclusion and exclusion. Drawing on
her research with “marginalized” young people living on the “wrong side of the
tracks” in a semirural town in New Zealand, she demonstrates the potential of
liminality for understanding the “border spaces,” which young people occupy.
Wood provides a useful typology for understanding the major themes of the research
on young people’s inclusion and exclusion. But the typology has its limits, as Wood
acknowledges, and she goes on to demonstrate how the concept of liminality allows
for a more sophisticated understanding of ambiguity, material space, and the political
possibilities of in-betweenness and hybrid identities. As border youth, the young
people in her case study found affiliation and a sense of belonging through their
Maori identity and school community, but at the same time expressed a sense of
alienation from those who lived on the “other” side of town. Despite this sense of
alienation, these young people described with pride, and a sense of agency, their
decision to attend the school perceived to be on the “wrong side of the tracks.”

Lydia Wood, Stuart Aitken, and Kate Swanson’s chapter (> Chap. 24, “Young
People’s Rights to Recreate Spaces and Reimagine Borders™) also engages in the
double task of playing with conceptual borders — between adult and child and
between nations, territories, and institutions — demonstrating how the geographies
of children’s lives are fundamentally about the geographies of borders. Like earlier
contributors, they conceptualize these borders as relationally produced spaces.
Drawing on three case studies — with erased Slovenian youth, Ecuadorian migrants,
and Indigenous youth on the US/Mexico border — they make a compelling argument
for political recognition of children’s rights. The Slovenian youth, despite his
nationality being erased from his passport, was unequivocal: “Neither you nor
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your government will stop me coming home as far as I’'m concerned.” Young people
and children are subject to the violence of borders, as well as agentic in resisting and
subverting borders. Political recognition of the spatial rights of children and young
people positions them as citizen-selves who can challenge seemingly clear bordered
spaces, as Wood, Aitken, and Swanson argue. Ideally, such recognition of children’s
spatial rights might ameliorate border violence and allow borders to be reimagined in
productive and liberating ways for children and young people (Wood, Aitken and
Swanson).

Spyros Spyrou and Miranda Christou’s chapter (» Chap. 25, “Children and Youth
at the Border: Agency, Identity, and Belonging”) begins with reports of waves of
unaccompanied minors arriving at the US/Mexico border from Central America,
who were arriving in such numbers they could not be contained in the holding
facilities and defied categorization. The authorities did not know whether to treat
these children as illegal immigrants, potential trafficking victims, refugees, or
asylum seekers. Spyrou and Christou deploy this example as the springboard to
their chapter on the relationship between young people and borders, which they
argue has not received adequate attention. Their chapter deploys three key concepts —
bordering, rebordering, and transbordering — to consider children and young
people’s agency, resistance, identity, and belonging in a range of border zones
around the world. They focus on children’s and young people’s active engagement
with borders, investigating the role of borders in children’s everyday lives as well as
the constitutive role of children in border spaces. They expose the fallacy of a
borderless world with free transnational movement, which usually depends on the
“right” kind of passport, beyond the reach of the erased Slovenian youth of the
previous chapter. Border surveillance has become increasingly sophisticated to
capture “illegal” crossings. Spyrou and Christou’s selected examples of children
and young people’s border crossings demonstrate how international borders are now
more porous and simultaneously more impenetrable, affecting children and young
people in profound ways, which echoes Wood, Aitken, and Swanson’s chapter.

The final chapter in this part is by Mercedes G. Jiménez Alvarez (» Chap. 26,
“Children’s Rights and Mobility at the Border”). She examines the autonomous
migration of children and young people in two border cities, Tangier in northern
Morocco and Tapachula on the southern border of Mexico. Jiménez Alvarez uses
these two border cities as paradigmatic spaces to analyze how unaccompanied child
migrants are articulating new transnational mobility processes. As in the other
chapters, the border is multifaceted and fluid, incorporating physical elements, as
well as operating as a process within and between countries, with legal, procedural,
technological, and ideological aspects. Jiménez Alvarez highlights how migratory
regimes and legal regimes for the protection of children construct unaccompanied
child migrants simultaneously as young people requiring protection and migrants to
be controlled. The chapter identifies adults and organizations that have mobilized to
control children and young people as well as those who have mobilized to defend
children and young people’s rights. Where Wood, Aitken, and Swanson argue for
children and young people’s spatial rights, Jiménez Alvarez argues for children and
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young people’s rights to mobility as well as their rights to protection identified in
international human rights legislation.

6 Concluding Remarks

Children and young people’s spatial rights and their rights to mobility are themes that
unite all the parts of this volume, even if they are not the explicit focus of the earlier
parts. In one way or another, all contributors to this volume advocate greater
recognition of children and young people’s spatial rights, whether that is in the
home, outdoors, at school, crossing borders, in public and digital spaces, or simply
looking for a safe place to sleep. Children and young people’s rights to space and to
mobility are hindered and/or facilitated by adults. There are adults who wish to
control and contain, limiting children and young people’s mobility and spatial rights.
Control and containment are often (re)presented as in the best interests of children
and young people, whether it is containment in domestic spaces to protect children
from urban dangers or containment in border holding facilities. There are also adults
determined to facilitate children and young people’s encounters with a wider range
of environments, including the nonhuman, expanding schools beyond the confines
of buildings into forests and school gardens, extending education for sustainability
into a range of urban spaces, and creating nature trails on a university campus.

Children and young people’s perspectives on space, place, and the environment,
and their desire for spaces and places to call their own and/or to enjoy with their
peers, also tie the volume together. Claims to space are many and varied. Young
Maori rangatahi claim the social media space of Facebook to find out about and
perform their tribal identities and in effect indigenize this digital space. Young
people in different cities appropriate spaces in creative and diverse ways for them-
selves, despite urban developments that seem to exclude engaging in parkour,
“hanging out” in parks, and deploying gestures, dress, and other forms of interaction
to announce their presence and their identities. Bedrooms also provide spaces for
young people to “hang out” with their peers and/or serve as a refuge to escape
to. Others seek out nature and the rural within or beyond the urban to nurture their
sense of self. Young people may express pride in the spaces they claim, even if these
spaces (such as neighborhoods and schools) are marginalized. But young people do
not always welcome encounters with similarly aged peers; thus, the process of
negotiating potentially risky urban (and rural) spaces with others can be understood
via Adekunle’s spatial strategy of “slipping,” which describes being in space but
slipping through it in ways that do not draw too much attention.

The volume amply demonstrates the multiple imbrications of space, place, and
environment with/in children and young people’s lives. Childhood and youth are, in
part, both social and spatial constructions. All the contributors offer a suite of
theoretical tools for thinking through how space, place, and environment are (con)
figured in children’s lives. They demonstrate how the social borders between
childhood and adulthood, and spatial borders between rural and urban, countries,
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neighborhoods, territories, and institutions are relationally produced. Conceptual
borders between the usual binaries (private/public, rural/urban, home/school) are
blurred, as geographers would expect. Children and young people’s perspectives on
their experiences of blurred boundaries also matter; some young people might wish
these boundaries were not so blurred, as in the example of those who preferred their
social worlds on Facebook to be kept separate from school.

Finally, the volume is a testament to the political spaces and places of childhood,
where so many children and young people face obstacles to living well and to living
where they desire. The volume begins and ends with sections that traverse the violence
children and young people encountered during earlier periods of colonization and
continue to encounter in a globalizing (and neocolonial) world where borders are
enforced in increasingly draconian ways. The volume’s attention to pressing political
problems, which often affect children and young people disproportionately, espe-
cially in the Majority Global South, is an important sobering note to end on. Yes,
children and young people resist, and rework, the power relations they encounter, but
as Jiménez Alvarez argues in the final chapter, adult advocates have a role to play in
promoting and respecting children and young people’s rights. The volume outlines
the myriad ways adults might act as advocates for children and young people’s
spatial rights and rights to mobility. Taking inspiration from the chapters in Part 1, it
is clear that all children and young people deserve a place in the world they can
legitimately claim and call their tirangawaewae (a place to stand). Inspired by
diverse understandings of space, place, and environment, this volume presents a
(partial) guide to how children and young people might be best supported in
claiming their tlirangawaewae.
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Abstract

Land and place figure heavily in official narratives about nationhood. They act as
a framing device for stories that speak to a territorialized sense of belonging and
citizenship in the modern nation state. In post-settler societies where indigenous
groups maintain unresolved claims over the land, however, the nation’s geo-
graphical imagination and memory of itself is underscored by deep-seated
anxiety and unease. In these contexts, land is associated with “home” but also
with dispossession and violence. Within these unsettled landscapes, the tribal
geographies of indigenous young people and their everyday place-making activ-
ities are often positioned negatively by the state as a form of cultural disruption
and resistance to official memory regimes.

Drawing on previous research, this chapter explores how indigenous young
people are positioned within official national identity discourses and argues that
in post-settler societies, historical constructions of land and childhood converge
in ways that directly exclude them from many contemporary notions of citizen-
ship. One of the responses that indigenous young people have to these exclusions
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from formal state narratives is to mobilize a range of cultural and geographical
imaginaries located within their own readings of history and culture which
provide a basis for territorialized memories and identities that sit outside dom-
inant state discourses. This chapter concludes with the argument that indigenous
Maori young people in New Zealand “speak back™ to their exclusion from
official state narratives by constructing their own cultural memories of place
and belonging. These territorialized memories offer alternative spaces for the
development of a sense of cultural belonging in the present.

Keywords
Indigenous children ¢ Nationhood * Land * Place « Maori

1 Introduction

Post-settler nation-building often involves a complex series of negotiations about
the conflicts and unresolved tensions of the past. At the heart of many of these
conflicts are competing claims over land and land tenure. In societies where
indigenous groups have experienced land loss, land confiscation, and land alien-
ation in their dealings with the state and its agents, contemporary discourses about
national unity tend to be fractured, partial, and incomplete. Yet tropes of the land
are central to official memory regimes; they signify notions of home, place attach-
ment, belonging, and citizenship for many different groups of people (Chang 2010).
Where unreconciled and contested memories about land and place persist in the
present, however, and where historical injustices against indigenous groups remain
in contention, the geographical imagination of the nation moves uneasily between
land narratives that are remembered by some groups but rejected or forgotten by
others. Within the body politic, this weaving between social memory and collective
amnesia about land, people, and place can in itself serve as a kind of connective
tissue between groups with competing frames of reference, but more often,
unresolved conflict over land and all that it symbolizes disrupt official narratives
about the past. Elazar Barkin (2001) argues that when historical identities and
national identities encroach on one another and compete for the same spaces and
resources, different groups must negotiate with each other and mediate between
different versions of history in order to find a way of coexisting. Certainly, in
societies where indigenous and post-settler populations lay claim to the same
physical territories, deep rifts are exposed in the story of the nation as an imagined
community bound by “a deep and horizontal comradeship” (Anderson 2006, p. 7).

Panelli et al. (2008) contend that complex readings of ethnicity are embedded in
the social and spatial significance of land and argue that in this respect, power
relations are heavily implicated in struggles over place. This is particularly the case
in post-settler societies where nation-building narratives are overlaid by highly
ethnicized representations of land and landscape (Kong and Yeoh 2003). These
intersecting ideas have their origins in colonial interactions where land was a
ubiquitous presence in the unfolding national saga. Indeed, in many former
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colonies, land narratives sit at the heart of stories about early indigenous-settler
encounters. It is portrayed variously as having been fought over and lost by some
groups while claimed by others. At the same time, it provided a source of suste-
nance and the means of survival, as well as marketable resources for imperial
economies. It is also represented as the site of ancestral tribal homelands and a
place of settlement or refuge for groups who had left their “motherlands”
(ValencCius 2004).

In many ways, these colonial era stories are still being rehearsed today, and it is
within these contexts that many indigenous young people develop their own sense
of memory and place. This chapter examines how post-settler representations of
indigenous and Anglo childhoods reflect widespread and long-standing anxieties
about land and national memory regimes. In particular, it explores how tropes of
land and childhood converge in ways that racialize, essentialize, and exclude the
everyday geographies of indigenous children and young people in the present. One
of the responses that indigenous young people have to these exclusions from formal
state narratives is to mobilize a range of cultural and geographical imaginaries
located within their own readings of history and culture that provide a basis for
territorialized memories and identities that sit outside dominant state discourses.

This chapter is divided into four parts. In the first part, notions of post-settler
place belonging and place exclusion are explored. This is followed by a discussion
about place exclusion and indigenous children who, placed at the center of the
nineteenth- and early twentieth-century colonial enterprise, were included in the
nation-building narrative as “honorary white” citizens-in-the-making at precisely
the same time that many indigenous communities were experiencing widespread
alienation from their ancestral or tribal land base. The third part of this chapter
examines the construction of post-settler childhoods and the associated erasures of
indigenous place identities from nationalist narratives at a time when post-settler
relationships with nature, the “wilderness,” and the “frontier” were changing. The
chapter concludes with the argument that indigenous Maori young people in
contemporary post-settler states “speak back” to their exclusion from official
state narratives by creating their own cultural memories of place and belonging
and that these territorialized memories offer alternative spaces for the development
of a sense of cultural belonging in the present.

2 Land, Belonging, and Exclusion

Trudeau (2006) argues that when people form affinities with distinct territories
from which they draw meaning, identity, and a sense of continuity across time and
space, belonging becomes “inherently spatial” (Trudeau 2006, p. 423). He contends
that the notion of territorialized belonging is central to understanding the control of
social space, since belonging and exclusion are integral to the “production of social
spaces such as landscapes and place” (Trudeau 2006, p. 423). It is in this way that
material “places” acquire symbolic significance and can be woven into national
memories. As Edensor (1997) following Boyarin argues, the mapping of “history
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onto territory” (Edensor 1997, p. 175) is central to the construction of official
remembrance and identity that sits within the nationalist project.

In many post-settler nations, the relationship between landscape, memory, and
nationalism, however, is complicated by the marginalization, erasure, or official
“forgetting” of indigenous claims to land. Panelli et al. (2008) argue that in
New Zealand, for example, the representation and mythologizing of rural land
and its associated place identities is often highly racialized. In this regard, “history
is mapped onto territory” in ways that forget the indigenous groups that came
before. They contend that the construction of a romanticized “white” landscape is
not simply a matter of emphasizing the occupation of land by “white” ethnicities; it
is also a means of silencing other ethnicities. Correspondingly, Cerwonka (2004)
contends that in Australia, “[t]he aesthetic production of the landscape was a useful
method for mystifying the colonial appropriation of land underway in Australia.
Turning the Australian continent into an English countryside and farmland helped
erase the physical evidence of Aboriginal presence and influence on the land”
(Cerwonka 2004, p. 66). In America too, Anglo-American identity and citizenship
at the turn of the twentieth century was expressed, in part, through pastoral imagery
of men who had conquered the wilderness and transformed it into pastureland and
gardens. Domosh (2002) argues that this imaginary of an American arcadia was
incorporated into state representations of national identity that provided an ideo-
logical justification for the expansion into the West that ultimately led to Native
American land alienation and subsequent resettlement by Anglo-American
pioneering families.

These colonial representations of the land as being an unoccupied and
“ownerless” space prior to European settlement are closely associated with the
doctrine of terra nullius. The concept of terra nullius as it was applied in Australia,
for example, effectively expunged indigenous history and place-making practices
from the official colonial record by providing a rationale for the colonial govern-
ment to claim ownership of the continent (Buchan and Heath 2006; Kelly 2011/
2012). Similarly, the colonial notion of terra nullius underscores contemporary
readings of the Canadian “wilderness” that portrays the land as a pristine environ-
ment untouched by humans. Dent (2013) argues that this framing of the land
negates the indigenous landscapes and place-making activities that existed prior
to European contact and which, in many cases, were maintained long afterwards. In
this respect, the “spatialisation of public memory” (Johnson 1995, p. 63) in post-
settler societies, and the deployment of heritage landscapes and rural iconographies,
plays a pivotal role in constructions of the nation as a site of racialized inclusions
and exclusions that disguise or marginalize the claims of indigenous groups.

At the same time, as the romantic pastoral discourses that underpinned
nineteenth-century imperial expansion were providing a way of imagining land as
a series of material and symbolic spaces that could be secured for colonial admin-
istrations, cultural understandings of childhood were undergoing a similar and
related transformation in the rapidly industrializing nations of Western Europe.
Taylor (2011) argues that in these increasingly urbanized environments, the
“romantic sublime,” the notion of a pure, unpeopled bucolic landscape, was
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conflated with changing attitudes and beliefs about childhood. She notes that the
eighteenth-century French writer and philosopher, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, was
highly influential in bringing together these ideas about nature and childhood in
his book, Emile, a story about the development of a child raised in an idealized state
of nature away from the “corrupting” influence of society. Taylor (2011) contends,

The most radically pure and separate form of externalized nature, consecrated wilderness
becomes the moral compass against which human actions can be judged. From the
wilderness example it is easy to see how the moral authority of essentialized nature can
and has been deployed to naturalize particular social and cultural understandings of
childhood. (Taylor 2011, p. 427)

This view of childhood as a form of moral authority that is equated with
“goodness,” innocence, and vulnerability has been described as “the last refuge of
unexamined essentialism” (Crain 1999, p. 553). Here, childhood is conceptualized
as intrinsically “good,” but at the same time, it is also conceived in terms of
ontological incompleteness, a blank slate upon which experience shall eventually
be written (Katz 2008). In this respect, childhood comes to be seen as a space of
possibility and futurity that is overwritten with ideals of moral virtue, but in
colonial contexts, it can also be represented allegorically as a form of terra nullius,
something that can be shaped, defined, and ultimately possessed by others. These
tropes are embedded in the cultural politics of childhood and are played out in
contemporary post-settler citizenship narratives in particular ways. For example,
James (2011) argues that these cultural politics are critical to understanding how
citizenship and nationhood are experienced by children and young people in any
society. She contends that although they vary from nation to nation and there are
also significant within-nation modalities of childhood, the representation of child-
hood as a form of morality, a tabula rasa, and as citizenship in potentia continues to
exert a powerful hold on the imagination.

In a sense, however, children’s inclusion in national histories and colonial
narratives is always partial because of the persistence of representations of children
and young people as potential citizens rather than full members of society. In this
regard, colonial children, like colonial representations of the “wilderness” and the
“untamed” rural landscape, exist largely outside the nation’s authority except as a
conceptual space that can eventually be shaped, defined, and reconfigured by the
mores, values, and priorities of adults. On the other hand, the presence of indige-
nous children and young people confounds these narratives and exposes their
ethnicized nature. This can be seen most clearly in the colonial response to the
“native question” which, in many countries, was to place indigenous children and
young people at the center of the “civilizing” mission and, in doing so, bring them
more completely under state authority in order for the reshaping and reconstructing
process to take place. In British colonies during the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, this was carried out through an assimilationist agenda whereby citizen-
ship for indigenous groups was envisaged as a process of absorbing native peoples
into colonial society. Integral to this ideological practice was the expectation that
they would relinquish their languages and cultures of origin and fully embrace
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Western values and lifestyles. Belich (2001) argues that in the New Zealand
context, this involved the desire to reinvent indigenous Maori as “honorary whites”
or “brown Britons” (Belich 2001, p. 189).

Insofar as indigenous children were concerned, they were considered to be
“honorary white” citizens-in-the-making, and as such many colonial administra-
tions instituted a series of measures intended to accelerate the “civilizing” mission.
In Australia, for example, government authorities took legal guardianship of all
Aboriginal children and ordered the brutal and systematic forced removal of those
children from their families and communities (van Krieken 1999). Elsewhere, in
North America and Canada, indigenous children were placed in racially segregated
residential or day schools away from their communities of origin where they were
expected to adopt Western cultural mores and ways of life (de Leeuw 2009;
Ellinghaus 2006). In other countries, such as parts of Africa, village-based native
schooling systems were established. These kinds of “village-based” colonial inter-
ventions, where indigenous children remained in their tribal communities during
their early years of schooling, reflected a more hegemonic form of state control
whereby authority was exercised through strategic alliances with carefully selected
native networks rather than by direct and overtly violent means (Mamdani 1999).
The native school system in New Zealand, from its inception, was directly linked to
the government agenda to “civilize” Maori children and prepare them to take up
citizenship roles in New Zealand society as quickly as possible (Barrington 2008).
In this respect, village-based native schooling provided a vehicle for the colonial
government to enact assimilationist policies within tribal contexts. These ideologies
ultimately had a far-reaching and devastating impact on many Maori communities,
particularly as the number of Maori language speakers decreased and these numbers
have never recovered. Thus, it is clear that while Anglo colonial children were
represented symbolically within the nation-building narrative as a form of terra
nullius, or as tabulae rasae awaiting some form of “cultural inscription,” indigenous
children were seen as requiring a much more elaborate preparation for colonial
citizenship — one that involved the erasure, and in some cases the complete
eradication, of native cultures, languages, and ways of life.

These attempts at the regulation and control of indigenous lives, and in particular
the lives of indigenous children and young people, sit right at the heart of an
“ontological unease” that besets post-settler nations (Bell 2009, p. 145). Here,
there is recognition that the apparently benign romanticism of nineteenth-century
representations of colonial land and indigenous people carried with it a deep racist
and evolutionary premise that resulted, in many instances, in atrocities and injus-
tices perpetrated against native populations (Bell 2006). Accordingly, in cases
where the conquest of native populations is a foundational event in a nation’s
history or where unresolved historical injustices are carried across generations,
official “forgetting” about conflict bolsters the “illusion of the nation’s historical
innocence” (Huhndorf 2001, p. 11; but see also Scheckel 1998). However, where
these injustices remain in contention, Bell (2006) argues that the history of Anglo
settlement becomes “an increasingly problematic ground to assert a sense of
cultural identity” (Bell 2006, p. 256). In this respect, place identities in post-settler
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contexts are complicated by the unfinished stories of the cultural encounters of the
past, but the centrality of land in national narratives continues to frame these
unsettled relationships in the present. With regard to children and young people
in post-settler societies, these discourses are overlaid by intersecting discourses
about land and childhood that affect the way that citizenship is conceived and put
into practice. The enactment of these perspectives in contemporary state narratives
involves negotiating between nostalgic depictions of land and childhood as they
figure in national imaginaries and the highly racialized sentiments that underpin
those notions. This can be seen in state educational policy relating to young people
and post-settler readings of the “outdoors™ as is discussed below.

3 Young People and the Racializing of the “Wilderness”

One of the central ideas that cuts across nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
colonial thought is the trenchant belief that native populations would inevitably die
out as a direct result of contact with European “civilization.” Brantlinger (2003)
refers to this as “extinction discourse,” a distinctive aspect of the closely connected
creeds of imperialism and racism. He argues,

A remarkable feature of extinction discourse is its uniformity across other ideological fault
lines: whatever their disagreements, humanitarians, missionaries, scientists, government
officials, explorers, colonists, soldiers, journalists, novelists, and poets were in basic
agreement about the inevitable disappearance of some or all primitive races. This massive
and rarely questioned consensus made extinction discourse extremely potent, working
inexorably toward the very outcome it often opposed. (Brantlinger 2003, pp. 1-2)

Extinction discourse (sometimes referred to as “fatal impact”) became part of
the colonial mindset in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as indig-
enous populations around the world sharply declined in the aftermath of contact
with Europeans. There were many reasons for this; Brantlinger (2003) cites war,
violence, genocide, and the introduction of diseases into populations that had not
yet had time to build immunity. In colonial societies around the world, however, the
rarely questioned notion that indigenous peoples were inevitably doomed as a result
of their encounters with “civilization” gave rise to a nostalgic or “sentimental
racism” (Brantlinger 2003, p. 1) whereby native races were at once mourned,
eulogized, and ultimately ennobled and valorized as the innocent victims of a
tainted and degenerate Western civilization.

At the same time as these extinction discourses were playing out, settler anxi-
eties about the loss of indigenous wilderness spaces were also intensifying. Massive
clearances of land for agricultural use in places like New Zealand and Australia led
to the widespread destruction of native habitats as forested areas made way for
pasture or, as Dominy (2002) describes, “the telltale patchwork quilt of European
settlement” (Dominy 2002, p. 15). Native flora and fauna served as much a
psychological and aesthetic need for settlers as it did a commercial one, however,
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and as the long-term environmental effects of these practices became apparent, it
seemed to them that indigenous landscapes and indigenous peoples were destined
to die out altogether (Star and Lochhead 2003). These regrets combined with a
guilty, “sentimental racism” inflected colonial discourses about childhood, ethnic-
ity, and the indigenous wilderness that were positioned together and reified in state
narratives of the colonial era.

In many respects, these backcountry tropes continue to be deployed in contem-
porary state education narratives that extol the wilderness as a place that offers
sanctuary and respite from city life for children and young people. For example, the
“wild” is often portrayed as a place of healing and therapy for urban young people
who have been identified as “difficult” or “troubled.” Certainly, wilderness therapy
programs for “high-risk” adolescents have long been connected with other kinds of
outdoor education programs such as adventure therapy, Outward Bound courses,
forest schools, wilderness education, as well as military-style boot camps designed
for young people deemed to be “at risk” (Rutko and Gillespie 2013). It should be
noted here that although the positive impact of these kinds of programs is often
assumed by educators, social workers, and wilderness therapists, their overall
efficacy is under-researched and, as such, open to debate (Ungar et al. 2005).

Yet children and young people are constantly given messages about the need to
directly experience and engage with the land, especially when it comes to rural or
wilderness environments. Indeed, since the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, outdoor youth movements involving activities such as scouting, hiking,
and camping have been closely associated with representations of the wilderness
and the construction of social meanings about nature. Early twentieth-century rural
landscapes were conceived in this way by adults who saw these spaces as ideal sites
for place-making activities that were designed to educate children and young
people as well as regulate and monitor their leisure and recreation experiences
(Cupers 2008). Implicit in these ideas was the conviction that children would
mature into healthy adults if they developed a strong and sympathetic relationship
with the natural world (Armitage 2007).

These perspectives were linked to early twentieth-century public discourses
about nature and its importance to children’s spiritual, moral, and physical devel-
opment, but they were eventually incorporated into state education policies and
became part of official narratives about nature and childhood that underpinned the
nationalist rhetoric of that era. This came about because many early twentieth-
century nature study advocates were closely aligned with the emerging progressive
education reform movement that actively supported outdoor learning programs. In
England and Wales, for example, school nature study organizations had sprung up
at the turn of the twentieth century and their claims about the value of putting urban
children in touch with nature dovetailed with broader pedagogical concerns about
fostering young people’s engagement with science education through increasing
their knowledge and awareness of the natural world. In 1905, the Board of Educa-
tion included a new regulation that British primary school children should be given
“observation lessons and nature study” (Jenkins and Swinnerton 1996). These ideas
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were widely adopted in the British colonies and were eventually included in school
curricula across the British Commonwealth of Nations.

Similar initiatives were introduced in North America in the early years of the
twentieth century as the increasingly influential nature study movement success-
fully argued for the introduction of science into public schools (Kohlstedt 2010).
These ideas were also behind the school garden movement that operated in many
parts of the United States from the 1890s until the mid-twentieth century (Kohlstedt
2008). Many of these nature study programs reflected the way that proponents of
progressive education viewed child development. In particular, they associated the
domain of childhood very closely with the natural world, believing that adult
intervention was needed in both areas either to protect and regulate or to exalt
and enhance them (Kohlstedt 2008). However, these ideas were also shaped by the
racial and ethnic discourses of the time. This can be seen in the way in which the
progressive educational movement was bolstered by programs developed specifi-
cally for children and young people that aimed to connect them with nature and the
wilderness. For example, at the turn of the twentieth century, “nature”-oriented
youth movements in America had become an important part of many Anglo-
American childhoods that were closely associated with the nostalgic ideal of a
quietly vanishing world, the colonial frontier.

The League of Woodcraft Indians (later known as the Woodcraft League of
America), for instance, was an outdoors club for white American children
established by Ernest Thompson Seton in 1902. Seton believed that industrialized
urban society had weakened the moral and physical well-being of American
children and their families. In response to this, the League of Woodcraft Indians
was a youth program that offered boys the opportunity to spend time in the outdoors
hunting, camping, and learning frontier skills. Seton looked carefully for exemplars
of moral virtue and physical “purity” to serve as a model for the young people who
joined the League, and he ultimately turned to American Indians as epitomizing his
desired standard of ideal goodness for urban youth (Armitage 2007). To this end,
Seton wrote, “the ideal Indian, whether he ever existed or not, stands for the highest
type of primitive life, and he was a master of woodcraft, which is our principal
study” (Seton 1907, p. 3). Here, constructions of native peoples as noble “primi-
tives” acted as a vehicle for lessons given to white American children about
physical and moral virtue, and this was not uncommon in youth programs at the
turn of the twentieth century. At the same time, as these activities were taking place,
however, real Native Americans were experiencing the devastating impact of the
1851 Indian Appropriations Act that had sanctioned the creation of Indian reserva-
tions forcing many tribal communities to surrender large areas of land to the state
(Goldstein 2008). It was in this way that a fatal impact model of cultural encounters
came to be embedded in an educative process whereby “Indians” could be con-
ceived as poetical ennobled peoples only after the so-called Indian problem had
been eliminated and replaced by the notion of native populations as a landless and
dying race — victims of the onslaught of civilization and the colonial hunger
for land.



36 J. Kidman

Similarly, the early twentieth-century scouting movement in North America also
relied heavily on nostalgic notions about the wilderness which was posited as an
ideal environment for white American children. The place-making activities of
organizations like the Boy Scouts of America during this era took place at a time
when the American frontier had closed and notions of the wilderness were being
transformed as the modern American city was making incursions into the material
landscape and gaining dominance in the national imagination. Cupers (2008)
comments that at the same time as learning wilderness skills, boy scouts were
also introduced to an invented tradition of “Indianness” that drew on heavily
Westernized versions of stories about native American customs and lore. These
highly romanticized and ahistorical “traditions” were a feature of many of the social
activities that took place in scout camps that involved songs, games, and dressing
up as “Indians.” In this respect, indigeneity was reinvented in these contexts as a
proxy for Anglo-American masculinity but entirely disconnected with actual native
struggles over land that were happening at exactly the same time. As Cupers (2008)
notes, the establishment of the National Parks system in the United States forced
many native communities off their ancestral lands, but it was also in these same
places that scout troops regularly came to set up camp and dress up as “Indians.”

In this respect, the presence of actual indigenous people with real histories of
struggle and protest serve as a disruption to these idealized, fetishized, and highly
racialized narratives about land acquisition, national histories, and childhood. They
fade in and out of official memory according to whose politics and renderings of the
past are being summoned. Philip Deloria (1998) has commented on the reliance of
Anglo-Americans on native peoples to define their own national identities arguing
that “[s]avage Indians served Americans as oppositional figures against whom one
might imagine a civilized national Self” (Deloria 1998, p. 3). This idea can be
applied more broadly to other post-settler nations where indigenous peoples are
frequently positioned ambiguously in national narratives. On one hand they are
necessary for the validation of Anglo national identities, but on the other hand, they
are largely invisible in pioneering and early settler tales about the acquisition of
the land.

In post-settler environments, the nation-building project invokes difficult and
frequently unanswered questions about the control of space including questions
about who belongs and who is excluded. Cutting across these narratives is a
discourse about childhood and place and the racialized nature of the geographical
imagination in post-settler memory regimes. At the same time, however, the
narrative of the colonized landscape, like the narratives of colonial and indigenous
childhoods, is never absolute. There are multiple possibilities involved for children
and young people in their reading of these ideas. Moreover, adult constructions of
childhood, land, and indigeneity, while constituting very powerful influences in
children’s lives, are also partial and cannot ever fully represent the spectrum of
young people’s perspectives on these matters. Smith et al. (2002), for example,
argue that despite adult constructions of land, place, and childhood dominating
public narratives, young people are very adept at reading the world on their own
terms and are able to negotiate and construct place identities in their own way. In a
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similar vein, Nairn et al. (2003) assert that it is important to speak directly with
young people themselves in order to discover their views and experiences of their
everyday environments. They argue that young people invariably provide a highly
complex and nuanced picture of their engagement with place and public space that
can easily be overlooked if others speak on their behalf. A fuller understanding of
the way that indigenous youth interact with physical spaces has yet to be developed,
and this is an area where further research is needed. However, some of the elements
that could potentially be incorporated into future studies, at least in the post-settler
context of New Zealand, are explored in the section below.

4 Indigenous Maori Youth Geographies in New Zealand

Frantz Fanon once wrote that “[f]or a colonized people, the most essential value,
because it is the most concrete, is first and foremost the land: the land which will
bring them bread and, above all, dignity”” (Fanon 2001/1963, p. 34). The primacy of
land in colonial encounters has ongoing repercussions in contemporary post-settler
nations where historical injustices against indigenous peoples are in the process of
being formally addressed. In these societies, conflicting memories about the past
often rise up in unexpected and uncomfortable ways making it difficult to establish
and embed national narratives about harmonious cultural relations in the present. In
this respect, cultural identities also have spatial and historical dimensions that shape
the way that memory, place attachment, and belonging are articulated within both
public and indigenous discourses. Craib (2000) argues, however, that when spatial
constructions of identity are historicized and acknowledged, we can begin to con-
ceptualize the cultural and spatial understandings that preceded and coexisted with
the colonial enterprise and explore the ways that these perceptions influence con-
temporary identity formation. This is an important step in thinking about how
indigenous young people construct cultural place identities within post-settler spaces.

In the New Zealand context, the centrality of the landscape is deeply ingrained in
narratives of national identity. Perry (1994) argues that New Zealanders mobilize
and read these images differently from societies whose wealth and well-being do
not rest upon agricultural or agrarian economies. These narratives of place have
come to be focused on an iconic wilderness, a vast topography of volcanic plateaus,
mountains, forests, lakes, and glaciers upon which national imaginaries rest
(Le Heron 2004). But the modern New Zealand nation was also built on the colonial
acquisition of land held by Maori tribal communities, and tensions continue to
simmer as a result. Indeed, the landscape itself has become a metaphor for many of
these tensions and silences (Le Heron 2004). This can be seen in the way that the
past is represented in the repositories of national memory, such as Te Papa
Tongarewa, New Zealand’s national museum, where Maori and Crown conflicts
over land are portrayed as a historical concern that has been resolved rather than as
a contemporary problem that is still in bitter contention (Labrum 2012; Macdonald
1999). In practice, Maori experienced extensive land loss throughout the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries, and the subsequent impact on Maori tribal identity, which
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is inextricably tied to ancestral and cultural links to particular territories, has been
profound. As Smith (2007) notes, “[r]ecovering identities from forced removal has
been a long-term intergenerational battle for many” (Smith 2007, p. 70). These
intergenerational battles continue to be played out in the present, and this has a
considerable impact on the way that many Maori young people engage, and often
disengage, with state-sanctioned histories about land and nation.

Consequently, cultural relations between Maori peoples and the Crown are far
from reconciled and continue to be the subject of ongoing negotiation and heated
debate. Many of these debates now take place within formal state mechanisms that
have been specifically created to address Maori grievances against the Crown.
These mechanisms have been in place since 1975 when, as a response to growing
Maori anger and protest about the colonial “land grab,” the New Zealand govern-
ment established a Tribunal, known as the Waitangi Tribunal. The purpose of the
Waitangi Tribunal is to investigate breaches of the 1840 Treaty of Waitangi — an
agreement made between Maori tribes and the Crown which is considered by some
to be the founding document of the modern New Zealand nation. It was established
at a time when Maori anger about the massive loss of tribal lands threatened to spill
into wider civil unrest and the government feared that the protests would take a
more violent turn that could not easily be curbed (Celemajer and Kidman 2012).
The creation of the Waitangi Tribunal was therefore an attempt to contain that
possibility and establish avenues whereby Maori could seek some form of resolu-
tion and redress for claims over land and other forms of historical injustice in ways
that were less likely to lead to civil disorder (Poata-Smith 2004).

Given these circumstances, New Zealand Maori have become very familiar with
historical discourses relating to land and dispossession, yet even those who have
experienced tribal deterritorialization either firsthand or as an intergenerational
memory continue to draw meaning from places. Nowadays, the majority of Maori
young people are located in urban areas at a distance from their tribal homelands,
and because of this, many of them do not have day-to-day contact with their tribal
communities (Kukutai 2013). Even so, many young people continue to feel a strong
sense of affinity with their tribal origins which provides them with a sense of
belonging, continuity, and place (Andrews et al. 2012; Hokowhitu 2013). These
affinities are particularly important because most Maori young people have direct
experience of interpersonal and institutional racism and cultural stigmatization in
their daily lives, and this is partly the reason why tribal homelands have such
significance as a place that they can call home (Webber 2012). In many ways, these
are cultural geographies that sit beneath Maori young people’s everyday sense of
place and location which offer them a means of resisting, or at least managing,
racism, and stigmatization insofar as they provide a tribalized politics of place. In
this regard, young people’s ascription of meaning to tribal homelands can be seen as
being much more complex than a nostalgic desire to reinvent cultural traditions that
have been lost — these expressions of tribal identity have become a key component
of contemporary indigenous identity discourse for Maori children and young people
who seek a form of cultural expression that provides them with a territorialized
sense of belonging (Kidman 2012).
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In addition, Panelli (2008) argues that the construction of homescapes is an
important source of resistance for minority groups. She adds that different groups
deploy notions of place and home that “provide safety, support, and expression of
identity and sustenance of lifestyle” (Panelli 2008, p. 803). In line with this,
Coombes et al. (2012) contend that the “spaces for Indigenous belonging and
reconciliation are fleeting and tenuous rather than consensual and certain”
(Coombes et al. 2012, p. 695). They suggest that because of this ambiguity, the
hope expressed by some postcolonial commentators that the recognition of indig-
enous agency might lead to a greater spirit of reconciliation and belonging always
needs to be balanced against the ongoing realities that exist within what they
describe as the “persistent geographies of marginalization, disadvantage and des-
peration” (Coombes et al. 2012, p. 694). The kinds of tribal place identities that are
available to Maori young people are discussed below.

4.1 Maori Tribal Place Identities

The importance of the land in maintaining sui generis tribal identities that are
reflected in a wide range of Maori cultural and tribal practices cannot be
underestimated. For example, the customary forms of greeting that are used at
formal gatherings of Maori communities also reflect people’s unique tribal affilia-
tions with particular territories. On these occasions, highly ritualized introductory
oratories are delivered that involve a recitation of one’s genealogy (known as
whakapapa) and an account of one’s tribal area including geographical references
to tribal locations such as mountains, rivers, and lakes. Salmon (2005) writes,

One of the most interesting features of Maori oratory is its setting in a mythological
landscape, one which would be quite unfamiliar to other New Zealanders. A totally
different concept of the country and its history comes into play, and unless the listener
roughly knows the landmarks of this landscape, he is liable to get lost. Places are called by
their Maori names in direct preference to European equivalents [...], and places that are
hardly noted on European maps become extremely important. Focal points of Maori
settlement, such as Ruatahuna, Ngaruawahia, Ruatoria and so on, are insignificant com-
munities in size and wealth, yet rich in history and mana, and they dominate the “Maori”
map. Large cities on the other hand, are relatively unimportant, since they are European
creations, and recent ones at that. (Salmon 2005, p. 165)

For some Maori young people, these practices offer a way of understanding the
natural world that is different from what they learn at school and which legitimizes
their connection with particular “spaces.” Maori tribal place identities are also
formulated through many other kinds of multigenerational connections with phys-
ical territories. Kawharu (2000), for example, contends that a particular form of
land guardianship, known as kaitiakitanga, is closely associated with Maori tribal
identities and it has “a centrality in Maori kin-based communities because it weaves
together ancestral, environmental and social threads of identity, purpose and prac-
tice” (Kawharu 2000, p. 349ff). In this respect, land and tribal identity are fused into
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every aspect of cultural practice relating to the care and custodianship of the
environment. At the same time, she argues, the ethic of kaitiakitanga, as a form
of intergenerational land custodianship and “resource management,” is also becom-
ing more widely used in Maori political claims relating to Crown breaches of the
Treaty of Waitangi. Accordingly, contemporary cultural and tribal claims about the
care and management of land no longer simply relate to a series of cultural
practices. Rather, they have entered political and legal discourse as an assertion
of what it means to be Maori in the twenty-first century, although Kawharu (2000)
notes that the principles of land protection and conservation tend to be more heavily
emphasized in these contexts than other aspects of the ethic which involve spiritual,
philosophical, and ethical matters.

The concept of kaitiakitanga has also been introduced in many schools although
it often appears in a heavily anglicized form. For example, it is frequently cited in
environmental education and sustainability programs that focus on people’s civic
responsibilities and obligations toward the environment (Tarrant 2010). In this
regard, Maori cultural meanings have recently begun to be referenced in a range
of education policies and practices, and kaitiakitanga is one such concept that has
been adapted for use in New Zealand classrooms. The reasons that educators give
for wanting to incorporate these elements of Maori cultural meaning into the
curriculum often relate to their beliefs about biculturalism and civic and profes-
sional responsibilities to reflect bicultural perspectives in their teaching practice
(see, e.g., Cosgriff et al. 2012).

In the New Zealand context, biculturalism has become a focal aspect of nation-
alist discourse, and it carries strong redemptive overtones. Since the 1980s, this
discourse has centered on the idea that the 1840 Treaty of Waitangi between Maori
peoples and the Crown gave legitimacy to the Pakeha [New Zealanders with settler
origins] presence in New Zealand. Accordingly, the Treaty of Waitangi is
represented as the foundation document of New Zealand and is widely perceived
as the basis of a unique relationship between two parties, namely, Maori and
Pakeha, who are portrayed as the founding peoples of the nation (Bell 2009).
Nationalist rhetoric since the 1980s has focused on the notion that a “partnership
of equals” exists between Maori and non-Maori. This partnership is seen by many
as defining New Zealand as a modern nation that is at peace with its “Treaty
partners” — namely, indigenous Maori people. The strong nationalist overtone in
the language of Treaty partnership has since entered into educational policy and
practice where it is often referred to as an actuality rather than as a highly
aspirational goal for future cultural relationships.

While biculturalism has become the default narrative of state policy makers and
educators, it has also been challenged by many Maori scholars and political
activists. For example, O’Sullivan (2014) describes the instatement of biculturalism
as “a state-initiated strategy of containment which understates the extent of indig-
enous aspirations” for self-determination (O’Sullivan 2014, p. 30). In a similar vein,
Bell (2009) argues that although the nationalist rhetoric of biculturalism was
brought in as an attempt to solve the problem of representing the past, the issue
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still remains because in practice, bicultural discourse tends to reify Pakeha identity
as the dominant one (Bell 2009).

Here it can be seen that despite Maori young people being positioned within
curriculum policy and practice as “bicultural Treaty partners” and as legitimate
“citizens-in-the-making,” these perspectives emerge from a state imaginary that
acknowledges the violent past but insists that cultural reconciliation has taken
place. In the official story of the nation, we are all now “equal” partners who are
depicted as sharing common goals and concerns and committed to a common
future. However, in the face of ongoing Maori struggles for recognition and
autonomy, this notion does not touch the reality of many Maori children’s lives,
nor does it address the very real disparities in Maori health, education, economic,
housing, and employment outcomes. For this reason, tribal place identities that
sometimes, at least, manage to sit outside of state power relations continue to hold a
great deal of appeal for Maori young people who, to borrow a term from Paul
Goodman (1960), are “growing up absurd,” in the trenches of state-organized
systems.

But if tribal narratives hold meaning for young people and provide them with a
sense of belonging, there are also dilemmas associated with these kinds of identity-
making practices. Sissons (2004), for example, argues that some forms of identity
construction can limit and constrain options for indigenous peoples. In the
New Zealand context, he argues that post-settler nationhood has permanently
changed the cultural landscape for both Maori and non-Maori alike, and for that
reason, manifestations of contemporary cultural identity continue to be heavily
influenced and shaped by power relations. He notes that, “[w]hereas setter nation-
hood required Maori to become Pakeha, post-settler nationhood requires Maori to
become Maori” (Sissons 2004, p. 29). Likewise, Castree (2004) contends that
indigenous and nonindigenous groups alike may fetishize “place” in order to
support their identity claims by valorizing “local knowledge,” “subaltern” identi-
ties, and “place-making projects” (Castree 2004, p. 140). He notes that while these
identity claims may well be intended as a form of empowerment, the “various
geographical imaginations that local actors and institutions have deployed to
command their home ‘turf’ have often been chauvinistic, essentialist and exclusive,
as opposed to ecumenical, open and inclusive” (Castree 2004, p. 141).

Maori youth geographies are indeed situated within the politics of the subaltern.
But in nations where history has disobliged indigenous groups and rendered
indigenous young people silent or invisible within the wider nation-building pro-
ject, and when tribal histories and memories of loss and dispossession are denied or
glossed over in official state depictions of the past, young people’s construction of
tribal place identities can also become an expression of resistance to these official
narratives, and as such they can be seen as acts of conscientization and politiciza-
tion (see, e.g., Kidman 2012, 2014). These tribal place identities can therefore
provide young people with a means of “speaking back” to historical and contem-
porary injustices at a time when official state discourses have closed down other
kinds of spaces for debate to take place. It could well be that young people’s
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articulations are sometimes partial, incomplete, and messy, but they are also a way
of responding to power relations that have disrupted Maori “spaces” over time, and
in this respect, it is within these contexts that new kinds of decolonizing youth
geographies may well have the potential to emerge.

5 Conclusion

Across the British empire, romantic and pastoral imagery of colonial childhoods,
combined with idealized colonial conceptualizations of wilderness, landscape, and
scenery, positioned cultural relationships between indigenous groups and the state
in highly oppositional terms. These oppositional relationships were, in any case, the
basis of power struggles that took place over land and territory over time. But the
conflation of ideas about childhood and land mirrored the racialized nature of
colonial understandings about land and indigenous peoples that came to be embed-
ded in modern nation-building stories. In many post-settler societies, these per-
spectives denied or marginalized indigenous peoples and their place-making
activities, histories, memories, and cultural practices as well as their claims to land.

In the New Zealand context, continuing silences about the cultural encounters of
the past disrupt national stories that speak of race relations as being resolved and
harmonious. The “ontological unease” (Bell 2009) that is produced by these
unsettled histories has also provoked a response from many Maori young people
who are beginning to find new ways of responding to ongoing tensions over the
control of social space. As has been discussed in this chapter, some do this by
adopting cultural identities that give them a sense of belonging, acceptance, and
place attachment, and this is a form of tribal identity and place-making that carries
meaning even for those who reside at a distance from their tribal base. When they
adopt these tribal place identities, people can ‘“speak back™ in ways that may
potentially open up spaces for the creation of redemptive geographies that decol-
onize and emancipate although much more work is yet to be done if we are to
understand the complexities, challenges, and nuances involved.
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Abstract

This chapter considers the specific role of young Indigenous peoples within
historic colonial and neocolonial efforts of building and maintaining nation-
states. Although these efforts have unfolded around the world, theoretical
discussions in the chapter are grounded in specific examples from Canada,
with some reference to New Zealand (Aotearoa), Australia, and the United
States. The chapter begins by exploring the very idea of Indigeneity, followed
in the second and third sections by an investigation of Indigenous children in the
discipline of geography. The chapter then provides an overview of nations and
nation-states, followed by a discussion about the place of children and youth in
the construction and continuance of these nation-states. The fifth section of the
chapter offers examples of new — often decolonizing — roles of young Indigenous
people within contemporary geographies. The chapter concludes with thoughts
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about where and how to extend future discussions in human geography so as to
more fully and significantly account for the unique places and roles of Indige-
nous children and youth in the neocolonial work and spaces of nation-states and
beyond.

Keywords
Indigenous children and youth « Nation building ¢ Colonialism

1 Introduction

Canada celebrated its 134th birthday as a modern nation-state in July 2001. Earlier
that same year, First Nations photographer Jeff Thomas (member of Six Nations
Reserve in Southern Ontario) curated a national exhibit of images entitled Where
are the Children? Healing the Legacy of the Residential Schools. The National
Healing Foundation (NHF) supported the exhibition in efforts to promote public
awareness, understanding, and education about the history and legacy of one of
Canada’s most brutal colonial projects. Residential schooling was fundamentally
centered on children and was tied to the building of a nation and the expansion of
territory and physical geography (de Leeuw 2009; Milloy 1999). Comprised mostly
of small black and white or sepia-toned photos, most of them hauntingly faded and
often creased or damaged, the exhibition focused on images of very young Indig-
enous children or youth in school settings across the country. Image after image in
Where are the Children? captured rows of Indigenous children and youth standing
stiffly on the steps of government- and church-run schools, flanked by black-robed
priests and nuns. Many of the photos caught children bent over sewing machines,
working on farming equipment, or sitting in orderly lines of small wooden desks.
Some images depicted “before-and-after” transformation of children, a colonial
dream of remaking Indigenous children into “civilized” citizens for a modernizing
new nation. Many of the Indigenous children simply stare at the camera,
unsmilingly, their hair cropped short and their arms hanging limply at their sides.

The exhibit was part of NHF’s ongoing effort toward building reconciliation both
among generations of Indigenous peoples and between Indigenous and
non-Indigenous people in Canada — starting with developing a national dialogue
about Indigenous children and youth being central, and often violently positioned,
subjects in the building and maintaining of Canada as colonial nation-state. The
children in Thomas’s collection of photographs, it might be argued, embodied a
nation-expanding and colonial agenda of “de-Indigenizing” Canada’s geographies
(Razack 2002). The presence of sovereign or independent Indigenous children and
youth would have signaled the immaturity of the country, an incompletion or fragility
of Canada’s national borders (Milloy 1999). Images of subdued, “civilized,” and
settler-educated Indigenous children reinforced Canada’s sense of self as a nation-
state, its production of both physical and sociocultural borders that defined and
reinforced who and what Canada was about as a country. Borders, after all, are
precisely what define nation-states. Borders, both in imagination and on the ground,
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demarcate one country’s geography as distinct and bounded from another. Borders
also define who has the right to be where and how those people are to be treated
(Sparke 2009; Anderson 1983). Young Indigenous people in Canada, then, were at
the epicenter of sociocultural and geographic concerns focused on territorial expan-
sion of Canada becoming and sustaining itself as a colonial space. In some ways, as
observed by an Indigenous elder and expanded upon in this chapter, for Indigenous
peoples “losing children [was] like losing the land” (Wilkinson 2006, p. 7).

This chapter considers the place of Indigenous children and youth in the building
and maintaining of nation-states, historically and in the present day. To contextualize
this, a brief exploration about what constitutes Indigeneity as geographers and
children’s geographers have written about it is offered in the chapter’s opening
sections. The roles of children in nation building are then considered, looking at
specific ways the roles of children have been considered geographically — which is
taken to mean that place, space, and spatiality are central organizing forces in the
sociocultural and material lives of different subjects. The next section of the chapter
focuses primarily on Indigenous children and youth in Canada, both historically and
within neocolonial geographies of the nation. The roles of Indigenous children and
youth in New Zealand (Aotearoa) and Australia’s colonial projects are also contem-
plated, emphasizing how geographies of Indigenous children and youth were and are
central to colonial projects around the world. In the penultimate section, the roles of
young Indigenous peoples in contemporary nation-states are considered even more
carefully and extended across different scales, including their roles in revolutionary
cross-border activities like the Idle No More movement. The chapter ends with a
reflection on the chapter as a whole and with considerations and suggestions about
how future generations of scholars interested in critical, antiracist, and decolonizing
geographies might more fully theorize young Indigenous people in relation to spaces
of nations, countries, neocolonialism, and beyond. Like Jeff Thomas’ Where are the
Children? exhibit, this chapter asks about the role and presence of Indigenous
children in colonial projects. Its goals are to understand how children and youth —
and especially Indigenous children and youth — have been deployed to form and
maintain national and colonial borders, both grounded and discursive. Like the aim of
Canada’s National Healing Foundation (NHF), the chapter also seeks to build
reconciliation across existing colonial borders — through education and increased
understanding about the geographies of Indigenous children and youth — in the hopes
that one day, a greater diversity of values, personhoods, and identities can coexist
across myriad geographies, from childhood onward.

2 Indigeneity and Geographies of Indigenous Children
and Youth

Indigeneity is far from a straightforward marker or even descriptor of identity.
Many Indigenous scholars around the world insist that, prior to colonial interven-
tions, there was only an understanding of “being human” with no attendant sense of
“being Indigenous” (Smith 1999). This has led some (Sissons 2005) to argue that
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“First Peoples” might be a better descriptor than “Indigenous,” a particularly salient
observation given that Indigeneity is, for some Indigenous theorists, an imposed
categorization of Otherness in reference to the imagined normalcy of newcomers
and settlers who were mostly, but by no means only, European (Smith 1999; see too
Tuck and Wayne 2012). Still, due to confusion and controversy about the concept
of “First Peoples,” most geographers, including those focused on children
and youth, continue to use the terms Indigenous or Aboriginal, often with attendant
explanations about the chosen nomenclature (Cameron et al. 2009). Undoubtedly,
however, the very concept of “Indigenous,” and the various geographies it conjures,
remains contested and evolving. Some Indigenous scholars suggest the very
construct of “Indigenous” is one of many ongoing forms of colonial violence
against peoples who held title over lands prior to times of contact (Lawrence
2003, 2004).

While the nomenclature around Indigeneity is complicated, the categorizations
of what (and who) qualifies as a “real” Indigenous subject are also rife with
tensions. These tensions are centered in claims about authenticity, blood, geneal-
ogy, community, and access to certain (often curtailed) rights and roles (Li 2007).
This means that Indigenous children and youth are central to contemporary con-
versations about identity. Indigeneity is assigned or claimed at birth, often placing
children and young Indigenous peoples at the vanguard of claims about who is an
Indigenous person and who can claim ensuing rights and responsibilities. Com-
pared with non-Indigenous peoples, Indigenous people in Canada, New Zealand
(Aotearoa), and Australia are among the youngest demographic in each country
(Statistics Canada 2013). Indigenous peoples also have higher birthrates and
become parents earlier in life (Statistics Canada 2013). Indigenous children and
young people thus figure prominently in all aspects of Indigenous identity, which in
turn is tied tightly to the geographies of colonial nation-states.

Given the deep feelings of hope many Indigenous communities around the world
place in their children and youth, believing them to be part of a renewed future in
which Indigenous peoples are fairly emplaced within contemporary geographies,
some Indigenous youths express feelings of being pressured, a fear of failure, or a
sense they might not be “good enough” to claim the identity of Indigenous (Friedel
2010). In geographies around the world, from Canada’s Arctic to Australia’s
western shores, young Indigenous peoples and children also struggle to make
clear, for themselves and others, what it means to be an Indigenous subject
(Ulturgasheva 2014; Guilfoyle and Botsis 2013). While they— like many other
young people — are increasingly articulating themselves as sovereign, independent,
and resilient subjects (Jeffrey 2011), young Indigenous peoples also live with
unique challenges. These can be the outcome of targeted and specifically racialized
anti-Indigenous discrimination based on pejorative ideas about Indigeneity with
links to a violent colonial past that consistently “othered” Indigenous subjects
(Chandler et al. 2003; Chandler 2002; de Leeuw et al. 2012). Indigenous peoples
around the world are also living increasingly mobile, urbanizing, and border-
crossing lives, resulting in hybrid and multinational families, communities, and
identities that do not fit easily or smoothly into reified ideas about exactly what
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constitutes being Indigenous (see, for instance, Katz 2004; Kobayashi and de
Leeuw 2010; de Leeuw et al. 2011).

To further complicate the very idea of Indigeneity, “being Indigenous” has met
with some skepticism, from critical geographers who worry about essentialism,
reductionism, and overly codified racialization of people based on socially
constructed ideas about identity (for discussions on this, see Cameron et al. 2014;
Tolia-Kelly and Crang 2010; Tolia-Kelly 2009). Still, there remains an established
need to recognize some unique and material aspect of being Indigenous, which
begins in the earliest years. This is especially the case because, despite incredible
strengths and resiliencies, to be Indigenous today means, around the world and
including for young Indigenous peoples, to live with some of the highest rates of
poverty, morbidity and mortality, isolation, low education, political persecution,
poor health, and cultural marginalization (Dockery 2011; Richmond and Ross
2009; Adelson 2005; Amnesty International 2004). These marginalizations are
well established as the outcome of often geographically influenced anti-Indigenous
racism and neocolonial violence (de Leeuw et al. 2012). This feels especially tragic
given overwhelming evidence that if Indigenous children and young people have a
clear and healthy sense of their Indigenous identity, however that be defined, they
experience fewer health risks, including suicidal ideations, an “epidemic” among
many Indigenous children and youth around the world (Chandler and Lalonde
1998; Chandler et al. 2003). Still, how to understand and define Indigeneity remains
a topic of ongoing inquiry, one that geographers grapple with. Indigenous geogra-
phies, the relationships between the discipline of geography and questions of
Indigeneity, similarly remain an ongoing, often shifting and many times somewhat
contentious, area of inquiry.

To be Indigenous, to claim Indigeneity within a nation, is a contested and
complicated matter. There are, however, a few simple ways of considering and
understanding Indigeneity, which are the ways we understand and use it throughout
this chapter. Postcolonial theorist Gayatri Spivak once wrote (although later
problematized) that there may be benefit in a “strategic essentialism” that provides
to outsiders some sort of unified cohesion to an identity that might otherwise be
consistently reconstructed as fragmented and flawed especially by colonial forces
(Danius et al. 1993). For many Indigenous peoples, including young people,
strategic positioning and defining of identity are often an articulation that an
inalienable difference exists between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples,
namely, that people with Indigenous identity “have no other homeland” (Smith
1999) than their place of birth either to return to or from which to form a sense of
self or community. Linked to a deep and “from-time-immemorial” connectivity to
their homeland as the very place they and all previous generations were born, many
Indigenous peoples, including young people, articulate a place-based principle of
sociocultural organizing and structuring (Cajete 1999; Basso 1996; Cardinal 1969;
Deloria Jr. 1969). This place-based orientation to identity and culture extends into
urban environments, where many young Indigenous peoples live today, and to
geographies beyond Canada, including in Australia and New Zealand (Aotearoa)
where young Indigenous peoples, their teachers and mentors, their families, and
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their communities are all increasingly asserting a connection and right to land and
cultural sovereignty (Borell 2005; Kidman 2012). The materiality of and relation-
ship with land, environment, and the more-than-human, as opposed to more
abstracted and less grounded principles of progress or rational logic, form the
very essence of Indigeneity from the perspective of many Indigenous people and
especially those in Canada, the United States, Australia, and New Zealand
(Aotearoa) (Alfred 1999; Alfred and Corntassel 2005; Smith 1999). Indeed, for
many Indigenous peoples including Indigenous youth, to “be” Indigenous is simply
something that is, beyond explanation, especially to non-Indigenous peoples or to
forces of a colonial nation-state (Alfred 1999; Caringi et al. 2013). This is some-
thing we too believe.

3 Indigenous Peoples and Geography: Where Are
the Indigenous Children?

Many contemporary geographers take as established and well understood that
geography has a long problematic colonial past that was fundamental both to the
framing of Indigenous peoples and communities as inferior to especially European
colonial powers (Razack 2002) and to the deterritorialization, or “mapping out and
off,” of Indigenous peoples (Harris 2002, 2004; Brealey 1995). Consequently,
many geographers, and particularly critical, feminist, Indigenous, antiracist, and
decolonizing geographers, have established that current questions about and inqui-
ries into Indigenous geographies must always be framed and understood in relation
to questions about colonial power (Coombes et al. 2014). Specific work includes
unsettling normalized non-Indigenous hegemonies and associated ongoing projects
that perpetually result in Indigenous peoples’ spatial, legal, sociocultural, and
economic marginalization, including as a function of nationalism and the mainte-
nance of nation-states (Shaw et al. 2006; Castree 2004; Wainwright 2008; Egan and
Place 2013). Unfortunately, very little attention is paid to the role of Indigenous
children and youth, or geographies of childhood, in these examinations.

In the opening decades of the twenty-first century, geographers and other social
scientists are proposing new research frameworks for considering Indigenous
geographies, which might well include geographies of children and youth, often
proposing research methods and methodologies that account for self-determining
and autonomous Indigenous community partners (Castleden et al. 2012; Louis
2007). Some of these methods include participatory mapping, auto-ethnography,
digital storytelling, photo-voice, or even interactive theater based on Theater of the
Oppressed philosophies and pedagogies (Bird et al. 2009; Conrad 2008). There is
nevertheless much more attention needed to respectfully and fully include and
account for Indigenous children and youth in research and other conversations,
which is explored at the end of the chapter. Indeed, while innovative research
methodologies that account for ethics and power imbalances are occurring in the
subdiscipline of children’s geographies (Abebe and Bessell 2014), rarely have
children’s geographies contemplated the unique and multiple power imbalances
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that exist when we (mostly White and non-Indigenous scholars (Delaney 2002))
work expressly with Indigenous children and youth. The geographies of Indigenous
children and youth, then, are a relatively recent field of inquiry for all geographers
(Aitken et al. 2007).

More broadly, but with potentially interesting implications for geographies of
Indigenous children and youth, geographers are documenting the ways that colonial
power intersects with neoliberal power, which manifests in ongoing alienation of
Indigenous peoples from lands and resources in nation-states (Altamirano-Jimenez
2014). Geographers are also addressing the ways that innumerable legal and
discursive structures collude to (re)produce Indigenous subjects, including children
and youth, as undeserving dependent wards of benevolent nation-states (Gilmartin
and Berg 2007). Finally, some geographers are considering questions about
embodying Indigeneity in the discipline and the tense but potentially very produc-
tive relations between Indigeneity, feminism, emotionality, affect, and nonrepre-
sentational theory and storytelling (Hunt 2014; Christensen 2013). In other words,
while not yet fully conceptualized as such, young Indigenous peoples, like other
children and youth, may offer valuable and transformative empirical and concep-
tual lenses through which to understand a “range of issues. . .[from]. .. education,
work, micropolitics, and identity. . .[to]. . .structure, agency, and participation — that
form part of the intellectual currency of human geography” (Jeffery 2010, p. 497).

It is well established, nevertheless, that all children and young people, far from
being “little adults,” are unique autonomous subjects with distinctive orientations to
space, place, and power who, consequently, require distinct methodologies and
theorizations, ethical attunements, and considerations (James 1990; Philo 2003).
Children and youth are, for instance, active participants in the creation and recre-
ation of spaces at multiple scales (Ansell 2009), including in nations at war or peace
and countries transforming within and through ever-globalizing and increasingly
urbanizing circuits of power (Wood 2013). Children experience the spaces, places,
and geopolitics of nations and countries in unique emotional and embodied regis-
ters that differ from adults but which are also varied according to class, sexual
orientation, race and ethnicity, (dis)ability, and gender (Blazek and Windram-
Geddes 2013). These also vary at different points in their lifecycles (Hil and
Bessant 1999; Halloway and Valentine 2000; Barrett 2013). Certainly racialization
and citizenship and issues of immigration and emigration are critical in children’s
geographies, prompting experiences of and orientations to space and place that
result in feelings of inclusion or exclusion (Howard and Gill 2001). These can have
powerful implications for the ways that children and youth go about constructing
and maintaining the communities and nations in which they live (Barrett 2013).
Children and youth, then, have never been neutral or passive subjects. They are
active agents who impact spaces of countries and nations distinctively and
dynamically.

Despite geography’s significant colonial past — and to some extent because of its
ongoing conflicted relationship with trying to define itself as a post- or anti-colonial
discipline — there is much work by geographers trying to make and open new spaces
in and through which to think about Indigenous geographies. There is also, thanks
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to the expansion of children’s geography as a subdiscipline, an understanding that
geography needs to make and open new spaces for young people. Only quite
recently have the geographies of Indigenous children and young people begun to
be explored and critically theorized, especially in the context of the present day
(see, for instance, Kidman, this volume, » Chap. 2, “Maori Young People, Nation-
hood, and Land”). There consequently remains much work to be done about the
geographies of young Indigenous peoples as they interact with nation-states.

4 Indigenous Children and Youth in Colonial Geographies
of Nation-States

A still dominant but increasingly outdated notion of the nation-state, according to
The Dictionary of Human Geography, is one where the nation-state is a product of
nationalism which reifies a “geo-historical foundation for national community”
(Sparke 2009, pp. 486—487). This idea turns in part on historic understandings of
the nation-state as a somehow formalized, consolidated, and almost “primordial”
(Sparke 2009, pp. 486—487) spatialized parceling of physical geography that is
mapped along material boundaries. This definition is, of course, limited. More
theoretical work, which is less attuned to ground-truthing the nation-state, makes
clear that nations might better be conceptualized as “imagined” spaces, often in
flux, and often dependent in great part on (sometimes violent) discursive exclusions
of “others” based on racist, masculinist, or other phobic logics premised on keeping
some subjects “out” and other subjects “in” (Sparke 2009, p. 487). While children
and young people are often targets of nation-states establishing hard and fast
national boundaries, this too remains an under-theorized area of geographic inquiry
(Horschelmann 2008; Hopkins and Alexander 2010). Understanding how colonial
and imperial hegemonies encode certain normalizations of national identities,
politics, cultures, and socio-legal categories through children and young people
expands our understandings about state power. Furthermore, understanding that the
nation-state is more than an ontological ground-truth opens spaces in which to more
fully theorize children and young people as importantly enfolded within eminently
socially constructed geographies reliant on various discourses of power.

Many geographers have argued how the formation of nation-states from spaces
that, prior to becoming ones, were NOT nation-states relied heavily on violent
impositions of colonial imaginaries about the spaces being terra nullius, or empty,
uninhabited, and unclaimed lands open for settlement and enclosure precisely as
nations or countries (Brealey 1995; Clayton 2000). Geographies now known as the
nations of Canada and the United States were famously imagined (and then
reimaged through myriad cultural and popular rhetoric from maps and legislation
to books and movies) as wide-open unpopulated spaces passively waiting and
available for the modernity of colonial European’s “westerly” advancement and
enclosure (Harris 2004). Critical and contemporary apertures of postcolonialism
and decolonization offer additional insights. The transformations from what were
undeniably complex and sophisticated independent self-governing Indigenous
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territories into what are now known as the United States, Canada, Australia, and
New Zealand (Aotearoa) were systematic de-Indigenizing projects involving the
wholesale (and sometimes genocidal) eradication of the regions’ First Peoples
(Churchill 2004; Razack 2002).

Certainly strong evidence exists that settler colonialism was squarely focused on
The Indian Question. Indeed, that focus differentiated settler colonialism from first-
wave colonialism in that the former involved colonization and settlement of lands,
while the latter was more focused on contact and trade, often in coastal lands
(Fisher 1977), especially in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in the Americas
and Australia and New Zealand (Aotearoa). Theorized very broadly, The Indian
Question involved what Euro-colonial settler subjects should “do” with peoples
who, as one Indigenous scholar puts it, were “inconveniently” alive, strong,
resisting, and sophisticated, uninterested either in dying off, disappearing, or
quietly assimilating (King 2013). In other words, the grounded, material, and
ontological production of nations rested firmly on the issue of “dealing” with the
regions’ First Peoples. The production of colonial nation spaces meant securing
power over Indigenous peoples and communities, which meant that securing power
over Indigenous peoples and communities implicitly — or perhaps explicitly as will
be explored — involved Indigenous children and youth.

On June 11, 2008, the Prime Minister of Canada offered to all Indigenous
peoples in Canada, on behalf of the Canadian Government, what quickly became
coined in the country’s mass media as a “historic and groundbreaking apology.”
Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s apology closely followed Prime Minister Kevin
Rudd’s February 2008 apology to Indigenous peoples in Australia.

Both apologies, offered by the leaders of nation-states to Indigenous peoples
who do not live in “post”-colonial circumstances (Waterstone and de Leeuw 2010),
concerned the countries’ centuries of violent treatment of Indigenous children and
youth in educational systems. Even Canada’s Prime Minister Stephen Harper
acquiesced that the nation was purposeful in efforts to remove and isolate Indige-
nous children from the influence of their homes, families, traditions, and cultures
and to assimilate them into the dominant culture of an expanding Canadian nation-
state. These removals were based on the assumption that Indigenous cultures and
spiritual beliefs were inferior and unequal. Indeed, some sought, as it was infa-
mously said, “to kill the Indian in the child” (de Leeuw 2009). The apologies of
both prime ministers underscore the role of Indigenous children and young people
in the establishment of nation-states’ intent on absorbing preexisting First Peoples.
Indigenous children and youth, from the perspectives of many, were foundational in
formations of colonial nation-states (Fournier and Crey 1997). Forcibly and fre-
quently violently acculturating Indigenous children served multiple, and often
eminently geographic, historic purposes which have shifted powerfully over time.
Around the world, and certainly in Canada, the formation of colonial nation-states
required control by settler subjects over land and resources. Widely migrating,
sovereign, and self-determining Indigenous peoples disrupted Euro-colonial
models of private property ownership. Forcibly removing children from families
and communities, while simultaneously enacting a series of laws and policies that
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made it illegal for families or communities to resist children’s removal, forced
many Indigenous peoples to increasingly stay located year long in a single place
near to where their children were being schooled. Coupled with the formation of
Indian reservations or reserves, in which Indigenous peoples were enclosed, Indig-
enous children and youth became ways by which newly establishing colonial
nations could circumvent Indigenous claim to and use of vast traditional geogra-
phies. During their schooling, children were educated in agrarian labor practices,
which served colonial settler needs for cheap farming labor and trained children to
cultivate private land after finishing. This forced many Indigenous peoples into
nonmigratory farming lives that allowed nation-states to more easily control them
in ways that made sense to colonial governments establishing nation-states built in
great part on models of private property ownership. Indigenous children and youth
became another means of controlling space and territory in nation-states.

Indigenous children and youth were also envisioned by ecumenical organiza-
tions and the newly forming national colonial governments, who in Canada (as in
Australia, the United States, and New Zealand (Aotearoa)) worked together on the
project of “Indian Education,” as entry points by which to begin conversion.
Conversion was designed to transform heathen savages into modern civilized sub-
jects subservient within the nation-state. As Prime Minister Harper’s apology also
acknowledged, spiritual transformation of Indigenous children and youth was
another way “to kill the Indian.” Acculturation and de-Indigenization of Indigenous
peoples and communities could be scaled up from the bodies, minds, and emotions
of children and young people through to Indigenous parents and adult communities.
Indigenous children and youth were understood as vectors through which to spread
nationalism and enfold First Peoples into the colonial nation-state.

Perhaps most controversially, then, Indigenous children and youth are understood
today — particularly by more radical anti-colonial Indigenous theorists — as the
embodied sites by which emerging nation-states like Canada and the United States
enacted genocidal efforts against Indigenous peoples (Churchill 2004). In Canada,
more than 150,000 Indigenous children were removed from their families and com-
munities and placed in Indian residential schools across the country for more than a
century. In some of these schools, scientific experiments involving mass starvation or
monitored malnutrition were conducted (Mosby 2013). Despite documented reports
by physicians about the deplorable states of children’s health in the schools, including
substandard sanitation and hygiene leading to deadly outbreaks of disease, the federal
government and ecumenical organizations continued to operate the schools on unten-
able budgets with little to no health oversight (Kelm 1998).

Many children died in the schools. More pervasive than acute illness and even
death of children was the “cultural” genocide of killing languages and practices of
Indigenous children, thereby eradicating generations of traditional knowledge and
experiences and leading to what many have asserted is the ongoing and
intergenerational violence of residential schools (Milloy 1999). Generations of
Indigenous peoples, either as children themselves or as children of parents or
grandparents who went through the residential school system, are left with little
to no knowledge of individual or community Indigenous identity. A de-Indigenized
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state of Indigenous peoples, begun in childhood, can be theorized as an effective
means by which colonial nationhood manages to maintain power and thwart strong
self-determining autonomous Indigenous subjects. Violent erasure of Indigenous
knowledges from children and youth has led to challenges in parenting new
generations of Indigenous children, resulting in a “cycle of cultural genocide”
that, to many contemporary Indigenous theorists, continues colonial efforts to
de-Indigenize countries (Elias et al. 2012).

So deeply linked to the geographies of Indigenous children and youth are the
grounded formations of colonial nation-states, which relied on territorialization and
control over resources and spaces that some Indigenous peoples view colonization
of land as one and the same as the colonization of children. Larry Stillday, an elder
who grew up in the 1940s and 1950s and went through residential schooling, is
quoted by an American historian of colonialism as saying:

We had loss of land. We had the loss of [our] religion to the missionaries. The absence of
children was quite noticeable. Our children were being ripped away, to government
boarding schools, to non-Indian foster homes off the reservation. Losing children is like
losing the land. You talk about losing the land, and you talk about acreage, but that is not
the whole part. (my emphasis, Stillday quoted in Wilkinson 2006 pg. 7).

The loss of Indigenous children and youth to residential schooling cannot, however,
be relegated to the past. Neocolonial geographies of nation-states continue to disrupt
Indigenous communities through ongoing intervention into families, through the
extension of what Stillday references as “non-Indian foster homes” and more com-
monly known as child welfare (de Leeuw 2014). In 2008, Indigenous children made
up 51 % of children in care in Canada’s westernmost province of British Columbia;
the province’s 2008/2009 Auditor General Report noted that “[s]tudies indicate that
in British Columbia, an Indigenous child is about six times more likely to be taken
into care than a non-Indigenous child. Of all B.C. children who are in care, 51 % are
Indigenous — yet Indigenous people represent only about 8 % of B.C.’s population”
(Auditor General 2008/2009). The 2010 BC Ministry for Children and Families
service plan reported 53 % of 8,677 children in the ministry’s care were Indigenous
and the 2008 Canadian Incident Studies Report on child protection notes a rate of
49.69/1,000 Indigenous families reported for investigation compared to only 11.85/
1,000 reports on non-Indigenous families. The numbers of children being displaced
through child welfare in Canada are more than the number displaced by the residen-
tial schooling system, a system overt in its attempt to kill the Indian inside the child.

Geographers and others, including theorists of children’s geographies, know
well that power is never fixed or complete (Scott 1990; Pile and Keith 1997). There
are always slips and gaps; resistance and struggle against power occur wherever
power announces itself. Children and young people, especially if understood as
active political subjects (Hopkins and Alexander 2010; Habashi 2008), are fluent in
creative and imaginative ways to thwart and push back against articulations of
power. This is the case for Indigenous children and young people, both historically
and in contemporary times. Even in residential schools where, as discussed, chil-
dren and youth faced violence and, in some cases genocidal circumstances, children
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and young people asserted themselves by speaking their languages, forging con-
nections among each other, making art representing traditional knowledges, and
ultimately and over time using lessons of colonial education to tackle the very
nation-state that was attempting to assimilate them through legal battles that are in
the twenty-first century coming to successful fruition (de Leeuw 2007).

5 Being Indigenous in the Twenty-First Century: The New
Places of Children and Youth

For many strategic reasons, which are also often geopolitical, sociocultural, and
economic, Indigenous peoples are intent — especially in these early years of the
twenty-first century — on ensuring they are clearly understood as unique subjects in
comparison to the many and varied non-Indigenous peoples with whom Indigenous
peoples coexist in colonially defined and controlled, and ever-globalizing,
nation-states. Within the grounded and imaginative boundaries that give colonial
nation-states like Canada their contours, young Indigenous people are increasingly
active decolonizing forces. Young Indigenous women are engaging global circuits
of power to draw attention to the unique and racialized violences they face, and
two-spirited (or queer or transgendered) Indigenous youth are announcing them-
selves as different subjects within — but outside and beyond — Euro-heteronormative
colonial national state spaces (Morgensen 2011). Creative youth forces like the
band “A Tribe Called Red” produce radically inspired, decolonizing, hip-hop music
proudly announcing Indigenous ways of knowing and being as no longer something
that can be ignored by non-Indigenous Canadians — or indeed other settler-colonial
subjects around the world. Theirs, like many others, is a politically hybrid fusion of
sounds focused on social justice that refuses essentialisms or certainties while still
celebrating spaces and places of Indigeneity. Indigenous youth cultural jamming
interventions have very recently underscored the ways that popular culture —
including settler youth subculture’s wearing of “feather headdresses” and beaded
headbands in places like folk festivals — continues to enact misunderstandings about
Indigenous peoples, thereby perpetuating colonial violence (Hayden-Taylor 2014).
Cultural jamming is not always tied to non-Indigenous settler activity but is also an
independent practice used by Indigenous youth to make statements about cultural
pride and assertions of sovereignty. Often these cultural jammers use humor and
imagination to make their point, suggesting ever-opening and new ways to speak
back against colonial hegemony.

Other young Indigenous people, through broad-based political movements with
global and social media attention and through increasingly radical and identity-based
music, art, literatures, cultural jams, and urban and rural installations, are also
progressively articulating themselves as sovereign anti-colonial subjects (Belanger
et al. 2003; Big-Canoe and Richmond 2014; Buffam 2011). For instance, the
revolutionary and eminently nation-based vision statement of the Idle No More
movement, which began in Canada and spread around the world (www.
idlenomore.ca), clearly links Indigenous identity with territory and water- and land-
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based concerns: “Idle No More calls on all people...to honour Indigenous
sovereignty. . .to protect the land and water. . .to help build sovereignty and resur-
gence of nationhood...[and] to reframe the nation to nation relationship... by
including grassroots perspectives, issues, and concern” (www.idlenomore.ca). In
many cases, the “grassroots” have been populated by young Indigenous peoples
speaking passionately about their rights to traditional, and hence contemporary,
geographies.

In January 2013, and as part of the Idle No More movement, a group of six
Indigenous youth and a guide set out on a 1,600 km walk from the James Bay Cree
community of Whapmagoostui, Quebec, to Canada’s capital city, Ottawa. The youth
called their walk “The Journey of Nishiyuu,” which means “The Journey of the
People” in Cree. As the young people walked, nearly 400 other Cree and Algonquin
peoples, including children, joined them in efforts to “show the federal government
that First Nations are united and determined to preserve their language, culture,
traditions, and treaty rights.” On March 21, 2015, and also in dialogue with the Idle
No More movement, a small group of young Indigenous Diné women and their
supporters embarked on a 350 mile walk designed to be an act of cultural revitaliza-
tion. The walk began in Prewitt, New Mexico, with the express intent of “gathering all
Diné people together, both to fight against environmental degradation and, through
music, art and poetry, to bring joy and laughter to each of the communities they visit”
(http://www.idlenomore.ca/nih_gaal_bee_iin_walk_for_existence). By articulating a
united sense of Indigeneity, and by leveraging that unified identity in negotiations with
nation-states, Indigenous peoples are able to claim both a decolonized sense of identity
and (most often small but nevertheless significant) rights to land, resources, and other
remuneration for displacement (Li 2007; Dawes 1998; Kobayashi and de Leeuw
2010). These complex positionalities and subjectivities are being grappled with and
articulated by Indigenous young people in myriad spaces, from territories traversed on
epic national walks through to social media spaces like Facebook and Twitter.
Indigenous leaders and young people have pioneered trending Twitter feeds about
the need in Canada for a national inquiry into the more than 1,000 missing and
murdered aboriginal women, many of them young woman (see #MMAW), while
Facebook pages like Native Pride exist so “Native Americans from around the world
[can] UNITE. . .[and] share with one another, communicate, [and] learn from each
other. ...” Young Indigenous people are redefining and reworking borders at many
scales, conscious of a colonial past, aware of a neocolonial present, and looking
forward to an open and increasingly decolonized future.

6 Conclusions and Thinking Forward: Geographers
and States of Knowledge About Indigenous Children
and Youth

This chapter explored the fundamental concept of Indigeneity, charting the central-
ity of Indigenous children and youth to the very identities and cultures that define
Indigenous peoples and community now and for the future. The chapter then
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explored the place (or lack thereof) of young Indigenous people, both in geography
writ large and in the subdiscipline of children’s geography. To demonstrate the
absence — yet incredible potential — of Indigenous children and youth in conversa-
tions about historic and contemporary geographies, the chapter then illustrated the
remarkable centrality of Indigenous children and youth to a powerful geographic
construct: the nation-state. The fourth section of the chapter began by focusing on
the historic deployment of Indigenous children and youth within violent colonial
nation-building projects and then moved into discussions about Indigenous chil-
dren’s ongoing vulnerability in neocolonial geographies and their resilience and
revolutionary roles within their countries. Given the extraordinarily central role that
Indigenous children and youth have played in the establishment and maintenance of
nation-states, not to mention the openness with which to theorize colonialism and
nation-states, there is certainly a plethora of possibilities for future research about
colonial power, countries, and the geographies of Indigenous children and youth.
This is the case however nation-state is defined, from material or ground-truthed
locations through to imaginative discursive spaces. Indigenous young people con-
tinue to be active forces within nations, increasingly challenging colonial power
and articulating Indigenous identity and culture as inalienably tied to territory rights
and responsibility. Consequently, there is a virtually untapped opportunity to
understand radical social change through investigations of Indigenous children
and youth. Indeed, as this chapter has outlined, while the field of children’s
geographies is rapidly expanding and while there is an increasing effort by (espe-
cially critical) geographers to grapple more fully with Indigeneity and the settler-
colonial history of geography, there remains little work that expressly combines the
two. This chapter attempts to do this.

Although young Indigenous peoples are loudly and widely declaring them-
selves as active place-focused decolonizing forces, very little geographic research
actively considers the place and roles of Indigenous children and youth either as
specific subjects within children’s geographies or as unique subjects within
colonialism and the (re)production of nations — among other geographies. All
the more need, then, for geographers to make new places for understanding how
Indigenous children and youth either experience and resist colonialism, including
the establishment and maintenance of settler-colonial nation-states, or how Indig-
enous children and youth have actively engaged with, shifted, thwarted, or even
transformed the trajectory of national geographies. As this chapter has outlined,
there is a myriad of unexplored ways that geographers might actively engage the
potentiality of young Indigenous peoples as a means of understanding broad
questions that geographers are engaged in answering. Critical geographers, or
geographers vested in unsettling colonial hegemony, are especially well posi-
tioned to work with questions pertaining to Indigenous young people and how
they navigate workings of social, cultural, and spatial power. Certainly under-
standing the fluidity and mobility of people across multiple spaces, from rural to
urban and from region to nation to the global, would be enlivened through
attention to where and how Indigenous children and youth fit. Geographers
interested in health and medicine would find fertile ground by asking questions
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about the places and realities of young Indigenous peoples. Groundbreaking work
on feminist and queer Indigenous geographies is garnering increased attention by
geographers (see, for instance, Morgensen 2011), but there are many questions
that could be asked of, and with, two-spirited Indigenous young people on topics
spanning the roles and constructions of gender through to the health needs and
realities of two-spirited Indigenous youth.

If there is a growing and increasingly well-established understanding about
children and youth as distinctive agents of change across a broad spectrum of
times and spaces, surely too there must be an attendant realization about the specific
positionality and subjectivity of Indigenous children and youth in geographies of
colonialism and nation-states. Specific examples from Canada suggest there are
many constantly evolving reciprocal, iterative, and imbricated relationships
between nation-states and present-day Indigenous children and youth; these rela-
tionships always invite new questions and research, especially by geographers and
those who understand the importance of spatiality as a determinant of human
engagements. What the Canadian examples also demonstrate, however, is that
there are endless possibilities for future and further investigation. Understanding
the geographies of Indigenous children, nation-states, and colonialism remains a
wide-open field: Australia, New Zealand (Aotearoa), the United States, and coun-
tries in Central and South America — not to mention, China, Taiwan, Japan, and so
many other nations — are all countries in which specific investigations of Indigenous
children and youth might occur. Since there is an evolving and growing series of
investigations into the unique nature of research ethics and methodologies
pertaining to young people and, separately, into how to more fully understand
Indigenous peoples and geographies in decolonizing ways, it stands to reason that
contemplating the two in tandem would also lead to new and invigorating areas of
research. There is thus wide-open potential for geographers to engage Indigenous
young people through community-based participatory action research or other
research frameworks that work to redress existing power imbalances between
geographic researcher and research participants (Pain 2004; Wood 2013). Research
methods that place emphasis on affect, on emotionality, or that embrace inventive
practices such as walking, collecting, mind-mapping, storytelling, or digital narra-
tive collection could surely be codesigned and navigated with Indigenous partners,
thus finding expression and utility among young Indigenous peoples. Indeed, if
more human geographers, including children’s geographers, simply asked ques-
tions with Indigenous peoples, in partnership with Indigenous communities, or that
actively involved and empowered young Indigenous peoples, the discipline would
surely and positively broaden, in turn finding even more creative ways to work with
and understand the people and places in which we all live.

Indigenous children’s geographies, like Indigenous peoples and communities,
are never stagnant or fixed. They are always growing, shape-shifting, and
transforming — all key concepts in many Indigenous communities (Hunt 2014).
It might be productive then for geographers to think of the many “in-betweens,”
the many possibilities for growth and transformation, which exist among
children’s geographies and the geographies of Indigenous peoples living in
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colonial states and beyond. Theorizing children’s geographies and Indigenous
geographies in dialogue with each other might just open new possibilities for
reconciliation between and among settler and Indigenous peoples.
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1 Introduction

Turangawaewae, in its strictest application, refers to those places to which one has
allegiance and a ‘right to stand’. In a wider sense, it embraces a person’s identity as a
Maori — culturally, linguistically and emotionally. (Karetu 1990, p. 112)

Natural environments — lands, mountains, and waterways — are considered to be
deeply entrenched in Maori identity (Tomlins-Jahnke 2002). The inextricable con-
nection to the land and water is founded on spiritual dimensions where respect and
guardianship are practiced in relation to elements of the landscape (Rangihau 1977;
Walker 2004). In a Maori worldview, connections back to land areas, mountains,
rivers, lakes, seas, and burial grounds are represented through whakapapa or geneal-
ogy both to people and to place. These tracings are essentially acknowledging the
land and water that sustained a group of people, becoming markings of identity to
locating an individual and his or her ancestral connections to a place or places.

Like a feather plume worn in the hair or an appropriately inscribed moko, one’s
connections to their lands and waterways are a marking of identity. These ancestral
connections to land and water and their contemporary expression depict the
immense importance of connection that Maori practice and that contributes to
Maori identity. However, major impacts of colonization on Maori and iwi/hapil
(tribal/sub-tribal) identity in a geographical sense have been significant (Robson
and Reid 2001). Pepper-potting and urbanization of Maori moving away from tribal
lands (into largely populated cities), coupled with land loss and confiscation by the
Crown, have equally impacted on a sense of Maori identity (McIntosh 2005).

Rangatahi Maori (Maori youth) nowadays are occupying new spaces where identity
expression is taking place (O’Carroll 2013a). Virtual spaces of social communities,
interaction, and engagement provide new opportunities for negotiating identity that
empowers rangatahi (O’Carroll 2013c). Facebook is a key space where rangatahi are
socializing and engaging, thereby expressing their identity in a range of ways and to a
range of audiences. Cloke et al. (2013, p. xi) describe socially produced spaces as
“spatiality” to “emphasize how space is socially constructed and experienced rather than
being an innate backdrop to social life” and that there are a range of ways in which these
spaces are constructed. Social networking sites (SNS), for example, utilizing the Internet
to produce a “space and place” where Maori communities have the ability to connect,
engage, and communicate in meaningful ways. This shift of socially constructed spaces
from the physical to the virtual is being driven by the affordances of the Internet and SNS
that enable human interaction and sociality to occur at unprecedented levels.

This chapter seeks to discuss the importance of place and connection to place
from a Maori perspective and the tensions of offline and online spaces (such as
Facebook) for rangatahi Maori. Discussions around the negotiation and articulation
of offline and online identities and the ways in which rangatahi are indigenizing
Facebook as a marae space (gathering place for communities) will also be explored.
Furthermore, this chapter seeks to develop and extend on the literature of Critical
Geographies of Childhood and Youth in ways that highlight the importance of space
and place for rangatahi Maori in a society that is increasingly becoming digitized.
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1.1 The Importance of Place in Identity

There is a strong sense of place and belonging within Maori that relate to identity
and whakapapa (genealogical connections) (Edwards 2009; Roberts 2013; Selwyn
and Rito 2007). Whakapapa is a key aspect of Maoridom and being Maori through
connecting yourself to your ancestors (Nikora 2007). Genealogical connections and
ties refer not only to kinsfolk and iwi (tribes) but also to land as well. Whakapapa
literally means “to be grounded”; grounding in this context refers to the genealog-
ical grounding and belonging of an individual to his or her ancestors, tribesmen
(hapii (sub—tribe) and iwi), land, lakes, rivers, and seas (Roberts 2013). A connec-
tion between a person and land/water refers to the mutual relationship that their
ancestors had with the land that nourished and nurtured them.

Maori philosophies identify geographies with people; “Ko au te awa, ko te awa
ko au” — I am my river and my river is me (a whakatauki (proverb) from the
Whanganui tribes referring to the connection between descendants of those tribes
and the Whanganui River which nourishes them); thus, the importance of being
connected to place and, therefore, one’s whakapapa is a key aspect of Maori
identity and sense of belonging (Mead 2003) and is evident in the way that Maori
connect themselves to the environment. Genealogical connections of people are just
as important as genealogical connections to land and water, and the two are
interwoven, therefore connecting yourself to your ancestors and acknowledging
them, their teachings, and therefore who you are (your identity).

Many scholars have theorized Maori cultural identity (Maori identity) and what
it means to be Maori in Aotearoa and beyond (Borell 2005; Durie 1995a, b; Hiroa
1982; Mclntosh 2005; Moeke-Pickering 1996; Rangihau 1977; Te Hiwi 2008).
Prior to European contact, identity was demarcated through tribal groupings and
affiliations to iwi, hapii, and geographical configurations (including regional dia-
lectal differences). Maori as a word or concept can trace its initial origins meaning
“normal” or “regular” (Williams 2006) and, before European contact, did not act to
categorize or identify Maori as Maori. Maori identity itself began to develop after
European contact (Durie 1998).

This positioning of Maori as normal and the new arrivals as the other has now
been reversed, resulting in considerable discussion and debate about the nature of
Maori and Maori identity (Durie 1997b; Moewaka Barnes 2000; Walker 2004).
What is clear from the literature is that Maori identity is fluid and can mean
different things for different people.

1.2 Notions of Maori Identity

Maori scholars discuss interlinked strands, which can broadly be described as
ancestry and cultural practices (Moeke-Pickering 1996). In practical terms these
two aspects of Maori identity are interwoven and overlapping. Ancestry argues that
Maori identity is based on kinship to iwi, who trace their genealogy to a common
ancestor (Durie 1997a; Hiroa 1982; Walker 1992). Moeke-Pickering (1996, p. 1)
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describes how Maori ancestry, structures, and practices have played a key role in
the continuity of Maori identity.

Therefore, identity is about whakapapa as well as an articulation of the individ-
ual and is often guided by the teachings within whanau (family) and extended
whanau during upbringing (Karetu 1990). The second dimension, cultural practices
(or ethnicity as articulated by Kukutai (2004)), encompasses knowledge of cus-
toms, practices, language, kawa and tikanga (protocols and practices), as well as
involvement and participation with iwi, hapii, and/or marae structures, as related to
Maori identity (Karetu 1993; Rangihau 1977).

Identity can be based on how the individual chooses to articulate him or herself
regardless of negative stereotypes or labeling from society. While this choice of
identity is impacted by a range of dynamics such as whakapapa, membership,
cultural involvement, and so on, it is nonetheless an individual choice (Kukutai
2004). In contrast, negative slurs and racism toward Maori identity can have
implications on people’s self-identity (interpersonal behaviors and characteristics
of the individual) and how they perceive their own cultural identity. Maori statistics
around unemployment, imprisonment, violence, crime, and poor education have,
for some, become markers of Maori identity. While these statistics and racial
stereotypes might be realities for some Maori, for others, they represent a negative
idea of Maori identity.

These stereotypes can have major implications for Maori and in particular
rangatahi Maori, causing resentment toward being Maori or expressing Maori iden-
tity. In this way, identity is not always something that is chosen by the individual.
Instead, negative traits of identities (often created through stereotypes) are used as
labels, making it difficult for the individual to manage and control how his or her
identity is perceived. In addition to the multiple influences that affect Maori identity,
mass media and especially new technologies associated with the Internet have an
impact on how identity is being expressed and articulated (Niezen 2005).

1.3 Online Identity

Throughout our history, new media and communication technologies have pro-
vided Maori with alternative tools and methods to practice and preserve culture,
without necessarily having to be face-to-face. At our own pace and for our own
purposes, we have adopted, adapted, and entrenched the use of these tools into our
lives in various ways. The emergence of social networking sites (SNS) has seen a
similar rapid uptake by Maori, in particular, for the utilization of the construction
and representation of both offline and online identities (O’Carroll 2013a, c).

Within the broad scope of possibilities enabled by the development of the
Internet, the emergence of SNS has been a key phenomenon in the twenty-first
century. Boyd and Ellison (2007, p. 211) define the attributes of SNS as:

Web-based services that allow individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile
within a bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a
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connection, and (3) view and traverse their list of connections and those made by others
within the system.

These sites include (but are not limited to) Facebook, which is the largest SNS
to date with 1.06 billion active users (Smith 2013), Twitter, YouTube, Skype,
Google+, MySpace, and Bebo.

Maori are now transitioning to the virtual space, and research shows that 86 % of
Maori are using the Internet (Smith et al. 2011). With increased access to broadband
connections in remote areas, Internet in the home is becoming almost a common-
place, and mobile (smart) phones continue to extend Internet use (Smith
et al. 2011). Wi-Fi hotspots across parts of major cities, cafes, eating spots, learning
institutions, and libraries all provide Maori with greater access to the Internet. The
Internet has become a useful medium to participate in and promote Maori culture
and identity (O’Carroll 2013c).

Muhamad-Brandner’s (2010) PhD thesis looked at Maori identity in cyberspace
and covered some discussion around SNS. Throughout her data collection, partic-
ipants commented on the importance of SNS for them in their daily lives as well as
for communities and groups they belonged to. Maori have been sampled in studies
that look at the usage of SNS (Kukutai 2012; Smith et al. 2011), but in this
burgeoning social field, there is very little research around Maori and SNS.

The Te Hoe Nuku Roa was a longitudinal study set up in 1992 to “enable
cultural, social, economic and personal factors to be correlated” (Durie 1995a,
p. 461). The study consisted of approximately 700 households and 1200 partici-
pants. Its framework featured four major axes in which Maori identity was mea-
sured, including “Te Ao Maori.” This axis features the following distinct cultural
markers of Maori identity, ethnic affiliation, language and tikanga, land, fisheries
and forests, marae and hapii activities, and iwi links.

The framework was constructed as a tool to conceptualize current social,
cultural, and economic positions of Maori, recognizing that Maori are diverse
and dynamic with multiple affiliations. The framework attempts to address ideas
of Maori identity from both older and more contemporary points of view,
attempting to avoid prescribing parameters as to what Maori identity might
be. However, there have been some concerns about the THNR framework being
used as a measurement tool of Maori identity (Stevenson 2004). Relevant cultural
markers from Te Hoe Nuku Roa Maori identity framework will be used to discuss
how participants of this study used SNS for Maori identity formation and con-
struction including whakapapa, te reo Maori (Maori language), and ancestral
connections.

Digital identity studies mainly focus on how identity constructed online is done
through social interaction within networks (DiMicco and Millen 2007; Leonard
et al. 2008; Mehra et al. 1998). Studies have emerged that highlight self-
representation within SNS as a form of narcissism or self-absorption (see Buffardi
and Campbell 2008; Rosen 2007). A study conducted by Mehdizadeh (2010)
indicates that self-absorption exists in SNS, particularly Facebook, through the
promotion of oneself in photos and status updates. However, another study found
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that most Facebook users tend to contribute more to these functions on other
contacts’ pages, rather than their own (Hampton and Goulet 2012).

Larsen (2007) conducted a study on how young people maintain friendships and
thereby continuously work to construct and co-construct their identity online with
online networking acting as an extension of offline lives. Several studies indicate
that what young people are doing online (socializing, organizing, sharing informa-
tion, and so on) is very close to what they do offline thereby blurring and obscuring
the line between online and offline behavior (Boyd 2006; Hine 2000).

Other research around self-representation in SNS suggests that there is a level of
identity negotiation which occurs in varying online environments, situations, and
audiences (Cullen 2009; Kendall 1998; Stutzman 2006), but there are a small
number of studies that look at how cultural identity is constructed online
(Diamandaki 2003; Kennedy 2010; Larsen 2007; Lumby 2010). Broadly, these
studies look at the impacts of online identity construction and how identity (indi-
vidual and cultural) is impacted through online environment and protocols.

Goodwin discusses how SNS, Facebook in particular, provide Maori with spaces
to explore notions of identity, “these various Facebook usages produce differenti-
ated means for Maori Facebook users themselves to explore, contest, and re-define
Maori cultural identity across a set of technologically-facilitated social spaces”
(Goodwin 2011, p. 119). Within these social spaces that he describes as “techno-
logically facilitated temporal as well as spatial,” Maori identity and culture are
negotiated within these spaces (Goodwin 2011, p. 119).

More broadly, literature in the area of geographical work on children and
specifically within ICT/new media has been considerable. A number of studies
have looked into children and young people, spatiality (Holloway and Valentine
2000), and cyberspace. Robertson refers to this generation as “netizens” or the new
public citizens of cyberspace where decision-making occurs, and values are prac-
ticed creating highly socialized spaces (Robertson 2009, p. 287). Other literatures
have focused on earlier phenomena within the virtual social space such as relation-
ships (Carter 2005), children’s identities in online and offline worlds (Valentine and
Holloway 2002), social networking sites as spaces for education and learning
(Livingstone and Bober 2004; Madge et al. 2009), children’s safety in online social
spaces (Valentine and Holloway 2001), and teenagers use of new media for self-
expression (Livingstone 2008). This literature has provided a solid basis of which
geographical studies of children, young people, and new media have grown and
developed. This chapter aims to build upon and develop this literature with a
particular focus on Maori identity in the virtual space.

Therefore, connection to place is of key importance to Maori identity, and SNS
provide new spaces for identity performance and articulation as well as a place for
demonstrating cultural practice, particularly with regard to key identifiers of Maori
identity. SNS enable rangatahi Maori to negotiate their identity and express it in
ways that are comfortable for them and to audiences or communities that have been
socially constructed by them.
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2 Methodology

This study uses a framework that encompasses Kaupapa Maori principles that
provide a platform for Maori research to be conducted using distinct Maori cultural
practices and a Maori worldview (Cram 1992; Smith 1999). Secondly, the frame-
work is complimented by acknowledging the tribal upbringing of the researcher,
namely, three Taranaki iwi (Te Ati Awa, Ngati Ruanui, Ngaruahine Rangi), which
uniquely contributes to the way the researcher interprets and makes meaning based
on two fundamental teachings: rangimarie (peace) and hiimarie (humility). Finally,
te reo Maori me Ona tikanga (Maori language and protocols) is the third part of the
framework where Maori language use is elevated and used to holistically under-
stand Maori concepts.

The research draws from a rich empirical data set of 12 focus groups that were
conducted and made up of mutual friends (55 rangatahi), aged 18-25 from both rural
and urban areas of the North Island of Aotearoa, New Zealand. They included 19 male
and 36 female participants within both single and mixed gender groups. Additionally,
two tribal case studies were conducted with Ngati Ranana (an urban tribe established
for Maori living in London, UK) and Ngaruahine Rangi (a South Taranaki tribe), and
at least eight spokespersons (including rangatahi) of each tribe were involved in the
case studies. An interview schedule was designed and utilized to capture
co-constructed dialogue from participants regarding their experiences, attitudes, and
understanding of SNS. Both the rangatahi focus group data and case study data (that
included rangatahi participants) will be used in this chapter and focus primarily on
Facebook as this was the main site used and accessed by participants of the research.
Thematic analysis has been employed in this study, which highlighted the two major
themes of construction and representations of offline and online identities (Attride-
Stirling 2001; Boyatzis 1998; Braun and Clarke 2012). Ideas represented in this
chapter have been drawn from two publications that broadly looked into the role of
SNS in Maori identity construction and rangatahi Maori using SNS in different ways
(O’Carroll 2013a, b, ¢). The chapter highlights some of the major findings from these
literary works, foregrounded in discussions around place and space.

3 Discussion
3.1 Connection to Place

Connection to land in a physical sense is something that is felt and experienced (i.e.,
being able to connect through touch and smell) enabling that person to combine
together the physical and spiritual connections of a place. This is a very important
way in which Maori have a sense of place and understand their belonging to a place
is through feeling a connection. That connection is not always necessarily a
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physical one; it can be purely a spiritual one; nonetheless, it is a connection that is
felt by the person:

There’s nothing like coming home you know, physically being on the land, physically
being and meeting people and that adds to the whole experience, you can only get so much
virtually. Well nothing’s too hard, you know if the pull’s there and the want is there.
(Ngaruahine Rangi case study participant)

Being on the land physically, connecting with the earth, feeling the dirt under
your feet, smelling the familiar scents of home are experiences that cannot be
experienced in the same way, in a virtual space. The sense of place is central to the
idea of having ancestral connections, as expressed by a rangatahi participant of a
case study from Ngaruahine Rangi iwi.

Ancestral connections to place were expressed and celebrated through SNS
spaces. The Facebook page “I’'m Proud to be a Maori” provides a confident space
for rangatahi Maori to express their identity in ways that they would like (“I'm
Proud to be a Maori” 2012). Maori are regularly visiting the page and expressing
tribal affiliations on the page through proclamations of iwitanga (tribal identity) in
celebration of one’s Maori identity. Similarly, kapa haka (Maori performing arts)
Facebook pages provided rangatahi Maori with another forum in which to celebrate
iwitanga through SNS, such as HakaNation and Guess That Kapa (“Guuuuess that
Kapaaaaaa Bleh 8” (2012).

3.2 Connection to Culture and Identity Through the Marae Space

The marae is an important aspect of Maori identity (Durie 1995a) and is discussed
as being a central space for tribal and sub-tribal groupings to gather and practice
rituals and ceremonies as according to customs, ‘“The marae is the focal point of
Maori culture and communal activities [...] it was a courtyard, the plaza and
meeting-place” (Walker 1992, p. 15).

The marae and its inhabitants are families and extended family that derive
from a main or prominent ancestor; these groupings are known as hapi. The
majority of marae are rurally based on the ancestral homelands of its ancestors
and remain a place for its descendants to use and access. However, the cost and
time to return back to one’s marae to participate in marae and hapi activities is
limiting many Maori families, particularly those who live at a distance from
their marae.

Marae have provided a place of belonging for Maori to feel connected to and a
place to reinforce ancestral and cultural links to one’s Maoritanga (Maori culture)
and identity. Marae, hapii, and iwi Facebook pages have been created by some of
these institutions as ways to connect more to their constituents and to have access to
more of the rangatahi who frequent SNS spaces. Rangatahi Maori discussed how
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important these spaces were for them and how significant it was to have access to
their marae when living at a distance:

It’s really cool to see all the iwi’s and hapu’s [sic] all getting their own pages up and
running. I just jump on their page and just like oh that’s the back home lot! You know add
myself to that group ‘cos that’s what it’s all about you know. You can’t forget where you
are from originally so it’s bridging a small whanau gap with all your wider whanau and then
some. (Tui, male, focus group participant)

Having access to marae, hapil, and iwi is empowering rangatahi Maori with the
tools to be updated, kept informed, and involved in activities and events.

The following participant lives in Central Auckland, yet her involvement in what
is happening within their marae, hapil, and iwi is steady, as she is made aware of
happenings through the marae’s Facebook page. This level of communication is
innovative for marae in having the ability to communicate messages to a wide-scale
audience of marae members:

With these smaller marae and hapt a lot of these Maori communities are realizing that
rangatahi are on Facebook and so to bring the rangatahi home back into the marae they are
using Facebook as a tool to tell the world there is a wananga [workshop or lesson] this
weekend — come along and jump in and get involved. Marae, hapt and iwi are really
tapping in and thinking strategically about Facebook and how they can use it and bring
rangatahi in. (Sonia, female, focus group participant)

Further, marae and tribal institutions have realized that being accessible through
new technologies such as SNS that provide access to an important demographic
(i.e., 18-30 years) of the marae, hapii, or iwi constituency and that it is important to
be part of the SNS community to increase the network of the organization and have
greater connectivity among its collective:

Facebook [has] become the marae of the young people, that’s their marae. It’s the marae
where they can meet one another and korero [talk] to each other. Once they get to pahake
[adults] status like us, there’ll be a yearning to go home, but while they have the ability to
catch one another on Facebook and korero to each other, that’s where they’re going. (Iwi
elder, Ngaruahine Rangi case study participant)

Not only are users seeking information about what is happening on the marae,
activities, hui, gatherings, and hapt/iwi developments, but they also seek these
groups as a way to feel a sense of belonging and connection to home, to the marae,
to the elders, and to families who continue to run the marae and, therefore, a
connection to their Maori identity.

Places for expressing Maori identity are no longer relegated to homes or
traditional spaces of gathering such as the marae. SNS are providing this opportu-
nity to Maori from anywhere in the world where Maori identity can be promoted,
encouraged, and celebrated in collective spaces such as Facebook.
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3.3 Tensions

A number of tensions were identified by rangatahi Maori regarding offline and
online identities and how information was being accessed and shared and concerns
for protection, privacy, and ownership. These tensions were largely concerned with
what was considered culturally appropriate to be sharing and accessing in online
spaces.

Knowing one’s genealogical links and connections to both people and environ-
ment is part of knowing how you connect and fit into the tapestry of genealogy.
Ancestry provides the single most important factor of identifying as Maori and
participants in this study discussed whakapapa information as being accessible
through family pages or family orientated pages, including marae, hapi, and iwi
pages on Facebook:

Yeah we use this page for people that are looking for their links. People looking for
whakapapa and who they whakapapa to, who they whakapapa off. (Katarena, female,
focus group participant)

Physical dislocations from one’s tirangawaewae, marae, or kaumatua who are
experts in whakapapa made it difficult for people to access these sources of
knowledge to learn their whakapapa. SNS filled the void and allowed people to
learn about their ancestry remotely, removing physical barriers, distance, and
access from the process of identity construction and instead becoming an enabling
tool for rangatahi Maori to access information and resources pertaining to their
identity. This level of access to such information and knowledge allowed rangatahi
to feel more connected to their identity and felt more confident to express their
culture and identity (O’Carroll 2013c).

Conversely, some participants indicated that whakapapa shared in publicly
accessible virtual spaces had its risks. The information might easily be used by
unintended recipients, which caused participants to be cautious about what infor-
mation was being shared, how it was being shared, and with whom. Others felt that
these barriers to sharing knowledge such as whakapapa were slowly diminishing,
and Maori were being more open minded to these spaces for sharing:

There was a thing whereby you don’t put your whakapapa online, or it was more like you
don’t actually write it down. Um, I think that [attitude] is changing a lot more now and that
people are much more accepting [to] put down your whakapapa online and those sort of
fears are [...] changing I think for the better (personally). (Ngati Ranana case study
participant)

There is certainly a level of consideration given to when, how, and with whom
whakapapa is shared. Whakapapa is increasingly becoming more commonly shared
in SNS as more and more Maori seek this type of information from online spaces.

This increase in sharing whakapapa in online spaces may have an impact on the
importance of the marae as being a central place where knowledge such as
whakapapa is maintained and nurtured. A rangatahi from the Ngaruahine Rangi
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iwi case study spoke about her observations of many families that moved away
from their tribal boundaries and struggled to return home again. For the following
marae, the concern was that the numbers of people physically “coming home” to
participate in their cultural institutions and activities would diminish if knowledge
and information such as whakapapa were shared in ways other than face-to-face:

Where I fall short with that is, it’s nice to connect the dots but then when it comes to, “Oh
can you tell me who I am, can you tell me this, can you tell me that?” that’s when I say well
“Ok, here’s the address, here’s the time, here’s the hui, hoki mai ki te kainga” [return
home]. (Ngaruahine Rangi case study participant)

New generations brought up away from their tirangawaewae would seek
whakapapa information through other means (Internet, SNS, emails, ancestry
databases). Engaging with whakapapa and knowledge of this type is considered a
sacred process. This means that the information being handed down was not for
everybody — there were specific people entrusted with whakapapa knowledge as the
responsibility to bear was great, particularly when dealing with lines of genealogy
that might reveal concealed information that might not be public knowledge. This
remains to be the feeling for some Ngaruahine descendants, and finding out this
information at a face-to-face level shows a genuine willingness to want to learn
about themselves.

For the Ngaruahine Rangi iwi case study, there were a range of mixed views
from both rangatahi and kaumatua (elders) on the issue of accessing and sharing
whakapapa and genealogy in SNS. Barriers were noted as being broken down to
allow for greater access of such information and were being accessed by some iwi
members, while others were preferring to go to the source, to iwi representatives to
obtain whakapapa information. Regardless, SNS is changing the ways in which
Maori are able to access what was once a knowledge base only accessible through
oral traditions, stories, and narratives.

Further to these tensions are those of how identities are expressed in SNS with
image and appearance and are central to an individual’s identity. Such identities
differ from the offline to the online space where rangatahi Maori and a female in
particular invest time and effort into crafting such representations of their identities.

3.4 Identity Negotiation

SNS provide a number of different ways that users can share information about
themselves. Facebook, for example, allowed users to update their status (which is a
task that users are currently doing or a thought that they wish to share with their
network), share or tag (identification labels in images) photographs and videos of
themselves (or of friends), and like or show interest in other peoples shared
information, updates, media, or links and share external links. These functionalities
provided rangatahi with a number of ways to express themselves, their personali-
ties, and their identity/identities through online profile pages.
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Representations of the self were expressed in how participants talked about
presenting themselves, the effort they put in, and how they crafted and shaped
their online presentations. Generally, participants worked toward presenting them-
selves in a way that they wanted others to perceive them, which reinforced feminist
views of objectification through an observer’s perspective, and constantly seeing
themselves from others’ points of view. When the following participant was asked
what reasons would there be for her to remove any tags of herself from photos, she
responded:

Tragic [photos] Tragic looking, like make up everywhere, blaaaah. Tragic! Untag that
[photo]. Like, you never know who you’re going to meet or where [laughter] so what if
someone comes across your page? It’s like [clicks fingers] dam cos’ I don’t want to see no
tragic photos up there. (Antonia, female, focus group participant)

Furthermore, young women in the study expressed that they invested a consid-
erable amount of thought (and time) into how they might present themselves online.
The creation of text, selection of photos, and links to share and with which networks
(that might include whanau, friends, colleagues, university friends, community
workers, and so on) to include in their profile all contributed to the person they
wish to be presented as.

Another theme was the judgment and evaluation of peers’ self-representations
that were measured against how that person is perceived offline, with participants
using the terms “real life”” and “normal.” Participants highlighted the contradictions
between “real-life” and online representations as causing confusion and giving
contradictory ideas about an individual:

She only has photos when she’s beautiful, when she’s got make up on, when she’s wearing
her hair extensions, when her hair is straightened, but in real life she’s not like that, she’s
hori, she wears track pants, and her hair is always curly [. . .] so every single photo, I mean
every photo she has about 500 photos, is a perfect edited photo of her [...] and there’s no
just normal photos of what she’s like normally. (Hine, female, focus group participant)

Participants (both male and female) appeared to alter their perceptions about
individuals whose online and offline representations were not seen as congruent.
Some participants also commented that their perception of a person changed when
they saw or read something from Facebook, and judgments of that person would be
made based on the online material:

Yeah, I reckon Facebook can sometimes be quite yuck cos’ you know how girls like put
themselves out there, especially like girls and they’re like hardly wearing anything and
they’ll post it on their wall and make everyone see like their bodies and exposing their
bodies, [ reckon it’s gross. Yeah [...] It gives you sort of an idea of what people [are] like.
(Kiriti, female, focus group participant)

Exploring the way that rangatahi presented themselves online required exami-
nation of the role of the non-textual such as photographs and video. Photos in
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particular were shared and tagged and contributed to how a person was represented
in SNS:

Yeah I hate it when people tag you on photos though aye [...] especially when you’re not
looking your best — Sonia, female, focus group participant

Oh you’ve got to [...] it’s all about, yeah, personal image — Tui, male, focus group
participant

Females, in particular, expressly discussed tagged photos that they considered
unflattering and unhelpful to their image, reinforcing views on how femininity is
or should be presented. There was a process of “untagging” of photos that are seen
as undesirable. Untagging of images is a common practice among especially
female participants and, for some, had been routinely implemented into their
Sunday morning schedule (as many photos were posted from a weekend night
out).

Judgments in the form of sexual references were often made in relation to others
trying to seek attention with photos or elaborate and excessive textual excerpts
particularly in the case of women seen as wearing revealing clothing. Participants
would cast judgment based on what they think they know about a person, and if the
online representation did not match up, often judgments of falseness were made.
These forms of expression were fundamentally based on how rangatahi chose to
represent themselves, which ties into identity.

These nuances of online identities and representations were carefully crafted and
presented to varying audiences. Markers of Maori identity (as considered important
by participants) were expressed and promoted in online profile pages allowing
rangatahi Maori to take pride in cultural aspects of their identity. Furthermore,
representations of individuals underwent considerable crafting of image with the
use of images and text.

There are disparities in the ways that rangatahi present themselves in offline and
online spaces which do not appear to be congruent to their offline representations
and sometimes perceived by audiences as overly manufactured. Facebook networks
are usually acquaintances that have initially been made in person; therefore, the
notion that offline and online representations not aligning poses a threat on those
physical relationships (offline) around perhaps the authenticity of those relation-
ships; thus, online and offline spaces become blurred.

In the context of place and space, rangatahi Maori were actively making
decisions and choices as to their online identities and how they chose to represent
themselves that were not always congruent with their offline representation. While
the negotiation of self-representation discussed in this section differs to Maori
cultural identity and markers of identity, whakapapa, and cultural involvement,
these online representations nonetheless make up part of an individuals’ identity.
Consequently, online spaces empower rangatahi Maori with the tools to manage
and control their online image. This affordance of technology conflicts with an
earlier argument made about the issues around offline identity and negative stereo-
types and categorizing of Maori being difficult to control and manage.



80 A.D. Sciascia

Thus, rangatahi Maori are constantly negotiating their identity in different spaces
and for different audiences.

3.5 Indigenizing the Space

Maori identity is an evolving and dynamic fluid process of self-realization and
discovery of the individual grounded in multiple cultural forms from diverse local
and international locations. The usual constraints on the expression of Maori
identity are changing and fading. SNS are becoming a pro-Maori space in which
Maori are indigenizing as their own space through strong articulations and expres-
sions of their identity as Maori and as iwi, hapii, and marae. Maori cultural practices
are becoming everyday activities in SNS, enabling Maori who are living away from
the ancestral places and spaces to continue having a connection to culture, identity,
and language. SNS will continue to play an integral role in how Maori negotiate
culture that empowers them with the ability and access to participate and engage,
including Maori diaspora who are “actively seeking and using virtual media to
make and maintain strong connections with their haukainga (home), despite being
physically dislocated from them” (O’Carroll 2013d, p. 448).

It is abundantly clear that SNS aid and assist Maori users to access more
information about their whakapapa, language, marae, hapt, and iwi and enabling
rangatahi Maori to perform and articulate identity in new spaces. These spaces
are offering unprecedented opportunities for “cultural negotiations” (Goodwin
2011, p. 112) and cultural expression. Maori are using Facebook pages as
springboards to catalyze political movements (Waitoa 2013), revitalize the
Maori language (Keegan and Cunliffe 2014), create communities of Maori
diaspora (O’Carroll 2013b), and reconnect Maori to their tribal and ancestral
roots via Facebook. The affordances of SNS are enabling Maori to indigenize this
virtual space. This of course comes at a cost, and recent research has investigated
the potential impacts of virtualizing Maori culture and practice on the physical
marae space and on the important value and practice of being face-to-face
(O’Carroll 2013a, b, ¢).

For rangatahi Maori, it is important to understand the spatiality of SNS, utilize
the affordances that space offers, and maximize opportunities that offer cultural
articulation, expression, and performance. While at the same time, recognizing and
understanding the importance and connection to place and space with regard to
land, water, marae, mountains, rivers, ancestral grounds — all those places and
people whom we derive and that make up our unique identity as Maori.

4 Conclusion

Connection to place and people is what makes up Maori identity and enables
individuals to feel a sense of belonging that is meaningful and important to them.
These connections are experienced and felt and are what grounds rangatahi Maori
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so they know who they are, where they come from, and who they descend from.
Spaces for identity articulation and expression are changing and shifting — the
marae is no longer the only space where Maori identity is celebrated and expressed.
SNS are increasingly becoming safe spaces where rangatahi feel confident to
express their identity and feel proud to do so. Furthermore, SNS provide rangatahi
with technological tools and platforms to articulate and produce their image and
self-representation, contributing to their identity.

Rangatahi identities and representations are articulated through how they
perceive themselves, how they would like to see themselves, and how they want
others to see them. Identity is in a constant state of development, shift, and change
as factors influence the space in which identity is being presented. Different
contexts and audiences in SNS draw out different notions of identity that are
presented. Moreover, identity becomes scrutinized by audiences where judgments
are made in how identity is produced, reproduced, and represented and in how it is
perceived.

SNS are innovative, exciting, yet potentially hazardous spaces in which Maori
are navigating and exploring, taking with them their culture, language, identity,
and values. Maori have had to find new and innovative ways in which cultural
vitality can be achieved and cultural identity understood. SNS are providing
another means of communication, another platform, and another forum in which
Maori identity is being expressed, articulated, and formed. The usual constraints
on the expression of Maori identity are changing and fading. SNS are becoming a
pro-Maori space in which Maori are indigenizing as their own space through
strong articulations and expressions of their identity as Maori and as iwi, hapd,
and marae.

Having a strong identity can enable Maori to succeed in their lives and careers,
leading to the development of cultural citizens and leaders. The following
whakataukl (proverb) illustrates these points:

Tangata ako ana i te whare, te tiiranga ki te marae, tau ana

A child who is taught at home and instilled with values, culture and identity will not only
stand proudly for their marae, but also within society and throughout their life.

This study contributes to the burgeoning field of literature around geograph-
ical studies of children/youth and new media in providing a Maori perspective on
the connection to place that is of key importance to Maori identity and SNS
providing new spaces for identity performance and articulation that are done in
meaningful, valuable ways. SNS enable rangatahi Maori to negotiate their iden-
tity and express it in ways that are comfortable for them and to audiences or
communities that have been socially constructed by them. SNS provide a socially
constructed virtual platform for identity to be expressed and performed as well; it
empowers rangatahi with the tools to manage and control their online image.
SNS have changed the landscape of which identity can be expressed and
performed and are acknowledged as a positive step toward self-determination
for these rangatahi.
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Abstract

This chapter is a review of school gardens and their potential for deepening
children’s connection to nature. School gardens are currently experiencing a
resurgence in popularity in many Western countries following their decline after
WWII. Rationales for contemporary school gardens are focused on issues that
today’s children face, such as inflexible education systems, obesity, diminishing
experiences with nature, and a lack of physical activity. Although lauded by their
champions (e.g., researchers, educational and landscape professionals, celebri-
ties), the school garden remains a tenuous construct both as an entity and an
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educational tool. This is due to lack of consistent empirical evidence about their
role in learning, plus their reliance on teacher knowledge and commitment,
fundraising potential, and volunteer assistance.

Yet school gardens can provide spaces for many experiences in nature ranging
from play, exercise, and socialization to learning in maths, science, and environ-
mental education. The focus of this chapter is examining their potential for envi-
ronmental learning and fostering positive environmental experiences and attitudes.

It is proposed that many current school gardens may be limited both in their
scope and levels of children’s participation, especially in areas such as planning
and design. It is recommended that partnerships between schools and their wider
communities (e.g., landscape architects) could result in more diverse school
garden models that go beyond “vege” gardens in contributing both to environ-
mental learning and promoting biodiversity. Empowering children through
inclusion within such partnerships can lead to transformative learning. This
type of learning could contribute to building resilient children who see them-
selves as future guardians of the Earth.

Keywords
School gardens « School-ground greening ¢ Children * Environmental education ¢
Participation « Codesign

1 Introduction

There has been a resurgence in the popularity of school gardens, especially over the
last decade, representing different purposes including gardens for food, flowers,
native habitats, recycling, rainwater management, art, sustainable power genera-
tion, and permaculture. For example, Fig. 1 shows a sensory garden with varied leaf
textures, scents, etc. These gardens represent opportunities for children to deepen
their connection to nature. While “school-ground greening” is a generally used term
(Dyment 2005), other names are also used, for example, “learnscapes” in Australia
(e.g., Skamp and Bergman 2001) and “learning gardens” in the USA (e.g., Gaylie
2009; Williams and Brown 2012), although these have also been developed into
programs that promote gardens as learning environments.

The creation and management of school gardens can be usefully informed by
research within many disciplines. This includes children’s geographies, which
represent children and young people’s lives, including their mobility, education,
participation, and spatial interactions with the wider world (Robson et al. 2013).
These authors note that children’s geographies are now an enduring subdiscipline,
informed by the sociology of childhood or the new social studies of childhood. This
subdiscipline emerged in the 1990s and positioned children as active citizens and
childhood as a state of being rather than becoming (Holloway and Valentine 2000),
which is the position of empowerment advocated within this chapter. Therefore,
children’s geographies offer a multidisciplinary lens through which to combine
different perspectives of childhood, for example, the reasons and ramifications of
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Fig. 1 A school garden in Hamilton, New Zealand that encourages sensory engagement, e.g.
scent and texture (Author’s photo)

children’s diminishing contact with nature, as well as their participation in school
gardens. Such a lens can provide a valuable counterpoint to the often uncritical
literature extolling the benefits of school gardens.

The premise of this chapter is that in order for school gardens to be enduring,
they need to be child-centered environments that provide valuable resources to the
school and wider community. It will be argued that while school gardens provide
opportunities for learning about and connecting to nature, their full potential may
not be realized because of the ways they are typically created and used.

This chapter begins with a discussion about children being a part of society and
able to engage in pro-environmental decision-making. It is argued that they are not
citizens-in-waiting for their turn to effect change that can lead to more sustainable
societies; they can make a difference now. The importance of children having
experiences in nature in order to be able to make pro-environmental decisions is
explored, along with problems defining the term “nature.” It is also argued that
gardens can offer opportunities to make connections with nature that could counter
a growing trend toward biophobia in children.

Next, the origins of school gardens are discussed along with reasons for their rise
and fall in popularity from the nineteenth century to the present day. Rationales for
contemporary school gardens are explored, along with their potential sustainability
within school curriculums.
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The chapter continues by investigating the role of adults in school gardens,
particularly that of teachers, who are identified as having the most influence on the
success of such gardens. It concludes with an argument for the benefits of partner-
ships between schools and their communities, in terms of both increasing children’s
sense of agency as environmental guardians and the increased biodiversity resulting
through the creation of urban green corridors.

2 Children and Nature, Participation, and Learning

On 14 August 2015, the Earth went into “environmental overdraft” for the year
(Aridi 2015). In exceeding the Earth’s annual capacity to provide resources and
environmental services earlier than ever before (a week earlier than in 2014), an
increasingly shrill warning is being sounded that people must change their behav-
ior. It is essential that this change includes children due to their role as future
decision-makers. However, in seeking to empower children as future guardians of
the environment, they need to be recognized as legitimate community members
with a role to play right now (Morgan 2009), something which Percy-Smith and
Burns (2013) suggest is still frequently overlooked. This oversight is despite more
than 20 years of increasing acknowledgment within children’s geographies research
of children’s capability for actively shaping their environments (Robson
et al. 2013), as well as the widespread acceptance of childhood as a social con-
struction (Holloway and Valentine 2000). In fact, as Malone and Hartung (2010)
point out, children today have a powerful combination of unprecedented access to
global knowledge and technological skills that can surpass those of most adults.
They therefore have the potential to make themselves heard and to take action on
issues they choose. This signals the importance of adults being both role models and
key facilitators in children’s environmental journeys.

Formal education has long been recognized as an important vehicle for environ-
mental learning, beginning with early United Nations (UN) conferences and agree-
ments, for example, Agenda 21, the working document from the Earth Summit held
in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 (UNESCO 1992). This signaled a shift from environ-
mental education (EE) toward education for sustainability (EfS) or education for
sustainable development (ESD) and established the aphorism “think global, act
local” that has underpinned the UN Decade of Education for Sustainable Develop-
ment (DESD) (Morgan 2009). The DESD is significant for having promoted a
learning framework that has encouraged unique “local” solutions with relevance to
place and people (Morgan 2009). School gardens, through the opportunities they
provide for local environmental learning, are potential sites of place-based learning.
This is defined by Smith (2007) to be environmental learning that is grounded in the
local and the social, ideally having relevance and interaction with communities in
which they are situated.
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2.1 Children and Nature

At the heart of both EE and ESD are children having experiences in nature. Such
experiences are regarded as a foundation for the acquisition of environmental
knowledge and a contributing factor to the development of positive environmental
values and attitudes that foster development of pro-environmental behavior
(Bogeholz 2006). With this knowledge that experiences in nature are of seminal
importance, it is imperative, yet difficult, to define what “nature” is and what it
includes. For example, Bogeholz (2006) refers to “nature experiences,” Fagerstam
(2012) discusses “experiences in the natural world,” and Freeman and Tranter
(2011) speak about “natural space.”

This variety of terms illustrates that nature is a contested construct and one used
in a variety of ways (Payne 2014). “Nature” is usually viewed as something external
to and separate from people and as something physical or material. However, it can
also be experienced differently, for example, in a real/practical way, through study
(usually scientifically), or by being “saved” through a political/social process
(Payne 2014). Furthermore, the term “nature” implies a duality, with nature being
natural things, such as a river or a forest as opposed to nonnatural, artificial things,
for example, a building. This duality means that our urban and domestic built
environments are not viewed as part of nature, reinforcing people’s separation
from it and reflecting Taylor’s (2013) assertion that nature is a “monolithic, self-
evident idea” (p. 4).

When studying 11-12-year-old children’s conceptions of nature, Payne (2014)
found that children viewed nature as an ideal, something external to them, and
“pure” and “raw” (p. 74) where, in all but one instance, humans had no part. He
argues that these conceptions contradict their direct, everyday experiences with
forms of nature, for example, their school grounds. Coupled with the assertion made
by Bbgeholz (2006) that children need to experience nature to feel a connection and
thus be motivated to care for their environment, it becomes evident that their
understanding and experiences of nature need to be expanded.

Taylor (2013) proposes a broader construction of nature. She argues that people
and their actions are entangled in a reciprocal manner with the actions of nonhuman
living things. Therefore, nature can be viewed as a complex nexus of “human and
non-human, living and inert, geographic and engineered, discursive and material
relations” (Taylor 2013, p. 70). This wider conception of nature can then be seen to
include modified environments, such as school gardens.

Even though it is widely accepted that having nature experiences is probably
essential for children’s well-being (Faber Taylor and Kuo 2006), research is
confirming anecdotal claims that successive generations of children are having
diminishing nature experiences, as expressed by phrases such as Kahn’s (2002)
“environmental generational amnesia.” For example, Freeman and Tranter (2011)
state that 62 % of English children surveyed (n = 502) said that they played inside
at home more than any other place and that 41 % preferred playing inside.
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Furthermore, it is concerning that some researchers are reporting tendencies in
children toward what Orr (1994) described as “biophobia” (e.g., Kong 2000).
Confirming this, Figerstam’s (2012) study revealed that Australian high school
teachers found that their students were uncomfortable learning in a natural setting,
with one teacher describing students as “distant” from nature. By comparison,
Birdsall (2014) found that 5- to 6-year-old New Zealand children’s experiences in
their school garden not only resulted in understandings about the interdependence
of flora, fauna, and people that were sophisticated for their age, but they also
expressed positive attitudes toward the fauna found there.

In considering adults’ role as environmental role models, school gardens may
also provide opportunities for parents and children to spend more time together in
nature. While school grounds have traditionally been part of communities, over the
last 20 years, this has changed (Witten et al. 2013). Witten et al. point out that
children no longer always attend their local schools due to a variety of reasons such
as zoning changes, parents’ workplace locations, and school closures. As a result,
they found that children’s independent mobility has diminished significantly com-
pared to the childhoods their parents remember. The authors of this chapter suggest
this could contribute to less time spent interacting with nature since it is clear that
children are traveling further to school and have less free time and permission to go
off on their own. School gardens could therefore encourage parental sharing in
children’s nature experiences both at school and through bringing ideas home. In
addition, school gardens could play a role in rebuilding the community focus of
schools resulting in parents meeting other parents and building trust that may lead
to increased independent mobility for children. This would help to build a vibrant
school community and strengthen connections between parents and their children’s
learning as well as children’s connections with nature.

2.2 The Rights and Benefits of Children’s Participation

In the 25-year journey toward endorsing the tenets of the UN Convention on Rights
of the Child (CRC) (UNHCHR 1989), children’s rights have been increasingly
emphasized, and this includes children participating in decision-making. Reid and
Nikel (2008) define participation as active involvement in a process of decision-
making; the fundamental requirement is for power sharing to occur, leading to
opportunities for transformational learning, a term defined by Sterling (2010,
p. 524) as an “intrinsic and life-changing inner process.” It is now known that
such participation builds “soft skills” such as increased self-confidence and lead-
ership abilities, plus other benefits, for example, a strengthened sense of community
(Sorrell and Sorrell 2005; Wake and Eames 2013). When embedded within specific
disciplines such as design, it can also lead to a multiplicity of more specialized
outcomes (Derr and Rigolon in press).
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One of the most well-known models used to consider children’s participation is
Hart’s (1997) “ladder of participation.” Hart has always emphasized that this model
was a way of representing the differing degrees to which adults enable children’s
agency in decision-making and involvement. He further stressed that it was not
implied that the eight levels should be sequentially reached or that the top rung
(child-initiated, shared decision-making with adults) was aspirational in every
situation. Despite this, the ladder model has frequently been misapplied as a
hierarchical measure of children’s participation (Malone and Hartung 2010).
According to Reid and Nikel (2008), perhaps the most useful role of the ladder
has been the identification of three levels of “nonparticipation” (i.e., manipulation,
tokenism, decoration). In a different approach, Driskell (2002) distributed Hart’s
eight categories of participation across a graph that represents increasing decision-
making and change-effect powers (vertical axis) and increasing community inter-
action and collaboration (horizontal axis). The result is a more encompassing, less
linear model, although, as Malone and Hartung (2010) point out, one of the
problems is the reliance on such models as tools rather than seeing them as
theoretical frameworks.

Children’s participation and power sharing with adults are an intrinsic view of
education. Here children are learning to think critically and reflexively about issues,
for example, envisaging a sustainable future and then working toward its realiza-
tion, adapting in the process to unknowns and uncertainties, which helps to build
resilient learners (Sterling 2010). As Sterling points out, in this way, the direction of
learning is set by children. Therefore, children have opportunities to participate in
authentic ways, defined as learning through real issues of personal relevance and
taking a role as active citizens (e.g., Chawla and Cushing 2007; Malone and
Hartung 2010).

However, in many school garden situations, children are not given this agency
and instead follow adult agendas. In this regard, Malone and Hartung (2010)
propose that one barrier is adult resistance to the required change in power relation-
ships between children and adults. Relating to this, the authors of this chapter also
suggest that adult-imposed inflexibility regarding time frames for project comple-
tion is a further barrier that can preclude children’s involvement. In order to
develop into Sterling’s (2010, p. 515) “resilient learner,” it is important for children
to engage politically (Chawla and Cushing 2007). Therefore, the perception that
children taking on political or decision-making roles is “robbing them of their
childhood” (Malone and Hartung 2010, p. 27) needs to be challenged.

Wake (2008) argues that gardens for children should prioritize their needs rather
than being dominated by adults’ agendas (e.g., through design or management). She
claims that such agendas determine both the expression and use of the garden and,
as a corollary, influence the experiences children have in nature. Participatory
partnerships between adults and children, which start at the design phase, are
suggested as a way of balancing the geography of children’s gardens between all
stakeholders.
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The next section will examine the background to school gardens and their
sustainability as a model by considering earlier eras when school gardens
blossomed and comparing them with contemporary school gardens.

3 School Gardens: A Systemic Review and Critique

School gardens offer spaces for children’s activities that can be grouped into six
broad categories: play and exercise, experiential (interacting with the garden, which
provides learning opportunities, e.g., in science and maths), development of envi-
ronmental guardianship, learning about food origins and nutrition, socialization,
and vocational training through development of gardening skills. The focus of this
chapter is on gardens for learning and development of positive attitudes toward
nature and outdoor environments.

While it is argued that school gardens have potential for reconnecting children
with nature, as well as providing opportunities for environmental learning that can
lead to pro-environmental behavior, they are vulnerable on a number of levels.
These include the possibility of hijacking children’s learning potential through
adult domination (no matter how well intentioned), teachers’ limited garden knowl-
edge, lack of time and commitment from teachers, reliance on parental support, and
the fact that gardens are not, so far, a permanent feature of curriculum learning.
These factors are interrelated and are discussed in this section.

3.1 Different Times, Similar Agendas: A Brief History of School
Gardens

School gardens, as part of a school’s curriculum, have enjoyed popularity before,
albeit in a very different format. In Europe, during the 1800s, sand gardens were a
more common interpretation (Shair 1999) than the vegetables, flowers, and fruits
that have become the standards within contemporary school gardens. Perhaps the
original “child’s garden” was Friedrich Froebel’s 1837 Prussian kindergarten
model for preschoolers; this was a metaphorical garden with Froebel referring to
“cultivating the garden of childhood” (as cited in May 2006, p. 248). Froebel’s
system of “gifts” and “occupations,” focusing prescriptively on appropriate behav-
ior, eventually fell out of favor, so while the name survives, his philosophy died out
(Shapiro 1983).

In the early twentieth century, gardening and the benefits of outdoor exposure for
children were again embraced, this time by progressive reformers. For example, the
McMillan sisters from industrial Bradford in Great Britain were concerned with
social issues such as the plight of the working class, especially children who were
seen as in need of “saving.” They devised a radical outdoor school program called
the “Camp School” that focused on the health-giving properties of the outdoor
environment (McMillan 1917). One of the sisters wrote:
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This Camp is the biggest of all. ... It is the open space that matters. Our rickety children,
our ... deformed children, get back to the earth with its magnetic currents, and the free
blowing wind ... To let them live at last and have the sight of people planting and digging,
... to get these things we sacrificed everything else. (pp. 51-52)

In America, in a similar era, Liberty Hyde Bailey’s “Nature-Study Movement”
also influenced children’s lives through an imperative of encouraging connections
with nature. In this instance, his agenda was to infuse their minds rather than their
bodies with the spirit of nature, in order to lead to contentment with rural life and
keep up production to fuel urban and industrial growth (Danbom 1979). The
movement was also overlaid with Bailey’s religious idealism that to be close to
nature was to be close to God. Bailey (1909) writes:

Nature-study is a revolt from the teaching of formal science in the elementary grades. (p. 5)
It tends country-ward. God made the country. (p. 52)

Meanwhile, in the cities, nature-study advocates and progressive reformers
subverted Bailey’s Nature-Study Movement into the “American School Garden
Movement.” This attracted Bureau of Education funding from 1914 to 1920 and led
to some significant-sized gardens being established, although landscape architects
were largely uninvolved in their design (Trelstad 1997). In the tussle between the
educational aims of the Nature-Study Movement and the social control focus of the
progressive reformers, the victors were generally the progressive reformers so,
according to Trelstad (1997), school gardens became regarded as, *“. . . a convenient
means to achieve multiple social aims: city beautification, the reduction of juvenile
delinquency, improved public health and nutrition, Americanization of immigrants,
and the creation of good workers and citizens” (p. 164).

When America entered WWI, the program changed to the US School Garden
Army, which received federal funding and saw over 1.5 million students and
60,000 acres involved in school gardens for economy and patriotism (Shair
1999). Demobilization following the end of WWTI heralded the inevitable end of
the American School Garden Movement; the sudden demise was blamed on the
withdrawal of funding alongside a number of other factors. For example, Trelstad
(1997) cites increasing suburbanization and gardens becoming a home-based fam-
ily activity, the rise of associations such as scouts for recreational social develop-
ment, the rarity of teachers skilled in gardening, and a lack of professional support
to integrate gardens meaningfully into curriculum documents.

Historic school garden movements also flourished during this era in other
countries. In New Zealand, for example, gardening sought to prepare students for
traditional gender roles (i.e., cut flowers for girls and food provision for boys) and
instilled economy through “growing your own” (Beaumont 2002), as well as
promoting native plants for conservation (Cockayne 1923). Nature-study classes
often became heavily imbued with moral lessons about character, citizenship, and
work ethic (Beaumont 2002) that were expressed via regimented gardens and
behavior, as illustrated in Fig. 2. While this fitted with the sociocultural condition-
ing of the day, it is valuable to keep these agendas in mind when considering the
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Fig. 2 School gardening in early 20th century Waianiwa, New Zealand. Photographer:
P. Hazledine, Ref. 1/1-022125-G. With permission of Alexander Turnbull Library, Wellington,
New Zealand

rationales behind the current school garden popularity, which is discussed in the
following section. Interest in school gardens waned in post-WWII New Zealand as,
coupled with the “baby boom” putting pressure on school rolls, the convenience of
asphalt, grass sports areas, and standardized play equipment began their stealthy
march toward the homogeneity of school grounds in 1960s—1970s New Zealand
society.

3.2 Rationales for Contemporary School Gardens

Contemporary school gardens, with which children interact on a number of levels,
have been proposed as a panacea for many adults’ concerns about modern-day
children, including isolation from cycles of nature, developing environmental
responsibility, healthy eating, and exercise outdoors. There appear to be five
dominant and overlapping discourses that represent key rationales for the current
inclusion of gardens in school grounds. Some of these are eerily similar to ratio-
nales justifying the incorporation of school gardens in past years.

A major rationale is dissatisfaction with sterile, uninspiring, grass, and concrete-
dominated school environments. Ironically, concrete and asphalt were the materials
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that replaced the earlier-era school gardens, which were promoted as clean and
modern at the time (Beaumont 2002). In a contemporary about-face, current pro-
grams such as the UK’s Learning Through Landscapes partner schools with
landscape professionals for greening school grounds, improving their aesthetic,
play, biodiversity, and learning value (www.ltl.org.uk). In the USA, an early garden
example that has been widely publicized is the Berkeley, California, schoolyard
transformed in 1995 from a vacant lot into an organic garden by Alice Waters,
founder of the Edible Schoolyard program (www.edibleschoolyard.org).

Criticism of education systems, especially those focused on testing and stan-
dards that leave little opportunity for children to learn about nature, is another
important rationale. In the USA, the “No Child Left Indoors Coalition” was formed
in a reaction against the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2001
(nicknamed the No Child Left Behind Act), which introduced content standards
at each grade level for core subjects such as reading, maths, and science (Williams
and Brown 2012). The coalition promotes garden-based learning (www.cbf.org/
ncli/landing) and is a strong advocate for the ideas of American journalist Richard
Louv (2005), whose term “nature deficit disorder” has become a catchphrase to
describe the downward spiral of contemporary children’s nature interactions. This
current dissatisfaction with children’s learning and school experiences mirrors the
motives that fueled the establishment of the twentieth-century school garden
movement.

A further rationale that is also found in historical antecedents is the increasing
concern over children’s diminishing contact with nature. This is due to reasons such
as over-structuring or “adultization” of children’s free time (Francis and Lorenzo
2002), increased technology use (e.g., Kahn 2011), and lives that are increasingly
lived indoors within urban surroundings, cut off from interactions with nature. It is
believed that this is leading to fear and ambivalence toward nature (e.g., Kong
2000; Louv 2005).

A parallel rationale to children’s lack of nature contact that is also gaining
momentum is the importance of including environmental education in school
curricula. This is regarded as an area of urgency for children’s engagement due to
their future roles as guardians of the Earth. Although compulsory environmental
education is by no means the norm, its interdisciplinary nature means it is able to be
integrated within other subjects (e.g., science, health, and technology), and school
gardens are ideally positioned to support this in an experiential way (Williams and
Brown 2012). The popular choice of “vege” gardens is defended by Moore and
Wong (1997) as providing children with a full plant and nature life cycle through
the year, an “ecosystem in miniature” that begins a new crop of plants and children
annually. According to Blair (2009), it also expands children’s understanding of
locally grown food and provides them with nature-culture connections due to plant
origins and their cultural uses.

However, the authors of this chapter question whether “vege” gardens (i.e.,
focused on growing vegetables, herbs, and fruit for eating) are necessarily the
best or only model of nature children should experience at school. This is due to
them being positioned at the human end of nature (in a continuum from wild to
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cultivated nature) with a plant palette often focused on horticultural hybrids that
have high demands for water and fertilizers. Furthermore, although “vege” garden
lessons can encourage diversity (e.g., insects) and recycling materials (e.g., rain-
water collection and compost making), they may not be the most valuable way to
teach about biodiversity and natural systems.

The final rationale, which is also analogous with historical ones, is the child
obesity explosion, which, fueled by the mass media, has led to a scramble to inculcate
children with better eating habits through learning about food — from soil and toil to
making and munching. A number of programs have appeared, popularly headed by
celebrity chefs such as Alice Waters. For example, in Australia, Stephanie Alexander
was responsible in 2004 for starting the Kitchen Garden Foundation (www.
kitchengardenfoundation.org.au) and its affiliate, the Garden to Table program in
New Zealand in 2008 (www.gardentotable.org.nz). A more recent celebrity adding
his name and voice to the debate is Jamie Oliver, who began the Kitchen Garden
Project in the UK in 2011 (www.jamieskitchengarden.org).

In a provocative article for The Atlantic, journalist Caitlin Flanagan (2010)
attacked the school garden concept in California and especially the political agenda
of Waters, who, Flanagan claims, is using the current “food hysteria” (para. 2) to
further her personal cause at the expense of unwitting schoolchildren. Flanagan’s
chief argument is that the focus on gardening as a curriculum-based educational
activity oversimplifies learning across core disciplines such as English and math-
ematics. She argues that this focus is cheating children of their right to learn what is
required to pass state exams while simultaneously promoting Waters’ high-profile
career. It is interesting to note that this view runs counter to the earlier-mentioned
contemporary rationale where gardens are seen as a way of ameliorating the current
educational emphasis on testing and meeting standards.

Within Flanagan’s article, allusions to the similarity in agendas behind school
gardens currently and historically can be read. For example, “contemporary pro-
gressivism” (Flanagan 2010, para. 3), “moral values” (para. 3), and “social move-
ment” (para. 3) are phrases used in her article that reflect the language used by
progressive reformers in early-twentieth-century school gardens. In fact, according
to Trelstad (1997), with the exception of the environmental rationale, the current
rationales discussed above share commonalities with those utilized in the past,
making them somewhat cautionary tales.

3.3 Contemporary School Gardens: A New Paradigm or a Flash
in the Pan?

In the present era, school gardens are flourishing. As in the past, this resurgence is
focused on adults’ perceptions of “children’s best interests.” The contemporary
purpose of school gardens is to diversify and enrich school grounds as an engaging
and real-life learning experience in nature for students, yet researchers are also
reporting a number of related effects. For example, engagement in a garden space
can foster a strong sense of belonging in children regardless of ethnicity, which in
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turn can engender social inclusivity by helping to overcome cultural barriers of
language and connection (e.g., Cutter-Mackenzie 2009; Dyment and Bell 2008).
Gardens can also encourage physical activity (e.g., Dyment and Bell 2007) and
deliver other benefits related to children’s health and eating, e.g., learning about
how food is grown and the understanding the concept of “food miles” (Passy 2014).
Development of soft skills such as communication, leadership, and patience is also
widely reported in studies as qualities promoted by garden-based learning
(Williams and Dixon 2013). This illustrates the potential of school gardens for
engaging with participatory processes previously discussed. Finally, as Passy
(2014) notes, school gardens offer a relatively cheap and accessible outdoor
learning resource, compared to the expense and complexity of off-site field trips.

It is valuable to speculate on the sustainability of school gardens, i.e., whether
this current popularity will continue with gardens becoming an intrinsic part of the
curriculum or, as in the past, that they will disappear from school grounds without
leaving a trace. In this section, two areas of influence on the renaissance of school
gardens are identified and discussed.

The first is the presence of garden “champions.” A veteran advocate is Robin
Moore, researcher and practitioner who designs and consults on natural play and
learning environments for children, focusing on their participation in design
(see Moore and Wong 1997; and www.naturalearning.org). Richard Louv (2005)
is another champion previously discussed, whose book Last Child in the Woods
resonated with people’s fears about children’s loss of nature experiences, espe-
cially due to increased technology exposure. Endorsement of school gardens by
these champions, together with celebrity chefs such as Alice Waters, Stephanie
Alexander, and others, has meant that they are enjoying greater awareness and
recognition.

The publication of books and the development of programs espoused by such
champions have provided further evidence of the growing popularity of school
gardens. Some of these programs were identified in the previous section on ratio-
nales, and a number of books have recently been published, especially in the USA.
Founded in research and/or practice, they provide affirmation and advice on
outdoor learning opportunities at kindergartens and schools (e.g., Bucklin-Sporer
and Pringle 2010; Danks 2010). A further two books promote “learning gardens”
for sustainability education through a pedagogical shift away from current trans-
missive and product-focused US education policy to a focus on process and
participation using soil science as a pedagogical metaphor (Gaylie 2009; Williams
and Brown 2012). In so doing, these authors hope to bridge the divide between
simple gardening and transformative environmental learning.

A second influence is funding. As in the past, governmental support via funding
influences school gardens. Previously success was measured in terms of food
production, whereas currently, it is accountability in terms of student achievement.
Ozer (2007) points out that there were US government funding incentives in 2004 to
start up educational gardens focusing on nutrition. However, support comes at a
cost and there is now pressure in the USA to validate anecdotal claims of the myriad
educational benefits of school gardens, in order to help secure their survival
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(Williams and Dixon 2013). Three US reviews of school garden-based literature
have been completed recently, with the aim of establishing clear evidence that links
school gardens to improved learning in students across a range of areas including
academic, social, health, and environmental empathy (Blair 2009; Ozer 2007;
Williams and Dixon 2013). The reviews are based on published research about
student outcomes from involvement in garden-based projects. All are unanimous
that while school gardens have great potential to promote intellectual, physical, and
social development of school children, there is an urgent need for studies to be
longer term, more consistent in scope, inclusive of qualitative and quantitative data,
and with increased rigor of design and dissemination of research methods. Unless
this is addressed in future studies, it may be difficult to find continued support and
funding (especially governmental) for school-ground greening projects.

34 The Role of Adults in Garden-Based Learning

Knowledgeable adults can play an important role in ensuring effective garden-based
learning. Adults who can assist with children’s learning in this setting include
teachers, grounds managers, parents, and professionals such as landscape architects.

Of all of these, it is teachers who have the most influence over success or failure
of school gardens or other environmental education projects, especially since they
may invest dedication and passion beyond job boundaries (Passy 2014; Wake and
Eames 2013). Blair (2009) concurs that responsibility for school gardens falls
mostly on teachers and emphasizes the importance of training for teachers in
creating and using school gardens for learning. According to Trelstad (1997), this
was also an issue in the twentieth-century school garden movement.

Passy’s (2014) research found that young teachers especially felt pressure to
meet requirements such as readying students for examinations, which led to a very
structured and classroom-focused teaching approach, rather than being prepared to
experiment with garden-based learning. While largely blaming current UK educa-
tion policy, Passy suggests that teachers, especially young ones, may feel threat-
ened by their lack of gardening knowledge. Frustration by students resulting from
lack of teacher knowledge has been suggested previously as contributing to chil-
dren’s diminished interest in learning about nature (Kong 2000).

Research also highlights the importance of teachers feeling supported in order
for school gardens to thrive long term (Passy 2014; Wake and Eames 2013), and the
authors of both these studies found that school managers (e.g., principals and school
boards) exert considerable influence on the success of environmental learning,
including garden projects, due to the decision-making power they wield. As
Wooltorton (2004, p. 606) points out, “Leadership can be a serious tension in the
transformation of a school community towards sustainability,” while Passy (2014,
p- 33) summarizes:
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.. .factors that enabled a school garden to be developed included strong support from senior
management, a key member of staff to take responsibility for the garden, giving gardening
activities a high profile within the school and ensuring that the garden-related tasks are
manageable for staff.

From this, Passy concludes that the degree to which gardens are integrated into
school life is fundamental to their success, and this is determined by the “school
culture,” a somewhat subjective and difficult-to-measure value.

Professionals such as landscape architects also have a potentially valuable role to
play in the redesign of school grounds, yet anecdotal evidence points to a general
lack of their input, which, according to Trelstad (1997), is a continuation of the
trend in the previous school garden movement. It is, however, important to
acknowledge that landscape architecture was a fledgling discipline at that time.

Landscape architects’ involvement in a codesign relationship with students
could certainly add to the authenticity of the project for learners through their
participation in real and locally relevant design projects, worked through with
design professionals. Parnell (2010) defines codesign in this situation as “
users tak[ing] an active, hands-on role in the design of the school building/grounds,
working directly and collaboratively with the design team to develop designs
through models, for example.”

As identified in the previous section on children’s participation, environmental
learning should be authentic and relevant, encourage pro-environmental behavior,
and include children engaging politically in an advocacy role rather than them
being passive participants (Chawla and Cushing 2007), e.g., gardening under
direction. Wake and Eames’ (2013) findings illustrate this point since they deter-
mined that there were significant learning gains when students worked alongside
building industry practitioners in grappling with design issues within regulatory
frameworks. In this instance, and with strong project support by school manage-
ment, students learned about building consents, risk assessment reports, waste
management, performance of materials, and design techniques as well as develop-
ing soft skills such as collaboration and problem-solving. There is a growing body
of research and examples illustrating the benefits of children’s democratic involve-
ment with architects (e.g., www.designingwithchildren.dao.theusefularts.org). This
is in part due to the UK’s government-led Building Schools for the Future program
(BSF) of 2005-2010, which helped to mainstream school-based codesign projects
between practitioners and stakeholders (Burke 2007).

The authors of this chapter speculate that the very things which make school-
ground greening projects seem more achievable than building projects (i.e., lower
cost and less regulatory requirements to create a garden) are what also lead
laypeople (e.g., teachers and school management) to think that landscape and
plant specialists are not required to assist with school-ground development.
Confirming this, Downs (2006) comments that during the recent BSF period
in the UK, funding shortfalls led to a lack of landscape architect involvement in
school renewal projects, with volunteer assistance of teachers and parents used
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instead. Downs predicts this will lead to long-term problems with design and
management.

4 What School Gardens Can Offer: The Benefits
of Partnerships

The tendency of not involving specialist landscape practitioners in school-ground
greening could contribute to lost opportunities to look holistically at school-ground
development in terms of the environmental learning and ecosystem services these
landscapes could provide and perform. Related to this, the frequently ad hoc nature
of school garden establishment means that there is considerable pressure on
teachers, grounds staff (e.g., caretakers), and parents to support such projects.
This privileges schools with parents who have the time, knowledge, and confidence
to volunteer and/or with connections to fundraising means, which, for the latter at
least, generally equates to schools with higher socioeconomic households in their
catchment (e.g., Dyment 2005; Flanagan 2010).

Consequently, if gardens are planned by others, with children’s main input
limited to maintaining the garden and the curriculum-linked learning restricted to
mathematical working out of plant rows or writing recipes in English classes, as
Flanagan (2010) suggests, then the potential of a school garden is not being
realized. If the current school garden movement is to be enduring, the authors of
this chapter propose that the methodology around the development and use of
school gardens needs to encompass a range of partnerships and embrace democratic
participation of children, leading to transformative learning. In their research using
Uzzell’s framework for school-community partnerships, Flowers and Chodkiewicz
(2009) concur. They point out there are four levels at which partnership can occur.
These range from learning being isolated within the school to community members
coming into the school to schools going out into the community and, ultimately, to
schools working with communities as social agents for environmental change.
These authors argue that the last is the most effective for transformative learning.
This suggests that those driving school-ground greening projects should focus on
building strong relationships between the school and its community as well as
actively engaging children in the process.

School-ground greening projects with this focus could realize a vision of
codesign partnerships between schools and landscape practitioners. Within this,
students would work alongside specialists to research, design, construct, and use
their outdoor school environments in a way that integrates curriculum-based learn-
ing, builds empowerment, engages with local communities, and adds to ecosystem
services, potentially leading to the resilient learners envisaged by Sterling (2010).
The environmental advantages of this are untold and not well researched in this
context, for example, greater shading and cooling from planting trees and shrubs;
food and shelter for birds; creation of bird, insect, lizard, and mammal habitats; and
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restoration of stream courses and wetlands — all contributing to a more
interconnected corridor of green throughout cities.

It has already been established that children want to have a say in landscape
decision-making yet often do not feel listened to (Roe 2007). In a school-ground
greening project, Dyment (2008) found that, while children were conspicuous in the
implementation of gardens, they were underrepresented in their design. Roe’s study
(2007) indicated that children understand their environment and value landscape
features differently than adults because of their perceptions of safety and risk in the
environment, for example, their need to challenge themselves physically and
psychologically as part of learning. Depending on age, it is clear that children are
interested in spaces to play and spaces to relax, which are natural and have place
identity; where they feel secure but possibly separate from adults (Francis and
Lorenzo 2006). Obviously children have unique knowledge of the places they
inhabit, such as schools, although what Francis and Lorenzo (2006) have described
as “planning around children” tends to ignore this, potentially leading to paranoid
adults advocating for fenced and designated play areas where children can be seen
and “safe.” These researchers claim that this is partly responsible for the much-
talked-about “decline of childhood” (see Louv 2005) and its ally, “politicization of
parenting,” which Furedi (2014) explains as the turning of child-rearing into a
political football that judges parents harshly for allowing children any freedoms
(e.g., to be independently mobile or play unsupervised in nature).

However, it has been emphasized that children alone cannot execute complex
design processes. The final decisions may need to rest with practitioners who have
specialist knowledge (Iltus and Hart 1995; Mannion 2007). In this regard, the
choice of design practitioners to work with children is crucial to the success of
the project (Wake and Eames 2013) as is open communication with children about
the limitations to their participation (Hill 2006).

There is some research that supports children as codesigners with adults in
school-ground greening projects. For example, in mapping the geography of
place-making with children through encouragement of design literacies in an
Australian school garden project, Green (2014) found that children became profi-
cient in design skills and knowledge when they were included in the designing and
planning of the environments where they lived. This transformed the teaching and
learning in the school due to the ownership children felt and the creativity and
imagination required during the design process.

Disappointingly, Green (2014) acknowledges that there are, to date, few exam-
ples reported of children as designers within school garden discourses, and she
argues for the learning benefits of a codesign partnership by stating that: . . . design
opportunities and processes expand learning environments that encourage chil-
dren’s creative, diverse and embodied ways of knowing” (p. 192). This case
study illustrates a shift in approach whereby children’s learning was enhanced
through empowerment. It also represents a departure from measuring being a
mathematical or scientific endeavor to a design one where drawing, mapping,
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modeling, planting, and building for aesthetic and practical solutions were
foregrounded. It is suggested by the authors of this chapter that this approach
would be further enhanced through the inclusion of landscape practitioners to
work with students in providing authentic and relevant environmental experiences
both within schools and reaching out into the wider community.

Other studies have investigated school-ground greening projects with a strong
“codesign with practitioners” focus. One US example is a project with students to
establish an ecological habitat for informal play in an area adjacent to their school
(Derr and Rigolon in press). Also involved was a group of retired adults who valued
this site because they had played there in their youth. The project utilized partic-
ipatory processes including codesign with city planners and collaboration with the
skeptical retirees, who were eventually won over by the project’s process. In
evaluating the project success, Derr and Rigolon attribute significant credit to
having an independent organization (“Growing Up Boulder,” in this case) to
facilitate community and school engagement.

The value of having intergenerational collaborations within specialist projects
like this is also highlighted in research from Greece that investigated school
children engaging with native plant conservation (Paraskeva-Hadjichambi
et al. 2012). Results indicated that rural children identified that native plants
required fertilizer and water, the same as crop plants. Similarly to research
discussed earlier by Payne (2014), these children saw nature as something removed
from humans, so taken together these findings signal the importance of school-
ground greening projects including areas of domesticated and natural habitats, so
children can learn the difference between wild and cultivated ecosystems. It also
speaks of having a community and participatory learning focus so that expert
outside help can be sought plus group responsibility toward conservation
inculcated.

In an example that seems to exemplify this, a school ground greening project in
Hamilton, New Zealand that was recently visited by the authors of this chapter
features students aged 9—12 years old working with conservationists, designers, and
their environmental studies teacher to research techniques for designing and
constructing an ecological island in their school grounds. This is an area that
excludes predators through isolation (e.g., through being surrounded by water or
via installation of a predator-proof fence) so that threatened wildlife can be
established. The project originated from a student’s idea, and the island and moat
have been constructed with community and student assistance. A bird hide and
science center made of repurposed shipping containers are being furbished, and
planting of native tree species to create a canopy is occurring (see Fig. 3). This will
both provide a habitat for birds and other fauna and act as a connecting corridor
between green spaces within the city.

In a further example, Smith (2011) portrays a US high school for students who
have failed to learn in other schools. The school transformed itself and students
through a process of both school- and community-based ecological and other
sustainability-driven projects. Using projects that focus on five domains of sustain-
ability, architecture, energy, water, forests, and agriculture, students are empowered
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Fig. 3 The ecological island for encouraging and studying native biodiversity — a student-led
project. View from the bird hide showing development of a moat and native tree canopy (Author’s
photo)

to bring about positive environmental, social, and economic change within their
communities. This is done through the establishment of gardens, restoration of
habitats, and building of affordable, sustainable housing for students’ families.
Embedded in this is recognition that children’s lives at school cannot be much
improved unless their home and family lives are secure.

Smith (2011), however, raises the concern that the success of this project, which
is largely driven by the school principal, is leading to expectations that may not
always be met. This returns to the issue discussed in an earlier section of these
projects’ reliance on the vision and passion of key people and the vulnerability of
projects, should those significant people leave. It further speaks of the need to
involve wider networks of specialists and overarching resources rather than
depending on individuals, in other words embedding such projects into the school’s
culture, as identified by Passy (2014). Finally, it emphasizes the importance of the
shared role played by students, school-based adults, and other professionals, plus
parents, in the development of school-ground greening and other environmental
projects. It is proposed by the authors of this chapter that this project described by
Smith (2011) exemplifies level four of Uzzel’s school and community partnership,
where schools become active agents in collaborating with community to instigate
change (Flowers and Chodkiewicz 2009).
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Fig. 4 The ecological island project is part of school ground greening at a school that has
developed its grounds beyond ‘vege’ gardens (seen in the foreground) to ambitious conservation
projects (in the background), to which students feel ownership through their learning, decision-
making and participation (Author’s photo)

In summary, these studies provide valuable insights into the potential for
children to be active participants in learning that goes beyond “vege” gardening
(see Fig. 4). Through processes such as codesign and purposes such as ecosystem
conservation, such projects aim to encourage children to feel connected to nature
and to make pro-environmental decisions in their lives.

5 Conclusion

Particularly in the last 10 years, school gardens in myriad forms but often gardens
of edible and flowering plants have been enjoying a significant renaissance in many
countries, as evidenced by multiple published examples and studies. A key reason
for this is that they are regarded as a panacea for a number of social, physical, and
educational ills facing children. However, school gardens are usually tenuously
positioned within the wider school environment, often relying on passion and
expertise of teachers, parents, and unpaid others for their sustainability. The
pressure is now on to justify their educational place in schools and therefore secure
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reliable funding sources since, while they may be relatively cheap and easy to
initially implement (Passy 2014), their long-term resource requirements are signif-
icant (e.g., maintenance labor and materials, teacher knowledge and skills) and their
benefits for learning not definitively established.

In a world where many children have diminishing opportunities to experience
nature, school gardens are potentially rich sites for environmental learning as well
as offering other benefits such as engendering social inclusivity and promoting
healthy lifestyles. While many of the rationales for today’s school gardens are
ominously similar to those for earlier-era school gardens, which were not sustain-
able, there is an important point of difference, which Akerblom (2004) summarizes
well by concluding, “The aim of the school garden has thus shifted from being an
end to a means” (p. 246). This comment identifies a change in desired outcomes
from economic products to learning experiences. This may help ensure the survival
of school gardens, especially if opportunities are created that recognize children’s
firsthand knowledge of their school environments and their capability as designers
and decision-makers. This could lead, for example, to them codesigning with
professionals and engaging in community collaborations to create authentic learn-
ing opportunities such as the development of varied habitats including native areas
and those that contribute to green service networks within cities (e.g., corridors for
bird and insect pollinating movements or rain garden systems for filtering
stormwater runoff). It is, however, recommended that more research is needed,
first to gather baseline data on the status of school-ground greening projects within
geographic zones (e.g., areas of a city) and then to establish methods by which
greater involvement of professionals such as landscape architects could occur.

In conclusion, it has been argued in this chapter that participatory learning
approaches, codesign practices, and projects that extend both learning and provi-
sion of ecosystem services within school environments could take school gardens
beyond the environmental limitation of “vege” gardens and widen the learning
focus toward participation with professionals and community stakeholders in a
holistic land management approach that promotes enduring guardianship of these
spaces. While it is acknowledged that “vege” gardens have valuable learning
potential, an alternative approach as proposed by the authors of this chapter could
result in greater durability than an isolated garden within a school that is reliant on
the continued efforts of a few. Further, this has a better chance long term of
deepening children’s connection to nature through transformative learning, which
contributes to developing resilient learners who are poised to become flexible,
future guardians of the Earth. The chapter has taken a broad approach to school
gardens by using the multidisciplinary lens of children’s geographies, which prior-
itizes children’s perspectives. Orr (1994) proposes that “All education is environ-
mental education . .. by what is included or excluded we teach the young that they
are part of or apart from the natural world” (p. 12, emphasis added). In a similar
way, school gardens, by the approach they take, can be part of or apart from
children’s enduring environmental experiences.
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Abstract

Natural play occurs when children explore and enjoy the natural environment
through their freely chosen play (Natural England 2014). This chapter will
discuss natural play as an approach to outdoor learning and examine its role in
children’s cognitive, physical, social, and emotional development using exam-
ples from research. The chapter will acknowledge the current decline in natural
play opportunities for children in the UK, compared with that of previous
generations, and describe how promoting natural play through Forest Schools
has been shown as a promising strategy to resolve this issue. Forest Schools
offer “all ages regular opportunities to achieve and develop confidence through
hands-on learning in a woodland environment” (Murray and O’Brien 2005). The
ethos, implementation, and outcomes of Forest Schools in the UK are outlined
with supporting evidence. Finally, future directions will be described for natural
play within Forest Schools as an approach for facilitating children’s engagement
with the natural environment. Reflections on recent programs and recommen-
dations for future delivery strategies and implications for research will be also
discussed.

Keywords
Natural play e Forest School ¢ Children ¢ Natural environments ¢ Outdoor
learning

1 Background

Contributions to this chapter are made by a multidisciplinary team of authors from
educational, health, psychology, sport and exercise sciences, and outdoor learning
disciplines. This team reflects an organically grown collaboration, developed from
successful practice and academic partnerships across institutions and organizations
initially in the UK and more recently Australia. Collectively, they have undertaken
research and evaluation across a broad spectrum of areas which underpin the
perspectives in this chapter and include, for example, physical activity interven-
tions for children and young people, health psychology, and outdoor learning.
Combined, they have accumulated experience of developing, delivering, and eval-
uating Forest School programs and believe that these experiences facilitate access
to nature and have great benefits, which we subscribe to. The authors’ range of
experience demonstrates an appreciation and understanding of not only the wide
range of health and well-being benefits for children connecting to nature but also
the associated research, policy, and practice debates in this broad topic area.

This chapter offers a range of viewpoints to provide an initial, but not exhaus-
tive, setting of the scene for understanding the emergence of natural play initiatives,
with a specific focus on Forest Schools. This will be achieved via an introduction to
outdoor learning with acknowledgement of the wide-ranging benefits of learning in
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the natural environment. Outdoor practices with varying applications will then be
described followed by a discussion of the paradox natural play currently faces. The
paradox outlines the discrepancy between the associated positive benefits of the
natural environment on children and the restrictions and barriers they face regard-
ing natural play opportunities. Forest Schools will then be introduced as one means
to promote and foster natural play, from its early Danish influences to its adaptation
in the UK. Contemporary case studies provided by the authors will then be
presented before consideration of future directions and potential limitations to the
delivery and evaluation of Forest Schools.

There is no wi-fi in the forest, but we promise you’ll find a better connection.
(Author unknown)

2 Learning Outdoors in Natural Environments

An integrated view of learning and development challenges the assumption that
learning happens indoors (Waite 2010). In the UK, the “Learning Outside the
Classroom” Manifesto (DfES 2006) stated that every young person, regardless of
their age, ability, or circumstances, should experience the world beyond the class-
room as an essential part of learning and personal development. Outdoor learning is
a broad concept, which encompasses a breadth of educational and developmental
activities that occur in a range of different outdoor settings. These can include
school grounds, community projects, outdoor visits, environmental education, and
outdoor play (O’Brien et al. 2011). Accordingly, offering learning outside the
classroom is a cornerstone to the breadth of outdoor education provision across
the United Kingdom (UK), and its practices have developed over many years (see
Ogilvie 2012, for a UK-focused historical review). It is not uncommon, therefore,
for school pupils to take part in residential outdoor education visits, undertake
fieldwork and outdoor visits as part of formal curriculum, engage in environmental
education and nature studies, take part in outdoor adventure activities, undertake
expeditions, and use outdoor spaces in school grounds and communities as a
learning environment (Rickinson et al. 2004). While there has been renewed
interest in recent years in learning outdoors (Elliott 2014), the positive outcomes
that children and young people experience from a range of outdoor learning
educational and community initiatives have been observed and reported over a
number of decades (e.g., Drasdo 1972; Hunt 1989; Neill and Richards 1998;
Armour and Sandford 2013).

A fundamental aspect of learning outdoors is that it takes place in the natural
environment as opposed to the built environment (O’Brien et al. 2011). Natural
environments are, in principle, considered “environments [that are] not designed or
cultivated by humans” (Fjertoft 2004, p. 24), yet it is important to recognize that
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many outdoor learning landscapes that might be deemed “natural” have been
cultivated and developed by humans (e.g., hills for farming). However, the over-
arching notion is that of an environment that contains living species in their (semi-)
natural habitats. Less cultivated sites, such as ancient seminatural woodland, can
bring about greater experiences of biodiversity and natural affordances for natural
play (e.g., dirt and sand for molding, trees for shelter and climbing) including
topography, water bodies, vegetation, and animals (Kyttd 2004). A further differ-
entiation between approaches in Forest Schools and some other forms of outdoor
learning is that the environment is something to actively engage with rather than a
mere backdrop for the action (Nerland 2007).

The benefits of taking learning outside has reported improvements in children’s
interpersonal and intrapersonal skills, cognitive skill development, behavioral
improvement, increased academic attainment, improved psychological well-being,
and better physical health (e.g., Rickinson et al. 2004; Faber et al. 2006). Outdoor
learning enriches and enhances education and development, not only contributing to
developing positive attitudes toward the self, others, and the environment but also
fostering positive attitudes to learning inside the classroom (Malone 2008). It is these
benefits that continue to drive the development and promotion of sustainable outdoor
learning provision across the UK and provide a background context to aspects related
to the emergence of natural play and Forest School initiatives being implemented in
partnership with schools and local communities.

Approaches to outdoor practices which underpin the range of associated benefits
can vary in terms of their focus and desired outcomes. An educational, develop-
mental, and/or psychotherapeutic emphasis inevitably determines the psychological
approaches utilized and intended outcomes. However, it is clear that an experience
of nature, with attention to physical, social, and personal dimensions, provides a
framework for understanding the change process for participants and informs
research and evaluation strategies. Malone (2008) identified five domains of child
development and associated benefits of learning outside the classroom, namely,
cognitive, physical, social, emotional, and personal. There is evidence of benefits
across all these domains during outdoor learning for children and young people, and
the collation of evidence to ascertain the strengths and weaknesses is ongoing. As
highlighted by Waite et al. (2013), an inherent problem with undertaking studies in
this area is “how to capture the micro-processes of unstructured free outdoor play
without destroying the object of the study” (p. 260). There remains a gap in the
literature concerning the associated physical benefits of natural play, and the ways
in which such practices actively reduce sedentary behavior (e.g., sitting in class,
television viewing, etc.) both in the short and long term. Furthermore, understand-
ing psychological models of behavior change in outdoor play has received limited
attention in the context of physical activity. Collective evaluation of such evidence
would contribute to the understanding of natural play processes, practices, and
benefits and generate evidence to inform the strategic research agenda for future
practices and developments.
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3 Play and the Natural Play Paradox

According to the United Nations Convention of the Rights of the Child (Article 31),
all children have a right to play (1989). While a substantial body of literature has
attempted to study and define play, there is no consensus. Sutton-Smith (2009)
argued that there is little agreement and much ambiguity in the definition of play.
For example, play has been described as an activity done for its own sake,
characterized by the means rather than the ends (the process is more important
than any end point or goal), flexibility (objects are put in new combinations or roles
are acted out in new ways), and positive affect (children often smile, laugh, and say
they enjoy it) (Pellegrini and Smith 1998). Harker (2005) also critically explored
the definitions of play, examining how play is related to spaces and places. He
argued that playing is a process which occurs between being and becoming.
Further, Sutton-Smith (2009) noted that psychologically, play can be defined as
“a virtual simulation characterized by staged contingencies of variation, with
opportunities for control engendered by either mastery or further chaos” (p. 231).
Despite the contrasting viewpoints on how play should be defined, in general, play
can be viewed as an inherently enjoyable activity and an important process through
which children learn about themselves, others, and the world around them.

Adding to the debate about the general definition of “play” is natural play, which
is context specific and has been defined as children exploring and enjoying the
natural environment through their freely chosen play (Natural England 2014). The
natural environment affords challenging, exciting, and complex play opportunities
with the diversity of the environment closely related to the creativity and inven-
tiveness of children’s play (Fjortoft and Sageie 2000). Importantly, natural play
often involves physically active play, which can range from low- to high-intensity
activities such as den building and tree climbing (O’Brien et al. 2011). According to
Gleave and Cole-Hamilton (2012), play behaviors in the natural environment
during childhood are important because they facilitate cognitive, social, emotional,
and motor skills, foster connections with nature, develop a sense of ownership and
integration into their environment, and positively influence attention skills and an
ability to cope with stress. With respect to opportunity to access such environments,
the role of school grounds has also been recognized for their opportunities for
natural play and providing an “informal curriculum” outside of the formal class-
room environment. This is supported by Malone and Tranter (2003) who reported
that children viewed the school grounds as an opportunity to take a break from their
formal classroom learning.

Developmental benefits associated with natural play are reported within the
literature (Lester and Maudsley 2007), yet decreases in the amount of time that
children spend outdoors have been observed (Rickinson et al. 2004), particularly
among certain groups (e.g., girls). There are concerns that children have a lack of
access to nature (O’Brien 2009), are at a growing risk of nature deficit disorder
(NDD; Louv 2006), and are unable to access (what remains of) the natural
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environment as freely as previous generations due to a risk adverse society (Wool-
ley et al. 2009). For example, children as young as 6-7 years of age have reported
that stranger danger and heavy traffic restricted outdoor play opportunities near to
home and that they were wholly reliant on families taking them to play in natural
environments such as parks and open spaces (Ridgers et al. 2012). Schalit (2006),
however, expresses concern about the idea of nature as a cure, or a “pill,” and
encourages the distinction between nature’s value in its own right and what it can
do for us. Dickinson (2013) moreover critiques Louv’s NDD theory, arguing that
NDD is a misdiagnosis, which fails to address the root of “problems” described by
NDD, such as attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder or obesity, leading to the inap-
propriate “treatment” of these problems. She therefore calls for adults to rethink
human-nature disconnectedness and return to the psyche to delve deeper to the roots
of the problem through communication. Kraftl (2013) also argues that “nature” is just
one of many contributing factors to the benefits that children experience as a result of
learning outdoors. The natural environment is more than just a natural space but a
social one where human interactions also influence how children benefit from the
natural environment (Kraftl 2015). This adds further support to the complexity of the
relationship between nature and childhood (Taylor 2013).

There is a sense of irony that children are at risk of NDD, given that their parents
often report very different experiences. There is subsequently a paradox here;
whenever parents are asked about their own childhood experiences in comparison
to that of their child/children, they report access to a range of green spaces and refer
to “making the most” of what the community and local area offered. For example:

“I would say at C’s (daughter’s) age that I was playing on my own; I think outside, I’m sure
I was. .. I wouldn’t even dream of letting them out on their own now.” — Parent 3 (Ridgers
and Sayers 2010, p. 16). However, parents are often the gatekeepers restricting their own
children from having these experiences for a range of reasons, which are primarily safety
related. This is called the natural play paradox. Such findings must, however, be
approached with caution due to their reliance on adults’ memories of their own childhood.
Jones (2008) challenges this very idea, stating that adults’ memories of childhood might not
be accurate representations and instead argues that research into childhood cannot simply
seek to capture children’s experiences. These childhood recollections may be deliberately
or inadvertently converted into adult “codes.”

Notably, while parents are concerned that the current generation of children has
fewer opportunities to play compared to previous generations, parental concerns
about safety are cited as one of the main barriers to outdoor play (Flett et al. 2010).
According to Gill (2011), other barriers to outdoor play are linked to wider changes
in society including increasing car ownership and use, loss of green spaces, longer
parent/carer working hours, changing cultural attitudes about parenting and chil-
dren, and growth of indoor, screen-based leisure activities. As a result, the connec-
tions between young people and nature are suggested to be weaker now than in the
past, and the likelihood of children visiting any green space at all was reported to
have halved within the space of a generation (DEFRA 2011; Natural England
2010). It has been argued that adults need to allow children enough freedom and
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responsibility to learn from their own efforts and mistakes, in regard to utilizing the
outdoors, while being aware as to what might go wrong (Gill 2011). Natural play
provides such opportunities. Consequently, encouraging intergenerational/family-
based nature play may, therefore, be appropriate as a setting and a stimulus for play
in general.

A range of interventions have been designed to address family “connectedness”
to the outdoors. For example, Flett et al. (2010) investigated the experiences and
beliefs of families regarding physical activity in the natural environment to explore
the feasibility of an intervention to increase awareness, connection, and physical
activity in the natural environment. All participants reported enjoyment of outdoor
activities, with several noting that they regularly participated in activities such as
bird watching, animal tracking, and riding outdoor machines, for example. Partic-
ipants expressed an interest in taking a more active role; however, a number of
barriers were highlighted and were largely centered around safety concerns (e.g.,
knowledge of the terrain and lack of mobile phone coverage for emergencies),
although factors such as physical discomfort associated with being outdoors (e.g.,
getting dirty and not having access to conveniences) were also noted. The devel-
opment of a nature-based training program was suggested as an ideal opportunity to
engage participants in physical activity in the outdoors so they might gain confi-
dence in this setting.

It is important to note that there is a wide range of nature-based opportunities
offered to contemporary children in varied formats, across the UK and other
countries, such as Australia and the USA. However, the remainder of this chapter
will focus on one approach, Forest School, which has become increasingly popular
and available in recent years. Further, while acknowledging that similar strategies
have been implemented in different contexts, they all have a consistent focus,
namely, learning through play and engagement within the natural environment.

4 Introducing Forest School

Forest School is a hands-on approach to promote play in natural environments and
encourage children (and indirectly) and parents to become more comfortable with
natural play. Forest School can be defined as an eco-social pedagogical practice
taking place in local woodlands, for a sustained period of time, ranging from
6 weeks to years, and as a distinct form of outdoor play and learning pedagogy in
the UK, run by qualified practitioners. Programs are provided for all ages, though
particularly directed at children via educational and care settings (Murray and
O’Brien 2005). The UK Forest School movement emerged from practitioners’
needs and interests, partially in response to the mainstream context of education
and care (Cree and McCree 2013). Forest School can be located as a response to a
number of social movements, including those promoting outdoor play, outdoor
learning, “free-range childhoods,” environmental concerns, educational pressures,
and the growing demand for natural play opportunities (Cree and McCree 2013).
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Table 1 Forest School definition and principles (FS IOL SIG 2012)

Recognized Forest School definition

“Forest School is an inspirational process, that offers ALL learners regular opportunities to
achieve, develop confidence and self-esteem, through hands on learning experiences in a local
woodland or natural environment with trees. Forest School is a specialised learning approach that
sits within, and complements, the wider context of outdoor and woodland education”
Recognized principles

1. It is a long-term process with frequent and regular sessions in a woodland or natural wooded

environment, rather than a one-off visit. Planning, adapting, observing, and reviewing are
integral elements of Forest School

2. It takes place in a woodland or natural wooded environment to support the development of a
relationship between the learner and the natural world

3. It aims to promote the holistic development of all those involved, fostering resilient, confident,
independent, and creative learners

4. It offers learners the opportunity to take supported risks appropriate to the environment and to
themselves

5. It is run by qualified Forest School practitioners who continuously maintain and develop their
professional practice

6. It uses a range of learner-centered processes to create a community for development and
learning

A national practitioner consultation in 2011 confirmed the definition and agreed
upon new principles and criteria (Forest School Institute for Outdoor Learning
Significant Interest Group (FS IOL SIG 2012)). The UK Forest School Association
(FSA) was formed in 2012.

Table 1 provides an overview of these definitions and principles. Play is detailed
in the full criteria of Principle 6: “play and choice are an integral part of the FS
learning process where play is recognised as vital to learning and development at
FS” (FS IOL SIG 2012).

It is perhaps a common misconception that UK Forest School initiatives origi-
nated solely from Scandinavian influences. The term “Forest School” originated in
the UK, made up by the Bridgwater College’s early years practitioners who
witnessed Forest School practices in Denmark in 1993 and adapted it for UK
settings (Williams-Siegfredson 2012). This section explores how the term is per-
ceived differently, despite a recognized definition and principles, and gives some
indication as to why this has happened. Firstly, an individual’s relationship to the
rest of the natural world, and conception of the child and nature relationship, is
socioculturally constructed. This has a significant impact and is manifested in
several ways, such as prevailing adult attitudes and cultural restrictions (Kyttd
2004). Forest School has been aided in part by cross-cultural borrowing of Scan-
dinavian outdoor pedagogic practice (Cree and McCree 2012; Knight 2009).
Consequently, this has created a cultural transference issue in relocating to the
UK’s industrial culture, thereby changing the practice as it is mediated through
different values and understandings. Forest pedagogy in Scandinavia is connected
with their culture of friluftsliv (“free-air life”’). There is a rich tradition of outdoor
play and outdoor learning in the UK, yet this differs to some cultural understandings
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of the concept in Scandinavia and elsewhere. There are also other examples of
forest pedagogy and outdoor play across Europe, with Switzerland, Hungary, and
Slovenia as notable examples (Lindemann-Mattheis and Knecht 2011). Scandina-
via is less industrialized and less populated, there is widespread rights to roam,
grandparents may still work on the land, and families are more prepared for all
weathers and engage much more with outdoor experience. The UK, however, has
had over 300 years of industrialized culture in four or more generations since the
Industrial Revolution, a historical backdrop to the growing disconnection to natural
environments and a clear contributing factor to much of the UK population being
ill-prepared for, or ambivalent about, being outdoors. These cultural differences
and subjective reinterpretations impact upon the professional integration of Forest
School within UK mainstream practice. Whereby practices similar to Forest School
may be culturally mainstream in some European countries, and seen as every day,
this was not the case when Forest School began in the UK. This, of course, explains
a demand for “borrowing” in the first place, yet Forest School is often framed as the
“other” (Levinas 1988) within the dominant discourse rather than fully integrated.
This is slowly changing; for example, education leaders and inspectors are now
more familiar with the pedagogy and may have witnessed positive examples of
whole-school approaches, where outdoor play and learning is integrated seamlessly
into a school’s culture and pedagogy. However, “othering” occurs when Forest
School is seen as an alternative rather than an everyday experience. Practitioners
may look to outdoor learning to provide a “special experience” (Dillon et al. 2005;
Davis et al. 2006). However, being “special” rather than integrated into everyday
practice may limit its integration with wider learning as well as threaten its cost-
effectiveness. If the pedagogical practices of Forest School and the setting entered
into an encounter where alterity was respected, rather than absorbing the “other”
into the “same” (Levinas 1988), then what might be possible? The Forest School
Association’s strapline and main aim is “quality Forest School for all,” which could
include entitlement for all children to experience a high-quality program within
their everyday schooling. The difference in pedagogy and the view of our own and
the child’s relationship with the rest of nature could therefore be reflected on and
explored. Caring for woodland and clearing and planting new wildflowers, for
example, could become a useful part of a child’s education. Where Forest School
is seen as separate and distinct from the rest of a child’s play, learning, and life, we
may encounter challenges in cultural absorption. Critical intersubjectivity demands
an ethical stance with room for otherness, such as children’s otherness, without
feeling the need to understand them through adult lenses and to see them as versions
of adults (Dahlberg and Moss 2005). An eco-social perspective might include
adults, children, and environments entering into a collaborative process of explo-
ration and experimentation.

A recent study in the UK highlighted some of children’s favored outdoor
experiences, which included drinks and snacks around the fire (Fig. 1); hiding,
climbing, and exploring the woods; talking, playing, and sharing time with friends;
making fires and dens (Figs. 2 and 3), digging holes, using tools, art, films, stories,
and imaginative play (Fig. 4); and discovering and learning about nature
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Fig. 1 Cooking snacks on an
open fire at a Forest School
session (Photograph courtesy
of The Mersey Forest, UK)

(McCree 2014). Forest School pedagogy advocates participants directing and
initiating play, within a considered process with a significant adult, such as a parent
or Forest School practitioner (Knight 2009). Evidence suggests that young children
learn best in a supportive environment that encourages extended child-initiated play
(e.g., Rose and Rogers 2012). Forest School is a learner-centered process, not a
program of planned adult-led activity. Any initial adult-led structure is intended to
fade over time, as learners gain confidence and engage in more exploratory play,
moving from indirect to direct experience of nature (Davis et al. 2006). This
movement and flow from adult- to child-initiated experiences requires a skill of
reciprocity in responding to the child’s emergent needs, and Forest School practi-
tioners need sufficient pedagogical understanding to enable a child-centered envi-
ronment. It takes nurture (e.g., regular hot drinks, observation) and time for gentle,
repeated introductions to a new space, new materials, and new ways of being, where
there is permission to play and get muddy, in order for children to get the most from
the experience (McCree 2014). The Forest School principles note the necessity for
supported risk, high adult-child ratios, and site visits through all seasons. The aims
of Forest School, therefore, have closer parallels with facilitating child-centered
play than with traditional lesson planning (Cree and McCree 2013). However, play,
notwithstanding play-based learning, is problematic in theory and practice
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Fig. 2 Tree climbing and
building a den at a Forest
School session (Photograph
courtesy of The Mersey
Forest, UK)

Fig. 3 Den building (Photograph courtesy of The Mersey Forest, UK)
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Fig. 4 Playing and creating
with natural materials
(Photograph courtesy of The
Mersey Forest, UK)

(Hughes 2012), which cannot be fully explored here, beyond stating that a view of
play as intrinsic rather than instrumental is part of the Forest School pedagogy.
The primary aims of Forest School have been described as personal, social, and
emotional development, focused on increasing self-esteem and positive learning
dispositions, with secondary aims of physical activity and contact with nature
(O’Brien and Murray 2007). Yet, each child’s journey will be different and
ideally one which the reflective adult practitioner will adapt to (see www.
forestschoolassociation.org for further information about Forest Schools).

5 Forest School Research: An Overview

The early Forest School literature focused on defining and evaluating the aims,
ethos, and outcomes of Forest School initiatives. Such research has typically
consisted of pilot and small-scale evaluation and research studies, which have
been conducted within a range of settings, across a range of ages, drawing on
different methodologies. This section will provide an overview of this research and
the outcomes reported.

A range of Forest School outcomes have been investigated, including positive
learning dispositions, strengthened self-esteem, and enriched children’s practices in
the early years (O’Brien 2009). The Forest School definition, presented earlier,
highlighted the opportunities for children to develop their confidence and


http://www.forestschoolassociation.org/
http://www.forestschoolassociation.org/

6 Play and Learning Outdoors: Engaging with the Natural World Using Forest. .. 127

self-esteem through their experiences in this context. A number of studies have
attempted to determine whether such changes occurred during a Forest School
project. For example, adults using the Forest School approach in schools and
early year settings have reported that quiet children aged 5-11 years had an
increased ability to express themselves and had improved confidence (O’Brien
2009). These findings are also apparent in anecdotal research where primary school
staff observed higher levels of self-esteem, motivation, and social interaction
during Forest School sessions. These changes were particularly evident for boys
and those with special needs (Slade et al. 2013). O’Brien and Murray (2007)
conducted an evaluation of children attending Forest School sessions using obser-
vations conducted by the Forest School leaders over an 8-month period. The
observations indicated that children’s self-esteem and confidence increased. Nota-
bly, positive changes in children’s language and communication skills, improve-
ments in physical motor skills, and a greater knowledge and understanding of the
environment were observed during the Forest School program (O’Brien and Murray
2007). Burtwright and colleagues (2007) also reported that teachers viewed Forest
School as a “child-led approach [that] builds confidence, encourages creativity and
promotes independence which are essential skills for learning and for life” (p. 11).
Collectively, such results highlight the positive outcomes of outdoor learning
experiences for children, as perceived by adult practitioners in Forest Schools.

Research has also been conducted with primary school-aged children to explore
their thoughts, perceptions, and experiences of Forest School. Overall, children
typically report positive experiences and that Forest School is enjoyable and fun to
do (Burtwright et al. 2007; Ridgers Knowles and Sayers 2012). Activities such as
den building, tree climbing, and mini-beast searching are popular, providing oppor-
tunities for physical activity, teamwork, as well as learning about and engaging with
nature (Ridgers et al. 2012). Children have also reported feeling safe and happy in
the outdoors, an important finding given parental perceptions of the safety of
playing in natural environments (Woolley et al. 2009). Further, Ridgers and col-
leagues (2012) reported that activities undertaken in Forest School sessions led to
children developing knowledge of, and an interest in, nature and the world around
them, including an increasing sensitivity toward nature.

The restorative effects of Forest School for children and young people have also
been investigated. Changes to positive participation were demonstrated during
Forest School sessions by higher levels of verbal communication with peers
reported by teachers (Swarbrick et al. 2004), while increases in social interactions,
self-esteem, and concentration have been noted in children with special educational
needs and shy children (Slade et al. 2013). One study reported that Forest School
provided an optimal learning environment, whereby children’s well-being and
involvement levels were very high during Forest School sessions subsequently
supporting children’s learning as well as their wider developmental needs (Kenny
2010). The results of this study were particularly pertinent for those children who
had low school academic achievement levels. Roe and Aspinall (2011) found that
teenagers classified as having “good” and “bad” behavior by the schools benefitted
from Forest School sessions, with those in the “bad” behavior group including those
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with ADHD, those at risk of exclusion, or those exhibiting withdrawn behavior,
experiencing optimal benefits in particular. Forest School could, therefore, facilitate
the management of challenging behaviors and/or positively influence health and
well-being.

These benefits are further illustrated by the following case studies, which
indicate how research in this area is progressing.

6 Natural Play in the Forest Play Study

This project (Ridgers and Sayers 2010) investigated the use of Forest School to
encourage families to participate in outdoor leisure activities using areas of the
Mersey Forest for natural play and leisure time activity. These activities involved a
Forest School day aimed at families which encouraged natural play, family den
building, gardening for families, and self-led visits. Results from questionnaires and
interviews with 15 parents pre- and post-intervention reported that, as children,
parents experienced few constraints on their natural play and were able to roam
away from home. Safety and heavy traffic were current concerns of parents, which
they believed had increased since they were children themselves. Time, finances,
and weather were also reported as barriers to families’ natural play. At the conclu-
sion of the project, greater engagement in natural play was reported by families,
with changes reported by both parents and their children. A greater willingness to
engage in natural play was reported by parents, who appreciated the supporting
information which helped them with their leisure time choices. Parents also enjoyed
interacting with children through natural play, while the children shared their
knowledge and understanding about the natural environment learnt in Forest
School. Notably, the findings also suggested that the Forest School sessions
reassured parents of their children’s competencies and abilities to assess risks
themselves, enabling children’s greater independence, which may help to address
parents’ concerns about safety in the natural environment. Overall, parents reported
that both the family engagement project and Forest Schools had a positive impact
on their leisure choices. Greater engagement in other natural outdoor play oppor-
tunities was reported with visits to local green spaces increasing. Despite these
positive findings, however, it is clear that more research into this area is needed to
establish the effects of Forest Schools on parents as well as their children. The
findings and recommendations offer a useful framework for future projects that
encourage and facilitate families’ engagement in natural play opportunities.

7 Physical Activity Benefits of the Forest School Study

The Mersey Forest and the Physical Activity Exchange at Liverpool John Moores
University are collaborating on a Forest School study investigating whether Forest
School sessions increase physical activity in children (Austin et al. 2015). This
current research utilizes a range of methods including qualitative techniques to
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gather rich in-depth data from the child’s perspective and physical activity monitors
to objectively measure physical activity. Fifty-nine children aged 7-9 years from
four local primary schools in Merseyside, North West England, participated in the
study, which is one of the largest sample sizes in a study of this kind to date. All
children took part in 12 weekly Forest School sessions. Preliminary accelerometry
data measuring physical activity during a typical school week revealed a significant
increase in children’s daily physical activity levels, in terms of light intensity
physical activity on Forest School days, compared to regular school days, with
trends revealing similarities between Forest School days and school days which
contained a PE lesson (Physical Education). Additionally, qualitative data suggests
that Forest School sessions encouraged outdoor play and use of green spaces in
children’s free time, which extended to that of their family members. Gender
differences regarding Forest School activity preferences were noted, with boys
preferring active games, climbing trees, and construction activities, while girls
showed more interest in the social elements of Forest School, such as interacting
with friends by the fire and associated activities (e.g., drinking hot chocolate and
roasting marshmallows). These findings raise interesting questions in respect of
targeting the active engagement and social interaction of both boys and girls
throughout sessions. Overall, this study reported that Forest School had positive
effects on the general well-being of children and their families. It demonstrated
Forest School as a successful intervention for increasing children’s physical activity
levels while also promoting mental well-being.

This contemporary research from the team of authors indicates a range of
positive influences that Forest School can have on childhood experiences of outdoor
play. However, some research has indicated that parents are not always aware of
what Forest School entails and what happens during the sessions (Slade et al. 2013;
Ridgers and Sayers 2010), thus supporting the need to involve families in such
approaches, as was the case in the research reported here. This is an important
consideration given the reciprocal effects that children and their families can have
on each other’s behavior, attitudes, and values (e.g., Flett et al. 2010; Fig. 5).

7.1 Future Directions and Potential Limitations

It is evident that while a wide range of potential benefits have been reported both
during and following children and young people’s engagement in Forest School,
relatively few studies have examined these outcomes to date. As highlighted,
benefits range from improvements in self-esteem and confidence, social skills,
positive influences on behavior, concentration, physical motor skills, and language
and communication skills. Further, children’s increased knowledge, interest, and
understanding of the environment and improved connectedness to nature were also
observed and reported. Such benefits have not only the potential to contribute to
children’s overall development and facilitate learning within the school curriculum
but also to extend benefits to the family by providing opportunities for
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Fig. 5 Parent and child
engaged in co-operative play
(Photograph courtesy of The
Mersey Forest, UK)

intergenerational physical activity and community cohesion through shared use of
local green spaces.

Research reporting the benefits of participating in Forest School sessions could
be criticized, however, for failing to offer consistent intervention delivery, thus
influencing the fidelity of findings, especially if the findings do not take account of
the influence of additional factors on populations. Differing styles of Forest School
delivery, depending on contexts or practitioners involved, make it difficult for
researchers to generalize their findings. Research is unable to account for differing
social contexts between the settings of a child’s classroom or home environment
when away from Forest School sessions, which may influence a child’s health,
mental well-being, behavior, and academic performance. Group dynamics in Forest
School sessions will also differ from the classroom environment, depending on
factors such as staff present and group sizes. The types of activities within Forest
School sessions will also differ from traditional school work in the classroom
environment, possibly affecting behaviors observed in Forest School settings.
Sessions will also vary depending on Forest School Leaders’ individual character-
istics, which may have an impact on the child’s Forest School experiences and
personal benefits gained as a result. Indeed, while Forest School sessions share the
same core principles, sessions will vary in terms of frameworks and delivery.

Given these issues, it could be argued that exposure to nature may not be the only
influence but rather a blend of factors involved in the curriculum or delivery which
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influence outcomes. Additionally, the Forest School research described here is
predominantly UK based, and thus the contexts, applications, and research foci of
outdoor play will inevitably differ across international settings and/or cultural
perspectives. As an example, Hammond and Jackson-Barrett (2013) discuss an
outdoor learning project with Aboriginal pupils in Western Australia. The study
demonstrated how the traditional cultural knowledge regarding the children’s
relationship with nature and sense of belonging within the natural world can be
used to address lower educational outcomes within an Aboriginal community
context. It also emphasizes the differences, in terms of research focus depending
on settings and culture.

In terms of developing the evidence base more fully, it has been frequently noted
among the research literature that the small numbers of children in observation
studies present difficulties in the generalizability of findings. Pilot studies with
small numbers are, however, one step in developing the evidence of program
efficacy. Additionally, the lack of exploration of the transferability of learning
and behavior change to other settings (e.g., classroom environment) and of the
impact beyond the immediacy of Forest School experiences (O’Brien 2009) echo
wider recommendations for developing an evidence base for learning outside the
classroom. For example, Malone (2008, p. 24) previously highlighted issues with
multi-method and action research projects because they tend be “less rigorous and
less likely to have replicability for ongoing comparative possibilities.” Malone
(2008) also reported a need to develop more strategic and conceptual frameworks
for collating and organizing research evidence. Given these issues and the wide
range of possible outcomes associated with Forest School, a more strategic research
framework, which builds a sustainable and robust approach to examining the
delivery processes and impacts of Forest School across a range of key education,
health, and developmental perspectives, is essential. Inevitably this may require
larger sample sizes, standardized intervention designs that address fidelity and
examine effectiveness in practice, and a common evaluation framework. Longitu-
dinal studies that track the effects of these sessions over time on a range of
outcomes are also warranted. Such research needs to place itself firmly within,
and respond to wider, national and international educational, environmental, and
health and well-being directives. In doing so, it will be able to respond effectively to
the demands placed on such initiatives to demonstrate economic, health, and
societal benefits.

It is important to note, however, that despite the benefits of Forest Schools that
have been discussed above, it can be a challenging program to develop and
implement. For example, the requirements needed to qualify as a Forest School
Leader are rigorous, and the current demand for fully trained Forest School
practitioners outstrips the number of people who are qualified to deliver sessions.
While an estimated 10,000 people have undertaken Forest School training to date in
the UK, not all will qualify or continue to practice on a regular basis. The nature and
interpretation of Forest School varies widely in terms of training, delivery, practi-
tioners, and settings, in part due to its grassroots origins (Cree and McCree 2013).
Training provision is currently unregulated and is monitored by a voluntary
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network of Forest School training providers. The demand for training and for that of
suitable woodland settings requires funding and is, with a lack of empirical research
evidence, difficult to justify and therefore lacks policy support (Knight 2009).

The lack of suitable settings can limit the uptake of Forest School, particularly in
urban or peri-urban settings. Land constraints are also a limiting factor in rural
schools. Urban schools often have smaller school grounds due to higher land prices
and less usable green space options available to them by Forest School. Environ-
mental programs such as Community Forests and Community Forestry Initiatives,
which have supported the increase of woodland cover within school grounds over
the past 20 years, have helped to readdress the balance in some areas in the UK, but
many schools are devoid of natural habitats. The utilization of external woodland
sites, parkland, and public and private woodland is increasing across the UK but
requires understanding, coordination, and willingness to share by landowners and
education providers. The costs of accessing suitable external sites may also be a
prohibitive factor, potentially contributing to perceived barriers in accessing nature
(O’Brien et al. 2011). Furthermore, the widening of Forest School provision to that
of natural play opportunities for families means that access to such sites may
become challenging in the future. An increased demand on green spaces that are
currently available could possibly contribute to increased damage of the natural
environment. These challenges are also evident when considering the gradual
reduction of ranger services within local authorities, reduced support for programs
of family natural play events, and reduced management or enhancement of sites.

From a pedagogical perspective, while the application and delivery of Forest
School practices continues to grow, establishing a collective idea of Forest School
practice remains debatable within the Forest School community and wider com-
munities of practice within children’s services. For example, due to the variance in
how it is perceived, Forest School in practice may remain predominantly adult led
or adult initiated (Cree and McCree 2013). There is also a need to clarify the
purpose of Forest School as to whether it is an optional addition to enriching the
curriculum or used to meet specific curriculum requirements (Waite 2011). This
highlights tensions experienced by teachers in meeting curriculum requirements
while using a Forest School approach that values free play and autonomous
learning. Furthermore, some practitioners look to certain types of outdoor learning
to provide a “special” experience (Davis et al. 2006, p. 10). However, being
“special” rather than integrated into everyday practice and children’s experiences
may limit its integration with wider learning as well as threaten its cost-
effectiveness for different settings.

8 Conclusion

There are a vast array of reported benefits for children (and more recently families)
linked with natural play. Forest School provides opportunities for children to learn
outside the classroom within a natural environment and complements the wider
context of outdoor and woodland education (Murray and O’Brien 2005).
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Consequently, such environments can also encourage active engagement with the
natural environment rather than being used as a mere “backdrop” to learning. There
is a growing evidence base that supports the use of Forest School within a range of
contexts, though practical barriers such as limited funding for training and provi-
sion may hinder the continued rollout and impact of Forest Schools in the future.
There is clearly a need for empirical, robust research and economic evidence to
provide a basis for the value of Forest School, particularly longitudinal research to
establish effects over time. Future work should ideally involve an interdisciplinary
and coordinated approach involving geographers, educationalists, researchers, and
policy makers to facilitate the development of Forest Schools across the UK and
internationally. Empowering educators within school settings to deliver Forest
School sessions, while encouraging a culture of participant- and delivery-focused
evaluation, is encouraged. Ideally, this would be integrated into the children’s
overall academic experience and be considered a core environment for learning
rather than as a separate entity or “other.” As highlighted by the Childcare Resource
and Research Unit (2008, p. 1), “the outdoor environment can be more than a place
to burn off steam, with more educators and architects and designers embracing the
ideas that outdoor play space provides chances for the highest level of development
and learning. When used best, it can be a place for investigation, exploration and
social interaction.”
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Abstract

Throughout the Decade of Education for Sustainable Development (DESD),
drawing to a close this year, considerable academic attention has been placed
on how sustainability can be integrated into educational contexts worldwide. The
rhetoric of DESD promotes the engagement of students as active participants in
sustainability through participatory teaching methodologies. How this assump-
tion sits with educational processes in localities around the world remains under-
researched, particularly from a perspective of developing countries. This chapter
shows that in Denpasar, Bali, DESD encounters local hegemonic discourses that
effect power in complex ways, as well as educational structures that may not
foster the participatory notions DESD requires. The chapter also recounts the
story of a participatory research experiment that demonstrates that, where Bali-
nese high school students are given the space to actively engage with topics of
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sustainability, they do not only create their own languages of sustainability but
also challenge hegemonic discourses.

Keywords
Denpasar * Bali « Balinese culture ¢ Student discourses ¢ Sustainability and
education ¢ Sustainability discourses, scalar politics and power * Teaching and
learning sustainability ¢ Urbanization and agricultural land loss ¢ Youth and
education

1 Introduction: Sustainability in Bali - A Matter of Cosmic
Harmony?

Where is Bali Headed? Fears of Sustainability on an Island of Cosmic Harmony. In
the cartoon above (Fig. 1), taken from the Balinese youth magazine Bog Bog, a
traditional Balinese chariot, steered by a Hindu character resembling the Mahabarata
hero Arjuna, is being hijacked by a cowboy. Visibly taken aback, Arjuna can only
look on, as the whip-swinging foreigner sporting sunglasses and blue jeans cheers on
Arjuna’s chariot horse. The horse is donning a daring style mix of stereotype
“Western clothes,” complete with socks and tie. In a tongue-in-cheek way, the
cartoon portrays a Balinese dilemma: how can the small Hindu enclave, located in
the most populous Muslim country in the world with an economy depending 80 %
on tourism (The Jakarta Post 2012), sustain its environmental, economic, and
cultural integrity? Who chauffeurs Bali into which kind of future?

In 2004, hardly a day passed without the Balinese media reporting on this very
issue — the term “Ajeg Bali” was coined and appeared in Balinese newspapers and

Fig. 1 Who chauffeurs Bali where? (Rik 2003)
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TV channels (Naradha 2004). Ajeg is a Balinese word that translates to “really,” “to
stay,” or “sustained/sustainable” — “Really Bali!,” “Keeping Bali truly Bali!” respon-
dents from governmental and nongovernmental backgrounds transcribed — and it
reflects two impulses. One is to protect Bali from influences of modernization that
deeply compromise its natural environments and cultural character. The other is to
shield Balinese culture from foreign influence feared to be brought in by large
numbers of immigrants, seen as a threat particularly since the Bali bombings in
2002 (Robinson and Meaton 2005).

Ajeg Bali emerged in response to very tangible problems: an alarming rate of
urbanization and agricultural land loss, increasing numbers of immigrants from Java
and further afield, and rates of air and water pollution that reflect both increasingly
unsustainable lifestyles and a lack of effective environmental policies and waste
management practices. With a population of just over 4 million in 2014
(as compared to 3.3 million in 2003) inhabiting an area of 5,561 km? (BPS 2014),
Bali is the third most populated Indonesian province, after Central and East Java. In
2014, Denpasar occupied an area of 127.78 km* (BPS 2014) (up from 123.98 in
2003 (DIKNAS 2003)) and had a population of 863,000 (BPS 2014) (up from about
half a million in 2003 (BAPEDALDA 2003)). Accounting for Denpasar and the
adjacent areas of Kuta and Sanur, Bali’s urbanized south is home to more than a third
of the island’s total population (Fig. 2).

Denpasar and Kuta alone generated 45 % of Bali’s 1.7 million m® of rubbish in
2003 (BAPEDALDA 2003), while waste collection and management systems
remain underdeveloped in 2014 and recycling facilities for plastic and cans do not
exist. Other serious environmental problems include forest degradation and beach



140 M. Jaskolski

erosion (BAPEDALDA 2003), with 82 % of Bali’s 130,686 ha of forest classified as
being in a critical condition in 2003 as a result of wood burning, illegal logging, and
clearing (BAPEDALDA 2003 6). Areas of land under wet rice cultivation have been
declining by almost 1,000 ha per year for years (Ashrama and Ingham 2002),
threatening the traditional subak system of communal rice cultivation based on
intricate water distribution methods (Lansing 1987, 2006). Over a third of Bali’s
population does not have access to clean water (The Jakarta Post 2012). All these
numbers confirm Balinese fears that the islanders are struggling to create a future that
is ajeg. However, there remain serious questions over the best ways to address Bali’s
future.

As a way to implement Ajeg Bali, the discourse often mentions Tri Hita Karana
(THK), the Hindu concept of “three causes of happiness” based on Hindu holy
books. THK outlines three relations of harmony: between humans and their God,
between humans and other humans; and between humans and their environments
(Ashrama and Ingham 2002), mirroring the striving for cosmic harmony so ever-
present in Balinese daily lives and practices (Lansing 2006). Both Ajeg Bali and
THK have long found their way into the educational sector. In November 2004, at
the high school SMAG in Bali’s capital city of Denpasar, students from all over Bali,
dressed in traditional Balinese attire, competed in an Ajeg Bali contest — performing
works representing Balinese culture, including dance, text recital, and song (Fig. 3).
Members of the education sector presented the event as a way to promote sustain-
ability among young Balinese, while sponsorship came from the local media.

By 2013, the Ajeg Bali craze had faded, but daily newspaper articles about
pollution, waste management, loss of agricultural land, and climate change were a
reminder that sustainability remained high on the public agenda, with Ajeg Bali still
receiving the odd mention. When reprompted about Ajeg Bali and THK in 2013,
many teachers, school principals, and NGO workers interviewed in 2004 and 2005
confirmed the concepts’ continued importance, but placed more emphasis on the
slogan “Bali Clean and Green.” The Balinese Governor’s newly labeled provincial
sustainability strategy is promoted in similar ways as previously Ajeg Bali — but,
interestingly enough, when questioned about the concept, most Balinese were not
able to describe what it really entailed. “Perhaps the clean-up and tree planting
events sponsored by the Balinese government, universities and the Bali Post news-
paper?,” some of them guessed.

As sustainability remains a local concern expressed through different streams of
rhetoric, this chapter explores how Balinese sustainability discourses sit within the
context of global discourses of sustainability and education. Framing the scholarly
debate on how sustainability should be integrated into education (and vice versa) and
what role young people should assume in DESD, the chapter assesses how the
international call for participatory spaces in education intersects with local institu-
tional arrangements and practices of high school education. Examples of formal and
informal teaching provide a local account of how global and local discourses of
sustainability take effect in the educational sector, and how students learn about and
respond to sustainability discourses, knowledge, and practices. The chapter then
recounts the story of a participatory research conducted with Denpasar high school
students aimed at creating spaces for Balinese youth to actively engage in
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sustainability discourses. The outcomes of participatory workshop programs and a
participatory filmmaking project provide reflections of the languages and discourses
Balinese high school students employ when given the opportunity to voice and
explore their own sustainability discourses.

2 Local Sustainabilities Meet Global Discourses

It is noteworthy that Ajeg Bali, Tri Hita Karana, and Bali Clean and Green are local
discourses that address questions of global significance, not least among them how
we use our planet’s resources, maintain our ecological integrity, conserve our natural
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environments, and enable social and economic development for all countries. Sus-
tainable development received much scholarly and political attention since first
discussed in international fora in the early 1980s. After the World Commission on
Environment and Development had coined the term “sustainable development” in
1987, the ratification of Agenda 21 in 1992 created further impetus to implement
sustainable development policies at multiple scales of governance from local to
global. Several follow-up conferences have reinforced this goal over the past two
decades. The years 2004—2014 mark the United Nations Decade of Education for
Sustainable Development (DESD), an international push “to integrate the principles,
values, and practices of sustainable development into all aspects of education and
learning” (UNESCO 2006, electronic source). The decade started after the UN
General Assembly had proclaimed that “education is an indispensable element for
achieving sustainable development” (DESD 2014, electronic source). Over the
decade a range of activities and donor-funded projects were used to advance
education for sustainable development, especially in developing countries. Regional
Centers of Expertise have been coordinating education for sustainable development
using both formal and informal channels, and efforts have been made to promote
sustainability as integral to teaching and learning worldwide (DESD 2014). How this
takes place and how international languages and concepts of sustainability intersect
with local ones remains under-reported.

Researchers, and particularly geographers, have been interested in the spatial and
multiscalar dimensions of sustainability and its discourses (Adger et al. 2001; Gough
2002; Kelly 2000; Mansfield and Haas 2006; Marston et al. 2005; Yencken 2000),
contributing to debates about how best to understand this contested concept and its
equally contested forms of implementation. Three lines of argument are discussed
here to help place Balinese sustainability discourses in the context of global rhetoric:

Argument one: sustainability is a laudable, necessary, and unifying “global partner-
ship ... based on common understanding of shared needs and interests”
(UN 1997, p. 1). International sustainability strategies encourage people world-
wide to think global and act local — making use of increased global connectedness
in addressing local issues. The notion of sustainability as a “global partnership”
resonates with the vision of the DESD, which advocates a global notion of
sustainability education as a guideline for worldwide implementation.

Argument two: sustainable development smothers local wisdom. Several authors
have described sustainable development as a “Western” agenda of conservative
environmentalism, disguised in a “cloak of globalism” (Doyle 1998; Nygren
1999; White 1992). The argument here is that sustainable development is used
to impose “Western” ideas of environmentalism on the “developing world” in
ways that override local lifestyles and resource management systems, abusing
political leverage — aid, trade, and treaties — as well as economic and financial
dominance to achieve this goal. To return to the Bog Bog cartoon, Arjuna’s cart is
being hijacked and a cowboy put in his place.

Argument three: Don’t sell our story as yours! — Our forms of development have
always been local. According to this argument, “Western” ideas of sustainability
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are stolen — they mimic and mock deep, longstanding, and sophisticated forms of
knowledge that have engendered balanced and harmonious lifestyles among
many indigenous cultures for centuries (Armitage 2003; Nygren 1999) — and
are then sold on as derived from the West. For example, Balinese “traditional”
land management, anchored in Hindu Balinese belief and practices, is described
to have been “sustainable” well before development agencies pressured the
Balinese to implement Green Revolution measures (Lansing 1987, 2006; Mitch-
ell 1994a, b), which were later retracted for their detrimental environmental
effects and replaced with notions of “sustainable agriculture” (and here one
perceives connections with argument two).

These arguments encapsulate obviously far more complex and nuanced debates
but serve to emphasize two important points. First, sustainability is not a clear-cut
model with quantifiable indicators or guidelines but a debate that consists of various
competitive and potentially conflicting discourses. Second, all three arguments
engage notions of scale — for example, of the “local” and the “global,” as well as
categories such as “indigenous” and “Western.” These discursive categories reflect
the different interests that drive sustainability as a political project — as a global
partnership or as a local sanctum, for example. The notion that many localities can
serve “the global,” or that local knowledge is somehow more “sustainable” than
global knowledge, attaches to spatial categories and geographical scales associations
of power. How such power is effected in global and local sustainability requires a
closer examination of discourse and power.

3 Sustainability Discourses, Scalar Politics and Power

Sustainability discourses make use of language in presenting “a specific ensemble of
ideas, concepts and categorizations that are produced, reproduced, and transformed
in a particular set of practices and through which meaning is given to physical and
social realities” (Hajer 1995, p. 44). Discourses create boundaries of what can be
thought and is deemed possible and appropriate in a society; they pitch normative
frameworks and behavioral patterns of how sustainability should be lived
(McGregor 2004). The production of discourses is neither neutral nor apolitical.
Discourses can become “heavily policed cognitive systems” (Ghandi 1998, p. 77),
and “language is the vessel that steers hegemonic ideas into ascendancy and perpet-
uates a particular vision of the world” (Rigg et al. 1999, p. 581).

In the three arguments outlined above, power takes effect in different ways. The
global partnership model exemplified by story one does at least attempt to create a
discourse of power with and to (following power typologies by Allen 2003 and
Arendt 1958) change the planet through global effort. In argument two, power
through discourse takes effect as domination — power over: global and hegemonic
discourses are paired with economic and political rhetoric and strategies, and
dominate local or “indigenous” livelihoods. The third story is a lamentation that
multiscalar models of power (where size matters) portray global ideas of
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sustainability as more valid than and thus exercising power over local ones, even if
such ideas simply regurgitate the latter. In Bali, such global discourses and languages
of sustainable development were conspicuously absent from local media debates,
public discourse, educational materials, syllabi, and formal educational contexts. In
conversations, local responses most reflected argument three, referring to THK as a
Balinese concept predating international notions of sustainable development. But
rather than feeling threatened by global notions of sustainability, respondents
suggested exporting THK to the world. An environmental officer at the provincial
government level said that “Tri Hita Karana is already there in Bali, so why not build
on this again and make it a global concept, as it is in fact globally relevant?”
Similarly, a THK brochure reads,

[W]e are. . .confident that by implementing THK we will . . . be capable of safeguarding [the]
local physical environment ... [and] can take active part in resolving four global issues:
environment, democratization, fundamental human rights, and intellectual rights (Ashrama
and Ingham 2002, pp. 4-5).

Despite this rhetoric of local power to, an appreciation of dominance and “power
over” is evident in the ways in which sustainability discourses were advocated
locally by those in whom authority is vested. Specifically, sustainability discourses
in Bali are respected because they are promoted in influential newspapers by
“experts” from amongst those seen as “educated Balinese. . .the mouthpiece of an
incipient Balinese ‘civil society’” (Picard 2005, p. 113). Among those elite are
religious scholars talking about Ajeg Bali, or local politicians, scientists, and gov-
ernment representatives commenting on climate change and promoting “Bali Clean
and Green.” Power as authority depends on recognition and subjection to figures of
authority (Allen 2003), which in Bali includes members of the high caste priesthood,
who produce often quite conservative ideological frameworks (Schoenfelder 2004).

Despite reproducing a rhetoric of cultural harmony, discourses such as Ajeg Bali
and THK are culturally conservative and profoundly exclusionary. They portray
sustainability as based on Hindu religious harmony only, to the implicit exclusion of
growing numbers of non-Hindu immigrants to Bali. The narratives enforce dimen-
sions of “inside” and “outside,” which have played a vital role in Bali’s history, as
the island struggled to assert itself against outside cultural, economic, and geopolit-
ical interests (Reuter 1999). A corollary of these cultural dynamics is that the
harmonious values which appear in argument three — Balinese are united in their
appreciation of long-standing, local, and sound practices of sustainable development
and land management — hide the real politic that resides in interfaith and inter-racial
engagements. The processes driving Balinese narratives of sustainability are a
reminder that descriptions of sustainable and balanced local lifestyles facing “mod-
ern” invasion neglect the fact that local “tradition” is often an invented, contested,
and shifting entity (Baviskar 2000; Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983; Nygren 1999;
Sundar 2000; Vickers 1989). But is the creation of local discourses reserved for
Balinese authorities only? The following sections take a look at the involvement of
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youth in sustainability discourse formation in the field of education, first considering
theoretical debates and then moving on to the case of Bali.

4 Youth, Education, and Sustainability

At first sight, young people in Bali are conspicuously absent from the creation of
public sustainability discourses, despite performing their suggested practices in
educational settings — as seen in the example of the Ajeg Bali competition. However,
given that sustainability is a concept intrinsically concerned with the future, involv-
ing youth in the formation of its languages, discourses, and practices today is
portrayed as paramount in sustainability debates (Horton et al. 2013). Agenda
21, for example, identifies young people, who comprise almost 30 % of the world’s
population, as key agents in sustainable development (UNCED 1992, 25.1). The
DESD has enforced this focus on youth by promoting the integration of sustainable
development into education systems worldwide. Depending on how such efforts are
implemented, youth participation may remain merely a token, or become what
Skelton (2007) calls authentic participation, creating real spaces for young people
to contribute as active citizens to sustainability (Chawla 2002), both inside the
classroom and reaching out to communities (Percy-Smith and Burns 2013). As
Horton et al. (2013) emphasize, children and youth are often constructed as in
need of adult protection, as represented and spoken for, or as victims of adult
behavior. Thus, making young people active citizens and participants for sustain-
ability may challenge firstly dominant discourses and cultural constructions of
childhood (Duhn 2012; Skelton 2007), secondly perceived rights of youth to partic-
ipate in democratic processes, and thirdly state politics that may use educational
procedures to form students into state subjects (Parker 2002).

As global educational strategies “hit” classrooms in localities around the globe,
they immediately become entangled with the institutional arrangements, operations,
and policies of educational sectors that are closely tied to state politics (Jaskolski
2007). According to UNESCO, education for sustainability should be interdisciplin-
ary and holistic, embedded in the whole curriculum, value driven, multimethod, and
exercising a focus on participatory decision-making as well as critical thinking and
problem solving (UNESCO 2006, electronic source). Problematically, this language
reflects sweeping assumptions about institutional arrangements for education, as
well as the scope and purposes of national and local curricula, and the axiology
underpinning teaching philosophies and practices around the globe.

At the beginning of the DESD, authors have argued whether sustainability
education could simply be added to existing subjects and curricula or be applied
across all subjects and teaching (Summers et al. 2003), or if what was needed was
“education as sustainability” — a process in which students would not only learn
about but also shape and construct sustainability (Foster 2001). As research on the
creative engagement of children in climate change debates has shown, “children are
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highly capable of looking critically at local problems and coming up with creative
solutions that their older peers may not have considered” (Stratford and Low 2013,
p- 13). More recently, in questioning the impact of sustainability education on
sustainable communities, Percy-Smith and Burns (2013, p. 335) have argued for
schools to act as “intergenerational sustainable community learning and develop-
ment centers” that provide students with opportunities to act as sustainability leaders
and educators beyond the classroom. While these school models may be desirable,
the implementation of such teaching and learning structures may conflict with
existing educational structures, curricula, and pedagogical approaches in localities
around the world, as well as differing levels of awareness, capacity, interest, and
understanding of how to implement participatory methods and student-centered
learning among teachers.

Moving beyond educational structures, what sustainability knowledge is being
transferred and created at schools? One premise of the DESD is that a translation of
global issues and rhetoric into local languages and cultures is both possible and
feasible. However, as in the three arguments presented above, what is often consid-
ered “global” knowledge about sustainable development is not a series of facts that
can be passed on from teacher to student. Environmental concerns such as climate
change remain contested in international debates as they meet local interpretations of
sustainability that follow their own political interests and power dynamics. So what
sustainability should be taught in class? Recent studies have questioned the dis-
courses and ethical frameworks underpinning the pedagogy of sustainability educa-
tion (Laessoe 2010; Kronlind and Ohman 2013; Sumner 2008) and queried whether
anthropocentric, neoliberal assumptions about free markets, economic growth, and
globalization conveyed in education in “Western” contexts might fundamentally
conflict with the idea of environmental conservation (Kopnina 2012; Jickling and
Wals 2008). Laessoe (2010) argues that the DESD in Northern Europe has been
shaped by the dominant discourse of “ecological modernization,” while other
discourses are being strategically marginalized. Critical engagement with the lan-
guages and discourses emerging from the field of sustainability education in devel-
oping countries is much less present in academic debate. How can it be avoided that
the DESD becomes a reflection of sustainability story number two? In the case of
Bali, sustainability discourses appear localized in media representations — but how
are such discourses shaping high school education? In considering education, which
is laden with its own discourses, regulations, and practices, it becomes important to
assess how local discourses sit with institutional frameworks of education on the one
hand and with the global mission of sustainability education on the other (Jaskolski
2007).

In that light, this chapter explores Balinese notions of sustainability, focusing
particularly on the ways in which such notions are used in high school education.
How sustainability is taught and learned and how young people relate to sustain-
ability discourses within and outside the classroom are questions that drove
12 months of participatory action research carried out with junior and senior high
school students in 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2013 in Bali’s capital Denpasar. The
qualitative research methodology included classroom observations; in-depth
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interviews with government officials, school principals, teachers, students, and NGO
workers; and an interactive workshop program carried out with high school students.
What follows is a local account of sustainability education as experienced in formal
and informal education in Denpasar, as well as the documentation of a participatory
experiment that tells a new story of local sustainability.

5 Teaching and Learning Sustainability in Bali: Formal
and Informal Approaches

In 2004, environmental education in Denpasar was not part of the newly introduced
high school curriculum for public high schools, known as the Kurikum Berbasis
Kompetensi (KBK), or curriculum based on competence, which was still in place in
May 2013. (Such competence is based on knowledge, capacity, independence,
creativity, health, character, piety, and citizenship (DEPDIKNAS 2004). Education
seeks to convey the practical skills, competence, and attitudes that students require to
successfully cope with the demands of changing life and work circumstances in an
increasingly “technicised” and “globalised” Indonesia.) Some subjects offered as
electives were vaguely related to sustainability education, while in core subjects such
as geography and biology students would learn about ecosystem processes that are
also relevant to sustainability but which may not be couched in such terms. The
model syllabus for the subject of geography, for example, contains units on the
topics of environment, ecosystem, and development. As an indicator of standard
competence in geography, this syllabus refers to students’ ability to “describe the
quality of environment and development” (DEPDIKNAS 2003, p. 63). Students are
expected to “analyze the limits of ecology in development” and “provide an example
for interactive networks of environmental elements (socio-bio-physical).” Under the
umbrella of natural resource use, students learn about “eco-efficiency” and to
“evaluate the ways of using natural resources according to environmental aspects
and in a sustainable way” (DEPDIKNAS 2003, p. 63).

It is noteworthy then that Indonesian translations of the concepts of “sustainabil-
ity” or “sustainable development” — pembangunan berkelanjutan and pelestarian
lingkungan — did not feature prominently in the national model curricula or syllabi.
While the word “sustainable” emerges on single occasions in different contexts (e.g.,
in relation to “resource use”), none of the syllabi included a module that positioned
“sustainability” as a concept or global debate. The same was true for most textbooks
teachers were presented. Only a single geography schoolbook scanned in a book-
shop featured a page explaining the concept of sustainable development as defined in
global sustainability discourses. All in all, the “global partnership” of sustainability
remains largely undertheorized in the national curriculum, which was surprising,
given that the language of sustainable development had made its way into Indone-
sian policy and rhetoric at the time (BAPEDALDA 2003; BAPEDALDA and
PSLUW 2004).

In 2004, the local Balinese curriculum, devoted to regional subjects such as
Balinese language and art, featured an elective called environmental education.
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It includes learning goals such as identifying different types of trash, recycling,
composting, biodiversity, and renewable energy. In practice, this course was often
offered as an extracurricular activity focusing mainly on outdoor and camping skills
rather than on explicit discussions about the concept of sustainability — although the
aforementioned capacities often engender strong respect for the integrated realities
of life, which is an idea central to sustainability. The local curriculum that came into
effect in 2010 required first year students of some high schools to take an environ-
mental education module that contains sessions on environmental processes, pollu-
tion, food additives, the Balinese traditional rice cultivation system, and planting
knowledge. Interestingly, the subject outline for “environmental education” in the
2004 local curriculum was explicitly based on the concept of THK. Its “standard
competence” statement describes environmental education as a “program for school
development in the domain of environment by applying the philosophy of Tri Hita
Karana” (DIKNAS 2004, no page numbers). The “basic competence” subcompo-
nents for this elective are erected on the three pillars of THK, the relationship
between humans and God; amongst humans; and between humans and the environ-
ment (DIKNAS 2004).

Teachers often immediately referred to THK when asked about sustainability.
They saw THK as a Balinese basis for sustainable living and cosmic harmony, a part
of all teaching. Although the KBK curriculum requires at least 15 min of practical
activity per class, classroom teaching in the many lessons attended at various schools
in 2004 was mainly top-down, a tendency Parker (2002) also observed in Bali.
Teachers often present knowledge and students repeat the most important points of
the lesson. The author’s field notes, taken during a biology class in Denpasar in
October 2004, read,

“Is anything still unclear? Did someone get this answer wrong?” the teacher asks. No
reaction on the part of the students. The middle-aged physics teacher decides to go over the
material again, addressing the whole class: What is needed is an “A..?” “TOOOM” a choir
of students replies; what we need here is “Su?” “GAAAAR”, “So the taste is sw?”
“EEET!”. This game of finishing sentences is so addictive that from time to time I find
myself tempted to join in with the students. Sometimes the teacher also gives the students a
choice, such as: “An atom or a molecule?” This evokes a loud univocal answer of either
“ATOOOM” or “MOLECUUUULE”. Rare questions that require longer, more complex
answers wreak havoc: students answer simultaneously, but not univocally, which creates a
confused murmur of which not a single word is audible. The teacher still decides the students
have answered correctly and comments on the murmur with “yes, right”.

However, a geography lesson witnessed at SMAG6 in 2013 showed that more
interactive ways of teaching seem to be appearing. The lesson involved a group
sustainability assessment during which students were asked to think through the
environmental, social, and economic issues related to mobile phone use — an exercise
that reflects the three pillars many sustainability models integrate and that resonates
with the participatory teaching approaches advocated through both DESD and
the KBK.
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As far as “all of school” approaches to sustainability go, at most schools this was
not understood as weaving sustainability content into all teaching and learning or as
engaging youth in the critical assessment of sustainability as a concept. Most
Denpasar high school principals and teachers interpret sustainability as cleanliness,
as keeping the school grounds green and tidy and having a school garden. Students
participated in school-wide cleaning exercises and cleanliness competitions, and the
first thing presented during my school visits were traditional herb gardens with
Balinese medicinal plants. Throwing garbage in a bin rather than on the ground
was one of the major school-wide educational messages. While disciplinary prac-
tices such as sweeping and tidying up classrooms and school spaces loomed large in
environmental and sustainability education at these schools both within and outside
formal lessons (Fig. 4), there was not much space for students to critically explore
sustainability or to develop a future vision of a sustainable Bali.

During revisits of the same schools in 2013, some had been furbished with
recycling bins for source separation and compost facilities for garden waste. Three
Denpasar schools, among them two high schools, had become members of the
national program Adi Wiyata Mandiri, which promotes schools as environmental
leaders and requires both the integration of environmental topics across the curric-
ulum and formalized reporting on environmental activities. While a full assessment
could not be conducted in 2013, there seemed to be at least an impetus for taking
more of an “all of school” approach to environmental education, promoting some of
the environmental activities informal educational approaches have been organizing
for over a decade.

While many NGOs in Bali engage in environmental education, two NGOs focus
specifically on environmental education at schools: PPLH Bali (“Pusat Pendidikan
Lingkungan Hidup,” or “Environmental Education Centre”) and GUS (“Gelombang
Udara Segar,” or “A Wave of Fresh Air”). PPLH runs two separate projects involving
high school students. The first one, the “Green Team” program, engages students
from different Denpasar high schools in environmental workshops delivered at the
NGO’s education center as well as sporadic environmental events, such as beach
cleanups or mangrove planting. The second program, the “Urban Green School”
program, delivers basic environmental knowledge and skills at primary schools
around Denpasar on a weekly basis. Students learn how to compost, make recycled
paper, cultivate plants, or measure water quality. In 2013, PPLH Bali was still
running school programs as well as facilitating a council of school teachers that
worked on integrating environmental content into schoolteaching.

The approach to environmental education taken by the NGO GUS, sponsored by
the surfing industry in Kuta, was a fundamentally different one. This NGO tours
Balinese schools with a 1.5-h teaching module on waste management that was
delivered to over 10,000 students around Bali between 2002 and late 2004 and
continues on a sporadic basis depending on sponsorship availability. The presenters
start the sessions by assembling several classes (sometimes the entire school) in front
ofa TV set, kicking off each session with a 20-min film shot at locations all over Bali
and acted out by the presenters themselves:
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Fig. 4 Students sweeping the school yard and gathering for a clean-up drill

Opening pictures of clean water taken straight from a spring in the central Balinese
highlands induce feel-good sentiments about a clean Bali. However, this picturesque
scenario is quickly disturbed by sequences of shots of urban environments destroyed by
pollution: rivers covered in garbage, dead animals floating on rivers next to people washing
their dishes, and birds trying to free themselves from plastic bags, all accompanied by the
drumming beat of heavy metal music. The film is edited with extremely fast cuts, like a music
video clip. The main storyline involves two young couples (the males are actually played by
the two surfers the NGO employs as school presenters), driving around in a trendy
convertible, trying to locate a quiet spot for what Indonesians refer to as pacaran (dating).
Each time the couples are starting to get cosy, they are distracted by some environmental
disaster (a man throwing rubbish down the cliffs onto their heads, the excruciating stench of
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a nearby rubbish tip, etc.). Finally, after having fled the third location in horror, the girls
accept an offer to hop into the car of two new wooers. The surfer guys are left behind
woman-less and conclude that a destroyed environment does not help with finding a
girlfriend. The film closes with Indonesian celebrities, such as MTV presenters, singers
and actors, as well as surfers from several countries (interviewed at Kuta beach), asking the
viewer to ‘keep Bali clean’.

The presenters follow up on the shock and awe the film usually generates with
relaxed and simple questions such as: “What is garbage? Do any of you know what
garbage is?” “What different types of garbage are there?” “Can you name any
examples?” “What are we not supposed to do with garbage?” Students receive
small prizes for answering questions correctly and are given handouts outlining
sustainable behaviors, for example, practicing the three Rs (reduce, reuse, recycle).
One central message involves three rules for what “we should not do” with waste:
“Don’t burn it!”, “Don’t throw it “a ... -” “ROUND!” (GUS also employed the
“repeat after me” game), “Don’t bury it!”

Such informal approaches to sustainability education in Bali deliver “interna-
tional” knowledge of environmentally sound behaviors that can be found in envi-
ronmental education programs around the world. Local discourses such as Ajeg Bali
or THK did not play a role in these NGO programs. In this sense, informal
environmental education in Bali fills some of the educational gaps in the formal
curriculum. However, while engaging much more in the way of hands-on
approaches to education than do formal teaching methods, at least in the case of
PPLH, neither of the programs encourages students to think critically about the
concepts taught and debated, or to create youth languages of sustainability. Is this
shift possible?

6 Student Discourses of Sustainability: A Participatory
Research Project

The participatory workshop program forming part of this research was conducted
with a total of around 60 junior and senior students from Denpasar, aged between
13 and 17, partly in collaboration with PPLH. All students attended public high
schools, but represented middle-class, almost exclusively Hindu urban family back-
grounds of varying Balinese castes. While some programs took place in the class-
room, others were conducted as part of PPLH’s Green Team program and one was
carried out with a high school’s extracurricular group of nature lovers. The program
was conducted partly in English and partly in Indonesian and engaged students
through role plays, poster making, mental mapping, photo voice, debates, the
assessment of pop culture and media such as comics, student-led field research,
and participatory video making. These methods were used to elicit what kinds of
discourses of sustainability students would employ when asked about environment,
culture, and life in Bali both now and in the future. While the first part of the coming
section will report on the workshop program, the latter section introduces the
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participatory video making program and its creative output, the documentary “Segi
lima — sisi lain kotaku” (“Pentagon, another side of my city”).

6.1 Student Workshops: What Does Sustainability Mean to You?

The workshop participants related to the future in profoundly localized ways. In their
visions for Bali in the year 2020, most students described the island as a beautiful,
desirable place to live, with a picturesque landscape, cultural richness, and friendly
people. Some spoke in favor of preserving Bali the way they saw it in 2004 as a base
level for long-term sustainability. Others perceived problems with Bali’s present
state, for example, in terms of intensifying levels of pollution or the loss of Bali’s
natural and cultural assets, and thus expressed a desire for the long-term improve-
ment of Bali’s environments. The teenagers described connections between pro-
cesses of environmental destruction and human and economic activity in Bali, but
did not link the transformations and challenges Bali faces to those at national or
global levels. In their responses the students portrayed themselves as first and
foremost “orang Bali” (Balinese) rather than global citizens, and local rather than
global concerns dominated their responses.

The threat of losing Balinese nature and culture, which so prominently features in
local discourses such as Ajeg Bali, was also voiced in student workshops, especially
in the context of urbanization, destruction of agricultural land, and the transforma-
tion of space. “I hope the trees and rice fields [will be] more than building, restaurant,
hotel,” one girl wrote in her vision for Bali in the year 2020. Several students
expressed through photo elicitation the view that the rice fields they loved spending
time in — the boys particularly for playing with kites — were giving way to urban
sprawl. One student from the junior high school SMPS contributed to the workshop a
comic that captures the rapid transformation of urban Balinese landscapes in a
“tongue-in-cheek” way (Fig. 5). It depicts two children wearing Balinese attire and
playing hide and seek in the rice fields, in view of Bali’s holy mountain Gunung
Agung. Before the seeker has finished counting from 1 to 53, the rice fields have
been bulldozed and turned into an urban landscape with skyscrapers, cars, and
hotels. Rather than leaning against a tree, the seeker is now facing an electricity
pole, while his friend is no longer crouching behind a bush, but barely hidden behind
the cart of a street vendor selling “Es Cendol” — a popular cold drink sold on
Indonesian streets.

Students noticed not only the changes in natural but also in cultural and spiritual
environments. The teenagers showed pride in Bali’s culture and its integrity, and
cultural sustainability formed an integral part of their imaginaries of the future. One
student stated, “I wish that by the year 2020 Bali will be still beautiful and the
customary law will be sustained properly. The young people speak the regional
language, so it will be better known.” Her friend explained, “I want the culture in
Bali don’t be lose. But now teenagers not care with Bali’s culture. Though the culture
in Bali is important and interesting.” Another student added, “I hope that traditional
arts in Bali will be protected.” The students showed a sincere care for the practice of
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Fig. 5 Hide and seek in a rapidly changing landscape (produced by student in the workshop
program)

Balinese customs, ceremonies, and language, and worried about their possible
disappearance — a concern that emerges strongly in the Ajeg Bali discourse of
“keeping Bali truly Bali.” The teenagers were familiar with the catch phrase and
used it in their own visions for sustaining Bali’s culture: “I wish that in the year 2020
Bali will be really ajeg and will be sustaining its arts from the ancestors. I wish that
Balinese will keep on using Balinese language or the language from the various
regions.” Students independently engaged the term “Ajeg Bali” and held a positive,
almost conservative attitude in regard to Balinese culture.

The teenagers identified spiritual harmony and balance as main components of
cultural and environmental sustainability in Bali, mirroring the rhetoric of THK.
Most showed a sincere interest in and concern for religion and stated that spirituality
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formed a central part of their everyday lives. Both Hindu and Muslim students pray
several times a day, at home and at school. In the mental mapping and photo voice
exercises they exhibited deep awareness of the spiritual and sacred places around
them, such as temples and sacred trees. One student poster portrayed the idea of
balance between God, the student’s life, and Bali, bearing close similarity to visual
representations of THK. The students mentioned Balinese customary law and
traditional concepts such as THK as regulators for the daily practices that sustain
spiritual balance and ultimately sustainability. Customary law “forges important
connections between environment and culture,” some students established during a
small group discussion about Balinese culture, while another group maintained that
“cultural and spiritual institutions and practices (such as the subak irrigation societies
or cremation ceremonies) are regulated through the concept of THK.” When asked
when THK was practiced, the students unanimously shouted “every day!” One girl
elaborated that through prayer and offerings harmony in the relationship between
people and God was re-established on a daily basis. Thus, the concepts of both 4jeg
Bali and THK featured strongly in students’ debate and conceptions about culture,
environment, and future cosmic harmony.

“Modernization” and “change” were viewed by workshop participants as pro-
cesses that cause disharmony and “imbalance.” The tendency to transform Balinese
landscapes to cater for tourists’ needs was one issue the teenagers perceived as
“unbalancing” Balinese life. Many students were quite critical of the “negative
influence of foreign culture in the lives of Balinese society,” especially where seen
as inappropriate in light of Balinese cultural traditions. The fear that the influence
from “outside,” as represented by immigrants, tourists, and foreign culture, might
destroy the integrity and harmony “inside” is a concern reflecting and reinforcing the
Ajeg Bali discourse. Ajeg Bali and THK construct a “Balineseness” based on Hindu
Balinese religion and make universalist claims about its alleged cross-religious and
-cultural relevance. Their advocates indirectly promote an adversary attitude toward
“non-Balinese” outside influence, with animosity often directed at immigrants who
are accused of exploiting the local economy while showing insufficient care for
Balinese environments. In their workshop contributions, some students reproduced
this fear of “outsiders”:

I hope the government will forbid people coming to Bali because they want to work for
example as petty vendors...and other small businesses, because in Bali it is...already
crowded enough. Normally those who are not native Balinese do not care about the
environment in Bali and only look for their own profit.

One teenager stated, “Immigrants are often on the streets. Beggars can cause
conflict. Are they poor or not? The newspaper says they are not poor. They can work
daily, but they are lazy.” Some students saw increased immigration to Bali as a threat
to the sustainability of those values they had emphasized as worth sustaining in their
visions of Balinese futures. Such exclusionary aspects of the Ajeg Bali discourse
only emerged in the shorter-term discussions of the workshop programs.
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The participatory video making project, presented in the following section,
approached sustainability and foreignness in a very different way.

6.2 The Odd Side of the Pentagon: Speaking Sustainability
Differently

In a separate student program, the Green Team, a group of eight students
representing different public high schools in Denpasar, was given 3 months to
produce a short film about any topic they saw as a pressing issue of environment
and future in Bali. After a 2-day introductory workshop facilitated by a Balinese film
director on the basics of cinematography, the group was free to develop their own
ideas for their film project, including subject and filming location. The team decided
that the film should portray the lives of a community of immigrants inhabiting an
urban slum on the banks of a Denpasar river. For the film title, the team chose the
metaphor of a pentagon, “Segi Lima” in Indonesian, as the “odd side” in this
geometrical figure (the “tip” of the pentagon) differs from the other sides — this
title implies “otherness,” but also the process of looking at things from a different
angle.

The group’s output, Segi Lima, portrays the stark differences between livelihoods
in Bali — the reality of a socioeconomically marginalized community dwelling only
hundreds of meters away from the fancy icons of middle-class Denpasar, the
shopping malls, cinemas, and tourist attractions that reflect images of globalized
modernity. “Kampung Java” or “Java village” is a village of immigrants from the
island of Madura, close to Java. Just before Indonesian independence, these immi-
grants were allocated land by the Raja of Badung to settle on the river banks of the
Tukad Badung. Kampung Java is stigmatized for being “different,” and is one of the
few places in the overwhelmingly Hindu city where one can see veiled women and
hear the azan's call to prayer five times a day. The first visits to the filming location
were confronting for the teenagers who all grew up in wealthier parts of the city, and
one girl described the slum as a “black spot in the city of Denpasar, the opposite of
the glamour and beauty of the city.” However, after the film team had developed the
script and shot list, had practiced to use the camera equipment, and shooting in
Kampung Java had finally began, the team quickly adapted and warmed to “their”
filming location. Before long, the students knew their way around the village and had
mastered its peculiar access across a shaky bamboo bridge. The teenagers were
excited to pick the “perfect” location for each shot, became comfortable approaching
local residents for interviews, and were constantly followed by a crowd of fascinated
children (Fig. 6).

The film crew started to feel empathy for the local residents, who depend on the
waters of the Badung River for most basic daily activities — the river facilitates
bathing, washing clothes and dishes, and functions as both a “free swimming pool
for the kids,” according to one respondent, and a sewerage system. Most garbage
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Fig. 6 Interviewing the children of Kampung Java for “Segi Lima”

produced in the community is thrown into the river, “because it is faster and easier;
seldom people take the garbage to the street or to the garbage bin; that is rare,” a
resident explained. Garbage accumulation and pollution of the Badung are two of the
most pressing environmental problems in the village, and, according to government
authorities, the river is more polluted than most other Balinese rivers
(BAPEDALDA and PSLUW 2004). In the heart of the shanty town, most free
spaces are covered in plastic waste, and canals leading into the river are
clogged with garbage; foaming substances linger here, bubbling up as the water
runs through them. Several scenes in the film portray the problems of waste
management and pollution: children playing amongst piles of plastic waste; a
chicken roaming a large area covered in plastic bags in search of food scraps;
a boy angrily throwing a stick into the fire that burns away atop a mountain of
garbage (Fig. 7).

Adult residents expressed great concern about pollution. According to a resident,
interviewed while fishing in the river, the water used to be clean but was now already
“coming down dirty” because of pollution further upstream, exacerbated by the
behavior of locals. His hope for the future was for “the river to be really clean, just
that.” The children of Kampung Java seem largely oblivious to the environmental
pollution of their living environment, cheerfully bathing in the river on a daily basis
(Fig. 8).

One major theme Segi Lima addresses is poverty and its consequences for quality
of life, life choices, and environmental sustainability. Instead of just “difference,” the
film examines the interconnectedness between poverty, the livelihoods of Kampung
Java residents, and pollution of the Badung River. Local residents are shown as both
victims of environmental degradation and active polluters. After having witnessed
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Fig. 7 Stills taken from Segi Lima showing impressions of the garbage management problems in
Kampung Java

the incredible resilience of the population, the students debated how to present life in
Kampung Java so as not to portray the slum as a place of misery and despair (Fig. 9).
One student asked during an editing workshop, “Really, is this a community of . . .
sad and unhappy citizens?” The students refrained from using narration and let
residents describe their lives. Aware of the danger of reinforcing the stigma of
cultural difference attached to the shanty town, they decided to refer to the location
as an “anonymous quarter” of Denpasar.

The film unsettles some of the foundations of “hegemonic” languages of inside
and outside “Balineseness” produced by local sustainability discourses. Although
the “stigma” of Kampung Java may have resulted in the students choosing this
location for filming in the first place, the link between cultural or religious difference
and environmental negligence or threats to sustainability, which feature in hege-
monic local discourses of sustainability, was never made by the overwhelmingly
Hindu film team. In Segi Lima, those lumped together as the “outsiders” in local
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Fig. 9 Children proudly presented their village (/eff), while boys played with a burning coal ball,
drenched in petrol, a “tradition” in the shanty town (center and right)
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discourses of sustainability become people with faces, stories, and concerns not so
very different from those of Hindu Balinese. “Outside” and “inside” are constructed
along different lines in the immigrants’ own discourses. The community of
Kampung Java sees itself as Balinese and their river as a life source that forms
part of Bali’s ecosystem. Residents are far from unaware of, or indifferent to,
environmental pollution. Thus, the student documentary provides a new, immigrant
perspective on the discourse of Balinese sustainability. It ends with a call to all
Balinese to protect their shared environment: “What they hope for is not an issue that
is removed from all our lives. Rivers are the water source for the citizens of
Denpasar. Do we care whether our rivers are polluted?” One student affirmed,
“The message contained in the film Segi Lima is that every person should always
be aware of/take care of the state of the environment around them, so that we do not
see things from one angle alone. . ., to open our mind to see the situation of other
people.”

Conducting a sustainability project in a long-term and intensive fashion gave the
students the confidence to object to those discourses they are familiar with through
education and the local media, and to use their own experience of Kampung Java as a
reference. The film making thus helped create a language of sustainability more
inclusive than local “hegemonic” discourses. When launching the film at the NGO’s
headquarters in front of 50 fellow students, teachers, and relatives, the film team
engaged the languages they themselves had created and adopted during the filming
process. The team now had experiences with script writing, filming, directing, and
editing they could fall back on, but also self-gathered knowledge of Kampung Java,
its environmental dilemmas, and the hopes and fears of its residents. In responding to
criticism that the film may be a little too “black and white,” the youth film director
confidently responded,

The film is black and white to some extent, but so are the discrepancies between rich and
poor in Denpasar. We wanted to highlight these problems and show them to people who may
turn a blind eye on them. We wanted to show that, ultimately, we are all responsible for
looking after our environment.

Through the activities of the intensive action research project, the film team
members found space to exercise power fo rewrite local discourses of sustainability
and to add their own languages to local debates. The film project created participa-
tory spaces that were not entirely prescribed by adults, and confirmed that “[yJoung
people’s participation is more meaningful and effective if they have initiated, and
therefore own, the ideas and projects themselves” (Percy-Smith and Burns 2013,
p. 328, referring to Percy-Smith 2009). As an experiment with education as sustain-
ability in a country where student participation in education is still limited, this
longer-term and intensive educational model in which students were given room to
shape their own sustainability projects was more effective than the 2-hour work-
shops. It was successful in forging student-based discourses and practices of sus-
tainability, and in creating openings and possibilities for new and different
inclusions.
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7 Conclusion

Sustainability is a concept that reflects the worries of Balinese about the future of
their island, and a global concern that has triggered a series of discourses and policies
at international, national, and local levels. The rhetoric of sustainability, as shown in
this chapter, offers a multitude of discourses that employ languages of relevance,
geographical scale, and authenticity to effect power — power with as well as power
over. As a critical examination of Balinese sustainability discourses has shown,
power as dominance or authority is not only found where scalar politics portray
the global as larger than the local, but in the way local discourses are produced,
shaped, and advocated.

This chapter explored the types of sustainability discourses, knowledge, and
languages employed in high schools of Bali’s capital Denpasar. While the DESD
aimed at integrating sustainability into teaching and learning in localities across the
globe, the story of sustainability at Balinese high schools shows that the translation
of global concepts into localities worldwide is not as straightforward as DESD
rhetoric may imply. Global knowledge of sustainability is a set of contested and
sometimes conflicting discourses, and so are local ones. Moreover, international
concepts of sustainable development meet a complex apparatus of locally existing
discourses and concerns, as well as preexisting educational infrastructure and prac-
tices that may not allow for the critical engagement with questions of sustainability
that the UN may have envisaged.

The story of high schools in Denpasar shows that international definitions of
sustainability are much less represented in formal teaching and learning than are
local discourses. At the same time, neither local institutional practices nor informal
teaching efforts provide youth with much of a space to explore notions of future and
sustainability in critical or creative ways. The experimental nature of a participatory
workshop program, providing Denpasar high school students with the space to
question and discuss sustainability and to create their own visions and languages
of sustaining Bali, enabled both a reinforcement and rewriting of local discourses.
While global concepts did not play a significant role in the way youth imagined a
sustainable Bali during the workshops, the longer-term and intensive program of
participatory film-making gave students greater opportunities to question and rethink
local notions of a sustainable Bali — refraining from languages of cultural conserva-
tiveness and exclusion, and creating a discourse of collective environmental
stewardship.

For the valuable quest of advancing sustainability efforts worldwide, this Bali-
nese experience has several implications. Sustainability means different things in
localities around the world, and although concerns about environmental and cultural
integrity might share similarities at local and global levels, local discourses might
enjoy much more immediate relevance in local educational settings than global ones.
If sustainability education is to enjoy a global push, then institutional mechanisms
need to be put in place that allow for the integration of locally relevant knowledge
and discourses into teaching and learning — as it was done with Bali’s local
curriculum. Moreover, if education is to be a space where young people can create
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languages and models of sustainability in critical and creative ways, then practices of
teaching and learning around the globe have to allow for such openings. Thus,
educating for sustainable development, especially in participatory, inclusive, and
“all-of-school” ways may require much larger restructurings of teaching and learning
processes than can be done in the course of a decade. Nevertheless, the heightened
attention on education the UN Decade has generated is an important step toward
making such changes, as long as local stories from around the world are allowed to
shape the very foundations of this global effort.
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Abstract

This chapter considers how spatial and place-based knowledge may provide
young people with confidence and competence to address challenges such as
unsustainable development, biodiversity loss, and climate change, and to do so
from the dynamic vantage point of their “patch” or locale. A key assumption is that
for such ends, which foster an ethic of care, academic geographers and universities
should engage with young people and others who touch their lives. One mecha-
nism for such engagement is the campus interpretive trail — a purposeful walk
through university grounds exploring different themes with a view to transform
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the walker, designer, and path walked. Here, the authors report and reflect on
three such trails they developed at the Sandy Bay campus of the University of
Tasmania, Australia. The trails highlight the deeply integrative capacities of
geography and education for sustainability (EfS) to support young people,
teachers, parents, and guardians so they can respond with resilience and optimism
to global challenges at local scales. The trails invite young people to think about
how engaging in their everyday worlds may be done “caringly.” Theoretically,
the chapter is indebted to Doreen Massey’s ideas about “outwardlookingness”
and being alive to the world, and attention turns to those ideas mid-chapter with a
view to engage with them by reference to the three interpretive trails. Insights
from that discussion lead to a commentary on the importance of emotion, play,
and place in the work reported here. This focus is warranted on two grounds:
outwardlooking connections, of the sort Massey envisages, are emotional
responses to living, and participation in interpretive trails is a playful and
empowering way to use EfS to explore place in caring ways.

Keywords
Education for sustainability (EfS) e Interpretive campus trails ¢ Resilience ¢
Engagement

1 Introduction

Challenges such as unsustainable development, climate change, and biodiversity
loss affect young people in different ways. In Australia and other parts of the
anglophone world, education for sustainability (EfS) is partly intended to empower
young people to address such challenges. Yet there is concern among educators that
parents and guardians often have instrumental expectations of education and may
not appreciate the promise that EfS holds for integrative thinking of the sort
required to solve complex problems — skills their children will need. Thus, as Iris
Duhn (2011, p. 22) observes, “watering the garden, going for long walks, preparing
produce from the garden for lunch and talking about how much rubbish one lunch
box contains” are experiential forms of learning, drawing on diverse forms of
intelligence; yet those same experiences “may appear as wasted time to busy
parents which, from their point of view, would be better spent learning the alpha-
bet.” Duhn acknowledges the daunting challenges educators face in developing and
embedding durable pedagogies and curricula that would support EfS. Logistical
challenges also exist, among them gaining access to financial, human, and physical
resources to take young people from schools into adjacent or less proximate
environs. Nevertheless, Duhn (2011, p. 20) provides evidence that early, sustained,
age-appropriate, applied, and frank engagement is important for “cultivating a
potentially life-long disposition of care for the environment.”

From another standpoint, Paul Cloke (2002, p. 591) argues the need for “geo-
graphically sensitive ethics, and an ethically sensitive geography” to furnish the
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conditions in which to flourish. As geographers and educators working in
pre-tertiary and higher education, the authors here take up Cloke’s challenge to
act upon such ethics and geographical practices. Our rationale is that between
young people and teachers in schools and academic geographers in universities is
a productive ground that needs to be examined, walked over, and interpreted.
Motivated by such ideas, this chapter presents and critically engages with evidence
suggesting that academic geographers are well placed to demonstrate how EfS can
be an ethical and political project for young people and those supporting them.
Here, EfS is understood as “an overarching educational orientation that offers
renewal, direction and enhancement for education as a whole” (Huckle and Sterling
1996/2014, p. xxiii). It is designed to be participatory, empowering, predicated
on liberty, continuous over the life course, and committed to well-being and global
citizenship. It is based on an understanding that education can perpetuate
unsustainable systems, processes, and actions, and is founded on a desire to shift
the status quo by supporting critical and transformative ideas and practices.

Such ideas and practices, we argue, can and should include universities as partners.
These complex higher education organizations operate in wider communities of place
and communities of interest, and young people and those who work with them are
among universities’ key stakeholders. Logically, given their disciplinary expertise and
commitment to interdisciplinary and integrative praxis, academic geographers should
have advanced capacities: to enhance how young people participate in social life in
spatially alert ways; to influence engagement in place and across spaces, locales, and
regions; and to give effect to caring explorations of critically important issues
implicating how we live in the world. When grasped, these capacities are fundamental
to EfS —as well as being ethical and intrinsic to higher education’s mission, not least in
terms of the contributions that geographers may make.

By definition, EfS is political and invites transformational change across gener-
ations, situations, and scales of engagement. This agenda assumes a broad under-
standing of active citizenship, of which Silvia Golombek (2006) describes four
traditional types. The first, jus solis, refers to people born in a particular country.
The second, jus sanguinis, names children of parents born in that country. The third,
naturalization, is a process of acquiring citizenship by application and acceptance,
where offered. The last form of citizenship involves reaching one’s majority. Each
form is characterized by certain rights and responsibilities, but Golombek notes that
none assumes children are actively engaged in life in the capacity of P/political
citizens (see also Stratford 2015). This observation applies to many adults; indeed,
according to Duhn’s analysis (2011, p. 14), such assumptions undermine a crucially
important alternative, namely, “the active status of children in constructing and
determining their social lives, the lives of others, and their surroundings.” Such
active citizenship among children and young people is fundamental to the aspira-
tional outcomes of EfS.

Of note, a decade earlier than Golombek, Gill Valentine (1996) argued that the
social construction of children as “human becomings” warranted critical engage-
ment, and this idea was reenergized in Skelton’s (2010, p. 146) argument that young

3 9

people are “political actors now; they are not political subjects ‘in-waiting’.
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Skelton’s critique of political geography and attendant case study of Montserratian
youth usefully redrafts the contours of political engagement, both theorizing and
demonstrating how young people are competent political actors at varied scales of
engagement. On such grounds, and by reference to Massey’s ideas about the shape
of progressive politics, Skelton calls for more consideration of the ways in which
young people engage in political life across scales. Massey’s foundational work in
this respect and her ideas about the need to foster “outwardlookingness” are central
to the work here; these are elaborated in more detail shortly.

Arguably, the campus interpretive trail is one tool to foster engagements among
universities, geographers, teachers committed to sustainability education, young
people, and those who care for them. In general terms, such a trail is a purposeful
walk through university grounds exploring a range of themes such as environmental
processes and cultural heritage. The work reported here is about three such trails
that had their genesis as a university community engagement program entitled
Where on Earth Am I? All three trails — which focus on sustainability, climate
change, and biodiversity — are affiliated with the discipline of geography and spatial
sciences at the Sandy Bay campus of the University of Tasmania located in Hobart,
the capital city of Tasmania, one of several states in the Australian federation. They
also gesture to initiatives at the university to make substantive contributions to the
well-being of the island’s young people through the Peter Underwood Centre for
Educational Attainment.

In deciding to create the three trails, the authors had — and retain — a pronounced
sense that, as partners in EfS initiatives, universities need to support school
teachers, young people, and parents and guardians as each considers and responds
to pressing global challenges at local scales. That impulse is underpinned by a
desire to foster resilience and optimism and to consider whether young people who
know their “patch” develop personal, reasoned, politically engaged, and embodied
ways of understanding that enable them to be both outwardlooking and caring (see
Hart 1997/2008; Tsevreni 2011). On that basis, the authors worked with teachers
and young people to develop the three trails on the Sandy Bay campus, aided by
parents and IT support staff and by spatial and information technologies. In the
process, young people were invited to learn and to lead others in learning. The
background to the partnership — outlined immediately below — provides context for
what follows. Among other things, it highlights the important influence of seren-
dipity — the right policy setting, appropriate skills, organizational funding, and
appetite for change; all of it is useful, but all of it is subject to change in ways
that render more innovation less likely without recurrent budget support from
university operations.

From 2004 to 2008, Elaine Stratford served as one of six theme area coordinators
reporting to the Office of the Vice-Chancellor, her role being to advance the
knowledge base on community, place, and change (University of Tasmania and
Theme Area Leaders 2011). From 2005 to 2013, she was also head of school. The
full suite of her roles — academic geographer, theme area coordinator, head —
informed the original idea for the trails. Stratford’s intent was to engage young
people in learning about geography and the university and actively involve them in
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local EfS programs considering global challenges. That intent was also guided by her
research on children, islands, art, and climate change (Stratford 2000, 2002, 2011;
Stratford and Low 2013). It was additionally influenced by the advent of strongly
visible national investments in EfS over the period — a momentum that formally
recognized that universities are key sites (a) for educating oncoming generations of
professionals, (b) for research-led teaching about sustainability and EfS practices
across varied subject areas, (c) as critically important sites of engagement with local
and more distant stakeholders, and (d) as large and complex organizations able to
model sustainability practice in prominent fashion (Littledyke et al. 2013).

In the present case, several nationwide developments bolstered Stratford’s initial
impetus. First, during the term of the Howard Government (March 1996 to
December 2007), there were extensive discussions about the policy context for
university engagement and third-sector funding for it (Australian Vice-Chancel-
lors’” Committee 2005). Arising from a partnership between the federal government
and the Australian Research Institute for Education for Sustainability at Macquarie
University, a national framework was advanced for sustainability education (Til-
bury and Cooke 2005). That work considered many public and private stakeholders
and posited the value to EfS of multilateral and intergenerational engagements.
Second, the Rudd Government (December 2007 to June 2010) later made clear its
intention to introduce into pre-tertiary settings across the states and territories a
harmonized Australian curriculum (Ministerial Council on Education 2008).
Included in that was, from 2010, a move under the Gillard Government to
reintroduce geography as a subject in the humanities and social sciences and to
establish sustainability as one of three perspectives to cut across all eight other
specified learning areas. This chapter’s second author, Nel Smit, was heavily
involved in writing the national geography curriculum in her role as an educational
consultant who had pioneered education for sustainability in Tasmania for over two
decades prior to that time, and she brought that expertise to the development of the
three interpretive trails. Third, over time the Rudd and Gillard Governments (the
latter from June 2010 to June 2013) clarified several policies on climate change
(Australian Government. Department of Climate Change 2010) and commissioned
major studies on mitigation and adaptation to inform those frameworks. This
federal reform process was at its height when the third author, Jenny Newton, was
working collaboratively on significant nationwide investigations into the impacts of
climate change on coastal environments. Like Smit, Newton had extensive experi-
ence as an educator in Tasmania and a strong skills base in global positioning
systems (GPS) and geographical information systems (GIS), both of which
informed the development of the trails.

The rest of this chapter is dedicated first to an in-depth discussion of the trails.
Working from the case to a broader conceptual framework is a deliberate strategy to
privilege the particular and learn from it, and in this case, it faithfully mirrors the
process as it unfolded: our practical work in some measure was a precursor to the
theoretical labors reported here. Thereafter, a close reading is made of Massey’s
(2005) arguments about the central importance of spatial relations to social life and
ideas about outwardlookingness, and her encouragement to others to be alive to the
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world and insights about the trails are elucidated. In the final section, consideration
is given to the importance of emotion, play, and place in EfS and multilateral
engagements across educational generations. This work is underpinned by two
understandings: that caring is an emotional response to living and that engagement
in interpretive trails is a way to use EfS to explore place in outwardlooking, playful,
and caring ways.

2 So Where on Earth Am I?

Over a period of three years, the authors worked to co-create and engage others in
the use of three campus interpretive trails designed to draw on the integrative
features of geography and serve both the aspirational elements of EfS and the
needs of young people. Work on the trails was predicated on a shared conviction
that young people who come to know and nurture one or more locales or patches
will — over the life course — extend their wisdom from home sites to school grounds
and from neighborhoods and holiday spots frequently visited to other and more
distant sites. By observing and self-reflexively immersing in the rhythms, mobil-
ities, and geographies of place on a regular and sustained basis, young people are
exposed to the wonders of the world. By knowing that these are interconnected,
they see the situated and mobile effects of human and more-than-human interac-
tions (Kraftl 2013; Rautio 2013a, b). From such understandings, over time young
people should be able to recognize signs of flourishing and languishing and, in their
caring demeanor, be impelled to respond and to invite others to respond. This
conviction’s basic substance and shape prompted the authors in late 2009 to ask
what would happen by working from a specific locale — the university campus — and
respectfully seeking engagement from young people in an EfS program. What
might it mean to hold open hospitable spaces in which these youthful citizens,
and those who work with them, are able to examine issues of multiscalar impor-
tance? What might happen if young people were invited to envisage different
geographical imaginaries — different futures — in ways that, as they grow, they
may be able to foster in material ways, not least by commitments to further
education?

Thus, the team began working with Gill Ward, then a member of the university
library staff responsible for exhibitions. Ward guided the team on the principles and
practical elements needed to create, first, an interpretive trail through a building on
the Sandy Bay campus in which most of the geographers work. Stratford then
collected materials for display, purchased several large glass display cases, and
curated an internal trail as a pilot. Three professional staff learned how to guide
school groups around the trail and engage them in allied activities, and Stratford
hosted activities developed by Smit and Newton, among them clue-based games
that encourage playful geographical explorations (Fig. 1).

School groups were actively invited to the trail, and that process was assisted by
the university’s central engagement team. The non-replacement of personnel in
geography meant that visits were later curtailed — a circumstance that points to the
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Fig. 1 Hosting a discussion about how “octocopters” and other technologies that collect geo-
graphical data aid our understanding of the world (Source: the authors)

need for recurrent funding to embed projects such as these. Nevertheless, the
framework for their reintroduction and replication remains and may be taken up
in the future with the university now committed to being a Children’s University
(see Children’s University Australia 2015; Children’s University UK 2015).

Certainly, while this internal trail was in operation, in inclement weather, it was
ideal. Yet, on better days, the lure of alternative activities and more active engage-
ment enticed the team to consider other trails out of doors that might enable do-it-
yourself approaches using smartphones and other information and communication
technologies. The first of three external trails was then developed on the Sandy Bay
campus. Where on Earth Am I? was funded in 2010 by a University of Tasmania
community engagement grant. Initially, the trail engaged grade five and six boys,
teachers, and technical officers from a single-sex independent school, Hutchins,
which borders the Sandy Bay campus. The team began working with a teacher at
Hutchins, Patricia Knight, and she and colleagues suggested that we involve
students who were undertaking information technology projects.

The introduction of wider opportunities for mobility was important for two
reasons. First, as Rebecca Solnit (2000, p. 5) has remarked, walking, “ideally, is a
state in which the mind, the body, and the world are aligned, as though they were
three characters finally in conversation together, three notes suddenly making a
chord.” Second, together the brain and body seem to hold “the trace of past actions
including a trace of their contexts” (Massumi 1995, p. 91). We learn by walking and
moving in spatial traceries, some of which are too-rapidly dismissed as “just
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walking” because they can also be, and often are, “vivid, vital, loved, playful, social
experiences” (Horton et al. 2014, p. 94; Mikkelsen and Christensen 2009). [We
were cognizant that those who might engage in the trails could experience embodi-
ment in varied ways, including in terms of blindness or deafness or differential.
However, during the period when the trails were organized by us, this matter did not
pertain simply because none of the participants experienced the world in these
differential ways or required specific assistance.]

The first outdoor trail engaged young people in creating an interpreted route
around the campus, assisted by virtual technologies. The trail was intended to
provide a clear method for inquiry-led, place-based EfS and to demonstrate an
understanding of the merits of authentic engagement. It was hoped that it might
optimize public access to existing and under-utilized sites of interest. It was agreed
by the team that the trail should exemplify elements of the Australian curriculum in
geography, including reference to sustainability as a cross-curriculum perspective.
The trail should familiarize school groups, families, and others to the campus so
that — especially with repeat visits — it might become “theirs” and provide ideas for
possible pathways for further education. Finally, the trail should also act as a pilot
that was extensible, flexible, responsive to need, and fun. When finished, the trail
provided up to 2 hours of activities and was trialed with a small group of teachers
and students from schools other than Hutchins. It was transformed into a UTAS
sustainability trail app (Hutchins School 2009-2010) and trialed again using iPads
donated by the university.

Modest formal evaluation from the trial period suggests that the trail fulfilled the
aforementioned aims (see Stratford 2010) (Fig. 2). Commenting on the merits of the
trail, one high school teacher noted that students developed a greater sense of the
complexity and interdependency of living organisms and responded to learning
about the environment more readily when “out looking at the features of the plants
[and environs].” We were also told that the “use of equipment such as the GPS is a
skill that students are increasingly using on their smart phones” and that the trail
provided an ideal way to acquaint them with spatial technologies. The utility of the
trail for teachers trying to grapple with the newly introduced Australian curriculum
in geography was also appreciated, one teacher noting that “resources such as yours
will be increasingly valuable to secondary school teachers.”

Smit and Newton (2014) then went on to do all the hands-on development work
for the climate change trail and associated EfS exercises in the classroom in 2011
and completed the biodiversity trail in 2012-2013. The former was funded by the
Tasmanian Government’s Climate Change Office via a scheme known as Earn
Your Stars (a reference to a widely recognized system of energy ratings). It
involved students from the neighboring school, Hutchins, and from Corpus Christi
School, based in a distant suburb, who collectively dubbed themselves the Trail
Blazers. Students also interviewed climate scientists about their academic research
and streamed the video-recorded conversations on a purpose-built website. The trail
and website were then formally launched with officials, parents and guardians, and
teachers. The trail was later described in the following terms by one student, by then
in high school; he had been involved in all three trails’ developments:
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Fig. 2 UTAS sustainability trail app (Source: Hutchins School 2009-2010)

For me, working on the UTAS climate trail was a fantastic opportunity and experience. The
fact that students were involved in the first place was unique and exciting for me. It was a
great learning experience for all involved, and I learnt many things and many valuable
skills, such as interviewing experience. The fact that much of it was student led was great
for all the students involved; and correlates with the fact the trail is for the students, by the
students. It was all handled professionally, and I am glad I was involved. (Dunbabbin T,
2014, Feedback on the experience of building campus sustainability trails, 2 Aug [email],
personal communication)

Adults also appreciated the transformational effects of the EfS program. The
university’s sustainability manager, Corey Peterson noted the following: “Being
involved in the trails was a boon to my professional efforts . .. [and] allowed me to
inform my management and others of . . . the ways in which the University can lead
in mitigation and adaptation efforts” (2014, Feedback on the experience of engage-
ment in campus sustainability trails, 3 July [email], personal communication).
Peterson also noted that working with the young people was inspiring, not least
on the basis that they “showed such an interest in the world around them” — a caring
outwardlookingness to which we will return shortly.

The climate trail was developed as a playful treasure hunt that includes clues for
young people to discover trail features relating to climate change. The trail took in a
sundial, which enabled conversations about solar energy; the use on campus of
recycling bins, which prompted discussions about the waste stream and carbon and
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methane emissions; and a water fountain, which provided opportunities to discuss
changing weather patterns.

These playful opportunities were carefully linked to other exercises enabling
young people to discern how resilience — meant here as a powerful generalized
capacity to bounce back — may be enabled in material ways in real places and then
given effect. So, for instance, each student was invited to make a climate pledge
related to his or her personal, home, or school life that was connected to reductions
in energy use. This focus was one students identified from thinking about what they
had learned in interviews with climate scientists and in conversations with Corey
Petersen about certain features of the climate trail. In effect, students were invited to
take their outwardlooking acts of walking around and conversing with others and
then reflect on their own actions and the power of local initiatives — a kind of ethical
double movement prompted by enriching mobile spatial practices. For example,
one student, Emily, pledged to put on a jumper [sweater] before putting on a heater,
have shorter showers, and turn off appliances when she [was] not using them.
Another student, Dan, committed to persuade his Dad to take energy saving
seriously, never have a shower over 6 min, and build an energy-efficient house
when he is older. Such comments are fairly typical of the range gathered by
teachers.

The infrastructure of the third trail already existed at the margins of the campus.
Named theThomas Crawford Trail after a benefactor who provided for the infra-
structure in his estate, that trail had limited existing interpretation, and funds were
secured from the Hobart City Council to develop a biodiversity trail that incorpo-
rated some “climate watch” activities and overlaid the Crawford facility. The
purpose was to create a longitudinal EfS program with teachers, parents, and
grade four students from Princes Street Primary School, a coeducational state
school located near the university in the suburb of Sandy Bay. For 12 months,
that work was linked with “ClimateWatch,” one of the programs of the Earthwatch
Institute which does environmental monitoring around Australia. The young people
were invited to record observations in different sites on the trail, using GPS, and
after a year, they shared their findings with other students in a Kids Teaching Kids
Conference, both on site and virtually, and involved a launch of the program with
parents and the community. Finally, in 2013, five University of Tasmania comput-
ing students were enrolled in the project, meeting the team regularly to create a
website and virtual resources for the trail (University of Tasmania 2013).

The biodiversity trail enveloped students, teachers, parents and guardians, and
Hobart City councilors in a dynamic EfS program, developed in them seasonal and
spatial awareness, and emphasized the benefits of the climate watch experience.
The lead teacher at Princes Street Primary School, Fiona Officer, noted the follow-
ing: The “students were engaged in authentic learning and looked forward to our
regular visits to the site [and to being] guided in their experience by experts ...
using global [ICT] devices to support their learning” (2014, Feedback on the
experience of engagement in Thomas Crawford Trail, 26 June [email], personal
communication). She was excited about the year’s final event, an afternoon where
the children “guided their parents and other adults around the trail noting any
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changes which had occurred during the year”. While describing the experience as
highly valuable for the young people, she also emphasized that “parents were
extremely positive” about the program and learned a great deal.

The biodiversity trail built on, and complemented, Where on Earth Am 1? and the
Trail Blazers’ climate change trail in providing an educational and recreational
resource, through natural bushland, for visiting schools, members of the local
community, and the public. It fostered opportunities to interact with and monitor
a natural environment, learn from scientists working on biodiversity issues, and
participate in climate science. According to Smit, Newton, and the teachers, in
terms of how students responded to the project — and going on Dunbabbin’s
retrospective feedback — these young people appeared to develop a sense of
informed and active engagement. They also seemed to appreciate the power of
having access to opportunities to work with university staff on university property,
as we seek to demonstrate below.

3 Making Space for Outwardlookingness

Below, we now work to broaden the reach and analytical importance of the
interpretive trail project. The intention is to make a substantive contribution to
wider scholarly deliberations about the geographies of children and young people
and their active and civic participation in education for sustainability, drawing on
work by Doreen Massey and others.

In a touchstone work advocating For Space, Massey (2005) argues that too little
in the way of nuanced theorizing informs ideas about time and — especially — about
space. One of Massey’s exemplars is globalization — complex dynamics that turn
“geography into history, space into time” (p. 5). Arguably sustainability, climate
change, and biodiversity loss typify such dynamics — and concerned us in relation to
the interpretive trails. Massey is critical of diverse, hegemonic, and unthinking
political and social actions and effects of globalization that refuse the coeval status
of the Other. This is because anyone so categorized is locked in a cosmology that
“obliterates the multiplicities, the contemporaneous heterogeneities of space [and]

. reduces simultaneous coexistence to place in the historical queue” (ibid.).
Specifically, Massey’s concern is for racialized others; nevertheless, the proposition
made here is that her insights apply to a prevailing cosmology of young people as
incompetent and dependent on adults, no matter their position in society (see James
1990). Consider in this respect, and as an antidote to such understandings, Hugh
Matthews’ (2003, p. 3) inaugural editorial in Children’s Geographies, which
acknowledges a “strong pedigree of studies,” oriented to understanding the “struc-
tural circumstances of childhood ... and the ‘milieus’ ... in which children are
located” and other studies about “children as social actors ... in their own right.”

Massey’s own corrective to the aforementioned narrowly circumscribed cos-
mology advances the idea that space is relational across multiple scales and creates
what she describes as a powerful sphere of possibility for different ways of being at
one time. Indeed, without such “contemporaneous plurality,” space as possibility is
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inconceivable and Massey therefore suggests that “we ... imagine space as a
simultaneity of stories-so-far ... For the future to be open, space must be open
too” (pp. 9, 12). Thus, encountering a sundial, a recycling bin, and a water fountain
may enable those walking the university trails to sense what Massey might call
simultaneity. At very least, those guiding the trails are able to suggest how the Sun’s
power, the passage of time, the creation of material culture, the development of
systems of production and consumption, the attendant generation of waste, and the
use of resources all coalesce in a “patch,” a place, and a locale, and still resonate
across multiple scales. In our experience, once that narrative is in train, children and
young people are able to see how objects that are asynchronously created at a
distance from each other then come into productive juxtaposition, a placing if you
like. From there, they are quick to be open to and mobilize ideas about new ways in
which it may be possible to live in the future.

The proposition advanced here is that such openness is not simply symbolic
(and Massey is not suggesting that); rather it is performative and material. If
academic geographers and others are to design and implement programs for EfS
that enable participatory politics and engagement with young people, then such
openness must be physical and affective. Hence the potential power of interpretive
trails narrates not only what is but what might be, and that constitutes an
outwardlookingness that is both spatial and temporal. Of equal and allied impor-
tance, Massey (2005, p. 30) sets out the grounds for a robust critique of the idea
that space is equivalent to “representations of history/life/the real world.” Her
reasoning is that this idea leads to the “most dismal of pyrrhic victories. For in the
very moment of its conquering triumph ‘space’ is reduced to stasis. The very life,
and certainly the politics, are taken out of it.” For Massey, the effect of such
narratives is fatalistic, linear, and disempowering. Instead, she posits the need to
think of space “as the sphere of a dynamic simultaneity ... On the road map you
won'’t drive off the edge of your known world. In space as I want to imagine it, you
just might” (pp. 107, 111). By extension, in working with young people, one might
consider being less instructive and more interrogative. In ways appropriate to
different age groups, one might ask, for example, how space and time are always
already open to the possibility of change and invite young people to see how they
can produce resilient rather than degraded futures. In principle, interpretive trails
should provide a mechanism for such engagement and, in the examples we have
discussed, that was the case.

Another crucial insight provided by Massey stems from extended discussions
about the privatization of public space, new forms of enclosure and exclosure, and
vesting of control for space management with those whose chief interests are
private and commercial. Yet in Australia, outside of organized school visits to
public universities, these sites are often experienced as no-go zones for young
people. In short, universities tend either to be terra incognitae or (may seem)
inhospitable for those not directly and instrumentally associated with them.
Granted Massey allows that there is need to acknowledge the appropriateness of
negotiated exclusions from certain spaces — restricting access dangerous
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worksites, for example, or banning noisy activities from quiet places, for instance.
Nevertheless, she ponders how “we might address the question of the social
relations which could construct any new, and better, notion of public space”
(pp- 152-153). Massey’s thinking in this regard is indebted to Jacques Derrida’s
distinction between respect and responsibility and his work on différance, spacing,
and heterogeneity. Her chief concern is with the coevalness of the Other and the
need to disrupt hegemonic narratives about progress and history by invoking the
respectful distance that one affords to equals and the responsibility to respond to
them as such. This overarching idea of respect captures Massey’s idea that “we
productively conceptualise space in terms of relations [and understand that]
relations can only be fully recognised by thinking fully spatially ... for there to
be relations there must . . . be spacing” (p. 39). In the present case, this insight has
meant recognizing that there are “spacings” between the authors and those with
whom we sought to engage in the co-production of the three interpretive trails.
Those spacings manifest, inter alia, as different genders, ages, stages, and capac-
ities, but at every point, from opting in to the programs to their design and
implementation, young people were full participants in the trails, as Tom
Dunbabbin’s retrospective feedback suggests.

Either way, Massey’s reflections on how to construct notions of public space
seem well placed and applicable: in short, the proposition is that there are ways in
which visits to universities by young people can advance EfS in ways that are
enlivening, empowering, and informative. In fact, in Tasmania, these questions are
critically important because, among all of its “siblings” in the federation, the island
state has the greatest opportunity to significantly improve literacy, retention, and
progression levels across all cohorts on the basis that it has among the lowest levels
of educational attainment at the time of writing (see Australian Broadcasting
Commission 2013; Australian Bureau of Statistics 2014). Embedded in questions
about how to transform the EfS agenda and improve educational outcomes are
forms of interaction demonstrating how place is practiced: it is “an arena where
negotiation is forced upon us” and, for both adults and young people, may lead to
promising outcomes (Massey 2005, p. 154). In this sense, spatial relations, as
political relations, invite theorizations about hospitality as a way of being in the
“thrown togetherness” of the world (see Lynch et al. 2011).

Here, engagement in EfS with young people on university campuses is under-
stood as a form of hospitality. As Clive Barnett (2005) relates by reference to Derrida
and Emmanuel Levin, these ethical considerations extend respect and responsibility
to those who are not-us, Other, and marginalized. Hospitality so intended is not mere
tolerance, which is conditional, and instead embraces “visitation without invitation”
which, for Barnett, is “being toward another” that requires a “surplus of duties over
rights and ... exceeds reciprocal obligations” (p. 13). These obligations to be
hospitable are not restricted to relations involving “proximity, partiality, and care
on one hand [and implicating] ... distance, impartiality, and justice on the other”
(ibid.), since caring at a distance releases justice from the violence of abstraction and
is needed for its full and effective application (Howitt 2002).
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Such views return to Cloke’s aforementioned observations about ethics and raise
additional questions about engagement for EfS among those in higher education,
such as ourselves, committed to using geographical skills to assist young people to
gain resilience as they face challenges such as sustainability and climate change.
How to expose young people to ideas, facts, and scenarios that may engender
anxiety? How, simultaneously, to open spaces for them to embrace responsibility?
How to help them acknowledge how the distant actions of distant others may
undermine their agency and at the same time realize that their actions are the
actions of distant others for people elsewhere, at least some of whom will be in
circumstances much more challenging than their own? Such questions implicate
another of Massey’s (2005, p. 184) points that “the ‘lived reality of our daily lives’
is utterly dispersed, unlocalised, in its source and in its repercussions.” Assuredly,
the local scale is romanticized as more authentic and real, a perception that offers
little “hope for a wider politics” (p. 181), but Massey suggests that the “topography
is very different when the local (and, concomitantly, the global) is thought rela-
tionally” (ibid.). A relational understanding of the sliding scale of varied struggles
prompts consideration of the possibility of “movement beyond the local to ...
extension and meeting along lines of constructed equivalence with elements of the
internal multiplicities of other local struggles” (ibid.). In other words, spatial
relations of the sort Massey envisages invite a search for that which is held in
common (which is not to say that which is oppressively homogeneous or that
refuses the spacings between us).

Such insights invite new ways of thinking about EfS as a political act and a
celebratory form of engaged hospitality. Arguably, the three trails highlight the
“differential placing of local struggles within the complex power-geometry of
spatial relations [which] is a key element in the formation of their political identities
and politics. In turn, political activity reshapes both identities and spatial relations”
(Massey 2005, p. 183). This reshaping process requires attention, since it implicates
a shift in approach to ethics, care, and responsibility away from a nested or scalar
understanding of our obligations first to home and then to locale and nation.
According to Massey, fixing upon these sites enables cultures of denial “buttressed
by spatial strategies which include not only distancing but also segregation and
exclusion” (p. 186); denial, it seems to us, is the opposite of hospitable engagement
and runs counter to the sorts of necessarily confronting elements of EfS that compel
transformation. Thus, there is a need to appreciate the complementarity of the
“localisation of ethical commitment at the very moment of increasingly geograph-
ically expansive interconnectedness” (p. 187), since local interconnections foster
engagement, hospitality, sociability, understanding, and the space for radical
becomings that are hopeful and resilient and fundamental to an EfS agenda as
Huckle and Sterling (1996/2014) described it above. In other words, working to
apply the insight that spatial relations at multiple scales are important to engage-
ment in EfS is a labor that invites outwardlookingness, in Massey’s terms. For
university personnel seeking to engage with young people, the campus is a key
resource for such goals and one that has been seen as crucial for broad-based civic
engagement across the sector (Watson et al. 2011).
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4 Emotion, Play, and Place

Thus far, the genesis and effects of three interpretive trails at the University of
Tasmania have been outlined and then interwoven with a close reading of Massey’s
(2005) and others’ arguments about the utility of outwardlookingness and encour-
agement to others to be alive to the world — to be caring. In this final section of the
chapter, attention is paid to the critical importance to EfS of emotion, play, and
place. Work in this penultimate section further develops the authors’ understanding
that caring is an emotional response to living and that interpretive trails provide a
mechanism to engage in EfS in ways that enable intergenerational partnerships to
foster exploration of place both playfully and caringly.

Several insights emerge. First, there is much value in play. Brian Sutton-Smith’s
(2009) framework for understanding this pervasive phenomenon includes mind-
based or subjective play (daydreaming), solitary play (hobbies), playful behaviors
(playing harmless pranks), informal social play (traveling or dancing), vicarious
audience play (spectator sports or watching television), performance play (playing
music or acting in amateur theater), celebrations and festivals, contests (community
triathlons), and risky or deep play (caving). In turn, Tara Woodyer’s (2012) work
stresses the value of ludic or playful geographies. Woodyer advances “the idea that
play is ‘the ongoing, underlying process of off-balancing, loosening, bending,
twisting, reconfiguring, and transforming the permeating, eruptive/disruptive
energy and mood below, behind and to the side of focused attention’” (p. 315,
quoting Schechner 1993, 41). Play is a form of being and a way to explore the “as-
if-ness” which life invites — an outwardlookingness. Play enables people to create
new geographical imaginaries, ways of being in place, and socio-spatial relations
and, according to Sandri (2012), should be a chief concern among those working in
EfS in higher education. We extend that insight to suggest that playful creativity
should be a motivating factor in how higher education professionals reach out to
others, young people included, in joint EfS programs. That is because such playful
creativity “mirrors and refracts aspects of society, thereby rendering them more
comprehensible ... [It is] a vehicle for becoming conscious of practices and
relationships we enact or engage without thinking” (Woodyer 2012, p. 317). Play
thus invites experimentation, transformation, and expansion and, in this respect, has
close parallels with EfS as a form of education that fosters individual and collective
good and to a simultaneous outward/inward focus and capacity to reflect (Kemmis
and Mutton 2011).

Second, place is central to campus activities to engage young people. Moreover
place and sense of place also involve varied emotional and ludic geographies. In
turn, such affirmation of the experience of place, and of oneself and one’s relations
in place, will often invite and enable playful engagements based on trust and sense
of security. Arguably, those experiences, too, are capable of replication, modifica-
tion, and transformation. Concomitantly, the development of place-based education
suggests untapped opportunities among universities to build on a certain momen-
tum present in the primary and secondary sectors and among young people. For
Gruenewald and Smith (2008, p. 346), such forms of place-based education are
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critically important for equity, excellence, and “responsiveness and adaptability to
the local and global dilemmas that now demand our attention, intelligence, and
energy.” Pointedly, the authors argue that all citizens need to participate in pro-
cesses that involve the decolonization of place and its reinhabitation in ways that
eschew domination, restore respectful and grounded relationships, and foster care.
Their hypothesis is that by such means “thoughtful and appropriate adaptations may
arise ... Place-based education is just beginning to demonstrate what this process
might look like” (p. 347). At the same time, it is important to continue to unsettle
the idea of place as stasis. Yet, place is profoundly affected by all sorts of rhythms,
mobilities, and geographies that influence and, in turn, are influenced by its past,
present, and emergent properties (Stratford 2015). Consider diurnal, calendrical,
and longer spans of time and their effects upon the rhythms that are evident in and
through place (Edensor 2010). Consider, too, the crisscross of networks — informal
pathways through parklands, sidewalks, roadways, underground cables, and virtual
connections — and their impact upon place (Cresswell 2002). Think about how,
while moving — perhaps as commuters to school and work — vast numbers of young
people and adults adjust their conduct so that, by finding their particular “spot” on a
train or taking their special route via a favored tree-lined street, they “dwell in
motion” (Sheller and Urry 2006).

Third and notwithstanding the foregoing, it is clear that the university is not an
especially hospitable or indeed playful locale for young people and that this
generalized sense of exclusivity may need to be rethought if, for example, partic-
ipation in EfS programs is to be strengthened for sound effects and outcomes. While
concerned with the experiences of Muslim tertiary students on British campuses,
Peter Hopkins’ work on geographers and the geographies of university campuses
has wider utility in this regard. Hopkins (2011, p. 158) argues that a lack of critical
reflection by geographers on the spatial relations that manifest on university
campuses should be addressed because these sites are important but “contested
locations in terms of how they shape the production of knowledge, students’ life
course trajectories and politics and power relations.” Hopkins points to research
about town-and-gown relationships, universities and the sustainable development
of campuses, and the experiences that students and staff have of campus life and its
inclusionary and exclusionary dynamics. In relation to such matters, at least one
implication of the experience of developing the three interpretive trails is clear —
young people enjoyed and gained from opportunities to engage with and in univer-
sities, and academics and professional staff enjoyed fostering young people’s sense
of self-efficacy in relation to pressing challenges while themselves being enriched
by the processes involved in EfS programs. The additional contention made here is
that these issues are deeply geographical, and geographers are invited to consider
the potential of emotion, play, and place as sources of learning. These three sources
have been fundamental to the development of the interpretive trails on the Sandy
Bay campus and to the ways in which EfS is framed and understood.

Fourth, and as Kay Anderson and Susan Smith (2001, p. 7) have argued,
“thinking emotionally is implicitly cast as a source of subjectivity which clouds
vision and impairs judgement.” As a consequence, emotions have been artificially
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constrained in knowledge organizations and workplaces. Lost in the process of this
marginalization are powerful emotional resources that could transform work and
policy (which are the authors’ chief concerns in the work). In response, Anderson
and Smith assert that “academics [geographers not least among them] have a role in
pointing out that this is an ethically questionable state of affairs” (p. 8). Taking
these arguments seriously in developing EfS projects with young people invites
consideration of caring, hospitality, love of place, and understandings of the
dynamics of site and scale and associated the need to extend caring and hospitable
love of place to other places and peoples (vide Cloke, Massey). But taking such
arguments seriously means that academic geographers cannot simply take on EfS
projects in partnership with colleagues in the pre-tertiary sector with a view to
engage young people in thinking about outwardlooking futures and new possibil-
ities, laudable though this is. In addition, there is need to understand that these
engagements may give effect to new emotional geographies and new intersubjec-
tive practices among those young people, their families and communities, and their
educational settings and may be greeted by resistance as much as by embrace;
diverse individual and supra-individual emotional dynamics will be evident
(Blazek and Windram-Geddes 2013).

5 Conclusions

A chief proposition advanced in this chapter has been that children and young
people are empowered when they are able both to produce and acquire spatial and
place-based forms of knowledge alert to the power of place and locale, especially
when these are conceived as a dynamic simultaneity in the terms afforded by
Doreen Massey. A second argument is that such knowledge can be productively
cogenerated with academic geographers and based on university campuses.
Informing that assumption is another: higher education organizations have impor-
tant duties to engage with diverse communities of place and communities of interest
and need to do so at multiple scales. Hosting children and young people’s engage-
ment with university campuses is one way to make these institutions less like terra
incognita and more open and outwardlooking. A corollary of the foregoing is that
EfS projects are both apt and important mechanisms in producing and acquiring
spatial and place-based forms of knowledge, not least because of their capacity to
engender integrative thinking and action oriented to addressing complex and
seemingly intractable problems of the kind that will confront children and young
people over the life course. In this sense, and given their respective approaches, EfS
projects are often highly complementary to the work of geographers who are also
committed to working with children and young people for such ends.

These propositions arise from experience rather than conjecture. They are based
on the authors’ co-creation, with young people, teachers, and university staff, of
three interpretive trails at the Sandy Bay campus of the University of Tasmania.
Those trails engaged senior primary school students in thinking about, researching,
and interacting with others who had knowledge of sustainability, climate change,
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and biodiversity loss and restoration. They enabled young people to reflect on their
own practices. They facilitated students becoming intimately acquainted with a
locale and with pathways, sites, materials, and interactions encountered in that
locale over time. They encouraged students to consider how to capture diverse and
divergent forms of knowledge and of knowing, and convey them in the design and
interpretation of trails that they and others could experience both physically and
virtually. They asked students to grapple with a range of values, ethics, ideas, and
materials. And they exposed students to the idea that space is outwardlooking: that
it is feasible to constitute what we might now look upon as desire lines of
connection, relation, dynamism, and possibility. This potential that attaches to the
trails is not diminished by the fact that these innovations were funded as community
engagement projects on so-called soft money. It was always hoped that at some
point they would be taken up more permanently as university offerings to commu-
nity, and the advent of the Children’s University model at the University of
Tasmania means that the trails may be reactivated as learning destinations.

In the final analysis, it is our contention that the trails highlight the integrative
features of academic geography and EfS. Thus, they provide resources for young
people and those who support them to work with a caring and hospitable approach
across multiple scales and as a multiplicity of stories so far. Such ideas and others
about outwardlookingness and about being alive to the world demonstrate or
highlight the central role of emotion, play, and place in the constitution of this
particular suite of trails and their architects’ commitment to ethical engagement in
EfS. This is because the sort of outwardlooking connection that Massey — and
others such as Duhn, Barnett, or Cloke — envisages is also an emotional response to
being alive and alert in the world. Participation in interpretive trails is a playful way
to use EfS to explore place from the ethical standpoint constituted by the idea of
Homo reparans, the caring human.
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Abstract

By exploring and reconsidering the view of children’s encounters with nature
from a posthumanist perspective, this chapter seeks to dismantle rather than
support constructions of a nature-culture binary. A posthumanist approach
adopts the tools of new materialism by allowing for the rereading of research
data by decentering the human and attending to the complexity of child-nature
relations. This work is done in order to unpack the means through which
romanticized notions of children’s “nature” experiences can be embedded in
Western-centric literature in the child-nature movement, a movement that is
having significant currency in environmental and sustainability education liter-
ature as well. To illustrate the importance of including a diversity of stories of
children-nature relations, and to explore the challenges in rereading research
through these theoretical lenses, two contrasting cases are explored. One of the
cases emerges from research conducted in Semey, a city on the northeast border
of Kazakhstan where issues of nuclear radiation are a historical concern and the
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second draws on children’s encounters of “grubs” and “worms” in an early
childhood center in Melbourne, Australia. I have deliberately set out in this
chapter to reveal the messiness of documenting and theorizing children’s
encounters with the environment in order to open up new imaginings of child-
hood, nature, and education.

Keywords
Children and nature ¢ Posthumanism ¢ New materialism ¢ Environmental edu-
cation * Nature education » Childhood research

1 Introduction

In this chapter, there will be a reconsidering of children’s encounters with nature
utilizing posthumanist approaches and materialist theories as the means for
disrupting the nature-culture binaries. The chapter will explore the current fervor
in the public sphere for simply reinserting the “child back into nature” through a
variety of nature-based education practices that could be seen to reify and
romanticize childhood. The author will reveal their role as a researcher and
commentator in these debates and seek to problematize these theoretical posi-
tions. To do this, the chapter will draw on recent literature in children’s geogra-
phies on posthumanist approaches and pedagogies and new materialisms that seek
to reposition the way researchers might write about children’s encounters with the
more-than-human world. Then, through a retrospective rereading of data from
two recent research studies, one with children in Australia and the other in
Kazakhstan, these approaches are applied. The field work of both studies incor-
porated a broad range of visual, mobile, and verbal place-based methods. Visual
and verbal methods included children taking photographs of their communities,
drawings of their encounters with the environment, and their dream drawings of a
child-friendly neighborhood. Interviews were held with children by researchers
about each of those photographs and drawings with small narratives them being
attached. Mobile methods were also used such as walking interviews, spatial
observations, and guided neighborhood tours; photographs and field notes were
used to document these mobile activities. There is a deliberate attempt in this
chapter to reveal the messiness of documenting and theorizing children’s encoun-
ters and through this endeavor seek to open up new ways of considering child in
nature and its implications for un/learning pedagogies of environmental educa-
tion, and education for sustainability. The chapter concludes with some chal-
lenges for educators and researchers for considering new ways of imaging
children’s encounters with “nature” and its implications for pedagogy and
education.



9 Posthumanist Approaches to Theorizing Children’s Human-Nature Relations 187

2 The Anthropocentric Predicament

According to current debates in earth sciences, the planet is in a new epoch, a new
geological era where humans have become the single most significant global force
in determining the future of the planet. They have named this epoch the
Anthropocene (Crutzen 2002). The call of the Anthropocene and its implications
challenge us to consider new ways of thinking, knowing, and acting in our everyday
lives and how we engage with the world and how the world engages with
us. According to Lorimer (2012, p. 593) “...it represents a very public challenge
to the modern understanding of Nature as a pure, singular and stable domain
removed from and defined in relation to urban, industrial society” and that “This
understanding of Nature has been central to western and environmental thought and
practice.” While considering our relationship with the more-than-human world is
not new, deep ecologist, indigenous philosophies also have presented alternative
ways of being with and relating to “nature” there has been recently a lot of interest
in theorizing through posthumanist approaches across a range of disciplines and
fields and in particular the field of children’s environments.

By engaging with an ecological posthumanist approach, in this chapter, the
researcher is seeking to (taking from Braidotti 2013) “... navigat(e) across the
stormy waters of the postanthropocentric predicament” (pp. 86—87). This perspec-
tive opens up possibilities for rethinking the notion of subject-object relations with
the more-than-human world that considers what happens if the human is
decentered. If, for instance, there is a foregrounding of those elements of the
environments that often act as a “context” or background to understandings of the
child in relation to nature, working through these possibilities in theoretical terms is
to challenge the hierarchical position of the human as exempt and exceptional to the
ecology of “being.” In this difficult theoretical work, the challenge is taken up for:

... childhood scholars to engage with geography’s hybrid nature/culture analytic, I am not
seeking to provide an answer to the ‘nature’ of childhood but to open it up to a new form of
political enquiry which attends to the interconnectedness of the human and more-than-
human world. (Taylor 2011, p. 432)

As a researcher and author who advocates the value of children’s engagement
with the more-than-human world, it is important to revisit research and consider
why and how binaries such as child-nature and subject-object have been so central
to the field. This rereading of past research provides insights into how human
exceptionalism and human exemptionalism is inconsequently being inserted in to,
and through, the discourses told about children and their natured or un-natured
childhoods. Illustrating how these past encounters of child in nature can be
reconfigured differently could be persuasive for opening up debates in the child-
nature movement. Such an approach also provides foundations for an “unlearning”
of anthropomorphic ways of educating about the world, therefore supporting a
recasting of sustainability education.
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Through the import of decentering the human by using new materialist
approaches, researchers have being enticed to question the centrality of the
human and to reconsider the way in which they relate to, set themselves outside
of, and seek to dominate the more-than-human world. Beyond addressing the global
crisis, these new ways of considering relations with the planet have important
consequences for understanding current debates around children’s “disconnect
with nature.” There seems to be a fervent desire by child in nature advocates to
believe that by revoking a sense of sentiment about a nature-filled past life, by
reinserting the child in nature, by challenging parental fears with evidence of
children’s need for natural experience, and by encouraging nature-based education
in schools and child care facilities, it will provide foundations for educators to
recycle an old idea, that is, adults destroyed the planet but children will grow up and
save it. In this chapter, rather than continue to rely on this old age adage, which on
all accounts seems to be on at least its fourth reiteration in environmental education,
the case is argued that new ways of considering human-nonhuman relations could
open up new possibilities for a sustainable future. These new approaches seek to
decenter the human as a means for deconstructing nature-culture, human-nature,
object-subject binaries, which are limited in their capacity to consider how we live
with the planet rather than to dominate it. While there are many who are already
exploring child-nature-culture utilizing posthumanist approaches (Lenz-Taguchi
2011; Taylor 2011, 2013; Rautio 2013a, b), this chapter seeks to contribute to
this growing theoretical discussion by seeking not to provide an answer to the
“nature” of childhood but to “open it up to a new form of political enquiry which
attends to the interconnectedness of the human and more-than-human world”
(Taylor 2011, p. 432). This chapter will start with a critical analysis of the recent
debates around the child in nature movement and its limitations to address the
challenges for posthumanism in educational research. Then through a posthumanist
theoretical reading of two very diverse studies around children’s engagement with
the natural world, I illustrate the complexities and contradiction of a universal view
of “child in nature” first by exploring a very degraded and high-risk environment in
Kazakhstan where human and more-than-human relations are embedded in a
historical, high-risk engagement and then in contrast an intricate study of very
young children in a pristine, highly orchestrated child in nature activity in Australia.
The pivotal tale being that in neither place can a sentimental story of pure natured
childhood be comfortably told.

3 Child in Nature

In recent years, there has been a growing return to the sentiment of the importance
of providing opportunities for children to be immersed in “nature.” Premised on the
argument, the consequences of a disconnect mean that children’s health and well-
being are being compromised, and their roles to take up the challenge as global
sustainability advocates will be lost: “If we want children to flourish, to become
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truly empowered, then let us allow them to love the earth before we ask them to
save it” (Sobel 1996, p. 39). The challenge for environmental and sustainability
education has always been to consider how to encourage and entice the human
moral desire to “conserve nature,” to “protect animals,” and to be politically active
in the present and future in the big-ticket environmental issues such as limits to
production, climate change, and animal conservation. Children are often viewed as
having the capacity to bridge the gap between “the present and the future and being
the materials from which the future will be made” (Lee 2013, p. 1). These
arguments in environmental education on how to engage with children have often
been more pedagogical than theoretical and place pedagogies, sustainable futures,
global education, and nature-based education have all been central tools for
encouraging educators to consider ways to empower children to give children
agency to make a differencedifference (Malone 2007). In many research studies,
the focus has always been on the agency of humans to be active in conservation —
usually under the premise that by destroying the planet also means limiting humans’
capacity to survive. These earlier studies (particularly in child-nature studies) have
taken little account of the nonhuman world as anything other than an object through
which understanding “humanness” and “human agency” in regard to environmental
ethics and responsibility was conceived. This approach has been supported in an
ongoing momentum around nature education in recent times specifically through
the work of Richard Louv.

In 2005, Richard Louv became familiar to the education fraternity as a signif-
icant author championing the debate around the disconnection of children from the
natural world. Supported by the earlier work of Kahn and Kellert (2002) and others
around biophilia (Wilson 1984), he argued that children have an innate desire and
connection to nature and through lack of natural engagement where suffering as a
consequence. And it was in his book Last Child in the Woods that Louv (2005) for
the first time used the term nature deficit disorder to describe what he believed was
the impact of children’s disassociation and lack of time spent with nature. This idea
of nature deficit disorder has become central to much of the marketing around a
new child-nature movement, particularly in Australia and the USA. One aspect of
this work by Louv and what some might view as a limitation is its very narrow
definition of the notion of what constitutes “nature.” According to Louv (2005,
p- 8), the definition of nature as used predominantly in his campaigning for children
in nature is narrowly “the outdoors” anything that is natural — not human-made in
the physical environment. Louv (2005, p. 8) writes “... when I use the word
‘nature’ in a general way I mean natural wilderness, biodiversity, abundance —
related loose parts in a backyard or a rugged mountains ridge. Most of all, nature, is
reflected in our capacity for wonder.” So a city according to his definition has
pockets, spaces of wild nature possibilities, it exists out there, outside of the human
and the less human impact the better — untainted or pure nature.

This focus on the human subject to the detriment of “other” possible agentic
subjects in the ecology has seen a very narrow view of child-nature relations. Taylor
(2013, p. 66) describing the recent conversations around other possibilities to
expand the view of the child-nature collective states:
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... such conversations have constellated around the challenge of thinking differently about
nature, as well as what it means to be human. Those involved have undertaken to
reconceptualize what counts as nature outside the bounds of the nature/culture divide, to
build connections rather than rehearse separations.

While there have been positive outcomes from the work of Louv and others in
the child-nature network in recent years (governments considering children’s
outdoor needs, including environmental education in mainstream curriculum, par-
ents taking children out and connecting with other families, the media wanting to
discuss children’s health, and so forth), there has also been considerable concerns
around the implications of the narrow romanticized focus and uncritical view of
what returning to a past reincarnation of the child-nature relationship actually
means. Is it merely the mourning of an imaginary “childhood lost” where children
were once more connected to nature? Clarke and Mcphie (2014) elaborating
recently on these concerns have also identified in the fields of outdoor and envi-
ronmental education research many authors who still do not realize: “. . .the impos-
sibility of a ‘disconnection,’” quoting from the work of Morton (2007) they state we
cannot mourn for the loss of a connection to nature “because we are so deeply
attached to it — we are it” (Clarke and Mcphie 2014, p. 11).

4 Romanticizing and Reifying the Human-Nature Split

According to Dickinson (2013, p. 7), “Fall-recovery narratives can be problematic
in how they reify the human-nature split, obscure environmental justice, influence
irresponsible behavior, and normalize contemporary conditions and relationships.”
What she means by fall-recovery narratives is a form of reminiscing about the past
that has been sanitized in order to present a specific point of view. That is, for
example, the view that the past was always “good” and “virtuous” particularly in
terms of the child-nature relationship and that there is a desire to come back to this
as an idealized state. The past generation is sentimentalized as having grown up in a
utopian dream in which all children had a childhood where they were safer, had
more freedom to be “children,” and were left to explore nature (particularly wild
nature) without adults around to police or regulate their experiences. This emphasis
on the pure romantic past life of children normalizes the perfect childhood — a kind
of Disney-fied childhood where nature was accessible to all, where the wild meant
freedom, and where the dominant shared parenting style was what Tim Gill (2007)
might call “benign neglect.” The desire therefore of the child-nature movement
based on this “romanticized amnesia” is not to consider a new imagining of
children’s encounters with nature as relevant to the current challenges of sustain-
ability and the impacts a modernist divide between human and nature have pro-
duced but to look to what we have lost and conjure up possibilities to return to our
past as our new imagined future. The mantra for the child-nature movement then
becomes fixated on a transformative framework that is about returning to a
past state where there is “... a reunion of humans with the rest of nature”
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(Louv 2011, p. 3). An assumption that past generations had a closer and
more intimate relation with the planet “de-emphasizes” according to Dickinson
(2013, p. 7) “a long history of environmental degradation and disconnectedness.”
Essentially, embodied childhood encounters with the “natural world” are not
always as restorative, healthy, or spiritually uplifting as some nostalgic stories
seduce us to believe. The world “outdoors” can sometimes be a highly entangled
dirty, messy, harmful place, and if humanity is to address the predicament it finds
itself in, should educators and researchers be more focused on new ways of
considering our relationship with the environment rather than reminiscing on the
past? For Dickinson (2013, p. 7): “Fall-recovery, then, is a subjective cultural
creation in how it positions the kind of nature and childhood to which humans
should return.” A child-nature reconnect as conceptualized through the current
child in nature movement is always in danger of supporting a human-nature divide
and positioning humans as “exceptional” and outside of nature, a sentiment that
some may say has set humanity on its current destructive path.

5 Grappling with Decentering the Human

Alternative to a romanticized child-nature relationship, a classic reinvention in
many ways of Rousseau’s “education of Nature” (Taylor 2013), by drawing on
new materialism and posthumanist approaches the “potential to contest the arro-
gance of anthropocentrism and the exceptionalism of the humans” (Braidotti 2013,
p. 66). This supports a process for redefining one’s sense of attachment and
connection to a shared world or to enhance an alternative way for knowing and
enlivening “multiple ecologies of belonging.” And while there is great sympathy
for the “environmental movement” in particular a Gaian view of deep ecology (that
the child-nature movement is often clearly aligned), the authors support Braidotti
when she states deep ecology is potentially a regressive movement reminiscent of
these same sentimentalities of the romantic phases of European culture, that is, the
earth deserves the same ethical and political considerations as humans. When
applied, this approach “humanizes the environment” and becomes “a well meaning
form of anthromorphic normativity being applied to non-human planetary agents”
(Braidotti 2013, p. 85). This perspective like the idealized and romantic view
proclaimed by the child-nature movement does little to disrupt well-established
dualisms, human and nature, nature-culture.

A posthumanist perspective takes seriously the need to stop the anthropological
machine and contests the production of absolute dividing lines between humans and
other worldly matter. It recognizes the fragility and porosity of all matter and
objects — not to collapse categories of objects entirely into each other but to bring
to attention to the porousness of what has been viewed as distinct boundaries and
distinct entities. Posthumanist theories have the direct task of decentering the
human and problematizes human as exempt — where ecology and human as viewed
as entirely distinct realms with humans being outside and or exempt from any
ecological consideration. It also problematizes the notion of human as exceptional
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whether religious or humanist, this is where human communities are distinguished
by a unique ethics or politics where only they can possibly participate. To be human
is to be always central to ways of knowing the world (and the universe). Both these
positions assume what matters to humans is the most important, and other species
and objects matter less. Some might ask: hasn’t this been the work of deep
ecologists for many years? And even though being sensitive to the theoretical
work of deep ecologists who have critiqued human exemptionalism, it is also
evident they have mostly done this by alluding to the indirect knock on and
systemic effect of an ecological crisis for humans. If there was, for example,
mass extinctions, environmental degradation, and climate change due to the impact
of humans on the environment, it would indirectly compromise the capacity for
humans to continue to exist. Braidotti (2013) provides a more helpful position when
she states deep ecology is potentially a regressive movement reminiscent of the
sentimentality of the romantic phases of European culture. Using this framing, the
earth is seen as deserving the same or equal ethical and political considerations as
humans. When applied, this approach “humanizes the environment” and becomes
“a well meaning form of anthromorphic normativity being applied to non-human
planetary agents” (Braidotti 2013, p. 85). According to Braidotti and others (Smith
2013; Harraway 2015), this does little to disrupt well-established human-nature and
subject-object binaries. The theory of ecological posthumanism being wrestled with
contests the arrogance of anthropocentric approaches even those found in deep
ecology by enabling a shared sense of the world. This enabling of a multiplicity of
ecologies/beings defines community as central — the world is and becomes a
community of beings. At this point taking up the work of Mick Smith (2013),
who defines an ecological posthumanist perspective as a strategy for supporting an
“ecological community,” becomes very useful.

Therefore, to grapple with in order to retheorize the two research studies, there
has been a specific focus on employing mechanisms that will help the researcher to
disrupt idealized ways of understanding children’s relations with the more-than-
human world. The first is a study set in the communities in the northern Siberian
border town of Semey, Kazakhstan, where in partnership with UNICEF the
researcher was investigating children’s experiences of being in their neighborhood.
The children were aged between 6 to 14 years. The second study is with much
younger children aged 3-5 years from an early childhood setting in suburban
Melbourne, Australia, who are investigating their environment through nature-
based excursions into the Royal Botanic gardens. The studies have employed the
theoretical device of “intra-action” as used in new materialism approaches to
support documenting messy, heterogeneous relations between child and nature
(Barad 2007; Rautio 2013a, b). The world, as used with this approach, is viewed
as dynamic, in a constant process of “being” and “becoming” material matter. Intra-
action constitutes a reconfiguring of “things” and “objects” that are not structured
with a specific space or time but are enacted as agential entities flowing in a space-
time continuum (Barad 2007). The focus of reality in this approach is not on the
phenomena of the things (their specific properties) but how the things are “in-
phenomena” (being produced through a series of entangled relational possibilities
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with other objects and things). Barad (2007, p. 185) uses the term “onto-epistem-
ology” to describe “the study of practices of knowing in being” — an understanding
that is central to intra-action. Onto-epistemology assumes epistemology and ontol-
ogy are mutually implicated “because we are of the world,” not standing outside
of it.

This intra-action theorizing endeavors to decenter the human, to take issue with
human exceptionalism, by viewing interspecies encounters as “social” where the
nonhuman animals (in this case of “dirt and dogs” in Semey and minibeasts or
“grubs” in Melbourne) are more than simply objects being directed and responding
to the interaction of the human but to be understood as subjects in their own right
who exercise agency (Barad 2007). “Posthumanism doesn’t presume the separate-
ness of any-‘thing,’. let alone the alleged spatial, ontological, and epistemological
distinction that sets humans apart” Barad (2007, p. 136). Therefore, posthumanism
using an approach of intra-action can fulfill the aim of disrupting the Cartesian
divide between human and animals by challenging the simplistic dichotomies of
animal-human, nature-culture, and object-subject (Barad 2007). These dichotomies
often construct what has come to be “viewed as nature,” what is “valued about
nature,” and what happens when children are “placed in nature.”

It is then in defiance of a past idealized child-nature relationship that is being
considered when exploring child-nature relations and when human and nonhuman
bodies are seen to be constantly engaging in relational, mutually implicated
encounters. The ideas of Harker (2005, p. 57) are useful here with his thesis around
the body, embodiment, and play drawing on the work of Deleuze, “Deleuzian
bodies are at once materials, semiotic, social and incorporeal, as indeed bodies
are when encountered in our everyday (playful) lives,” that is, there can be a
reimagining where new materialism and posthumanist approaches can support
researchers and educators to consider how the child in nature discussions might
be different if agency is no longer the property of humans alone (Barad 2007).
According to Fox and Alldred (2014, p. 1), this new materialist ontology:

... supplies a conception of agency not tied to human action, shifting the focus for social
inquiry from an approach predicated upon humans and their bodies, examining instead how
relational networks or assemblages of animate and in animate affect and are affected.

Therefore, the children’s bodies become more than a “naturalized child”; they
become a product of the assemblages, associations, and relations through which
they are connected to more-than-human bodies in their natured lives, in diverse and
complex material ways.

6 Child-Earth Radiation in Semey

The full impact of radiation exposure at the Semipalatinsk test site was not found
out until after the fall of the Soviet Union and Kazakhstan independence in 1991.
By 1997, studies had shown that 500 out of every 1000 babies born in
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Semipalatinsk had some kind of health problem. One in every 20 was born with
serious deformities. Radiation according to government reports had unleashed a
plague on human and animals, infiltrating every molecular sphere of the landscape.
Many reports stated cancer rates were high among residents of the villages and
cities in the test region. Plutonium, a heavy metal, emits alpha radiation, and the
material is most harmful when inhaled or ingested. “Scientists found very high
levels in horse bones, where plutonium had become concentrated. Kazakh shep-
herds use these bones to make soup.”

The older community members also told their own stories: “As a child, I found it
interesting, the mushroom clouds were actually so beautiful, they drew our atten-
tion,” “It smelt. . . you know, like hair. Like hair burning. The smell came back from
the earth every time it rained.” — “That lake is void of any living creature. Fish can’t
live there,” one parent tells me. “When the wind blows from that direction, it makes
people feel sick. It causes high blood pressure in some, and it also brings a very
strange smell.” “There is not a piece of the earth, no animal or human who has not
been affected” says Umit. Results from medical screening over the years have
indicated that weapons-grade plutonium from the atomic explosions has been
incorporated into some of the human and nonhuman tissues, the cells of the
bodies/objects within the city. A local doctor revealed authorities had been hoping
to introduce a compulsory genetic passport for humans and dogs, whose genes have
been damaged by radiation exposure, in order to prevent them from reproducing.
The community had been resisting such moves saying this was a violation of human
and animal rights.

The children recognize the fragility of human and nonhuman life and its link to
the contaminated earth. They spoke often of the dust, the dirt, and the air — the way
it infiltrated everything. “Dead dogs in the streets” they say are “with cancerous
tumours.” One child, Timur, takes the researchers on a walk: “I am afraid of the
street dogs on the way home. The dead dogs stink.” “Deformed babies deformed
dogs, Dead dogs dead babies” writes one child. These stories are examples of
children entangled in an ecological community and their dailiness of “common
worlding” through exposure to dirt, dust, radiation, as “objects” and “things” that
seep in and through bodies (Fig. 1).

Donna Haraway in her essay in The Companion Species Manifesto (2003)
reminds us to consider these close intra-actions of species and entities as evidence
of our molecular relations, “I suspect that human genomes contain a considerable
molecular record of the pathogens of their companion species, including dogs.” To
attend to and notice child-dog-earth relations in the streets of Semey is to recognize
the porosity of the matter that is being taken up within the bodies of all beings in this
ecological community; the phenomenological experience of being dog in Semey is
on all appearances a shared intersubjective being in the world, with and through
child who are equally exposed to the genomes that have infiltrated all bodies/
entities (dirt, air, beings) at a molecular level.

During the cold war, the Soviet Union chose eastern Kazakhstan as a nuclear
testing site, because it was one of its remotest, most desolate areas. From 1949 until
1989, Russia conducted 456 secret nuclear tests (116 above ground rest
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Fig. 1 Photograph of “Dead Dogs” by Timur

underground) at the site with a seemingly unfettered regard for the human and
nonhuman bodies that coexisted there. Over the 40-year period at the site, which is
around 300,000 square km (roughly the size of Germany), possibly as many as a
million people, multitudes of birds, animals, fish, plants, water, the soil, the air were
deliberately subjected to the impact of radiation exposure. No one was evacuated,
nothing was excluded. There are rumors 1500 animals and thousands of local
villagers were placed strategically in the line of the fallout during the tests. This
entangled ecological post-nuclear community continues on as a “scientific” assem-
blage into the dust and dirt of the streets of the children’s lives (Fig. 2).

Atyem takes me to his building; he lives on the 10th floor of a typical concrete
housing block in the neighborhood. When he took this photo, he explained: “I live
on the 10th floor. It is very dusty and dirty. There is no light. I would like to go
outside but it scares me I might become sick” (Fig. 3).

Atyem was also asked to draw his dream city. He spent a long time meticulously
drawing circles as the researchers watched on wondering what they were. When the
UNICEEF spoke to him about his drawing, this is what he said: “This is a backyard of
my dream place. The pavement is everywhere to contain the dust. I am drawing
mountains in order to show that there is a life behind this fence.” The next day,
walking in the main central park in Semey, one of the only parks in the city that is
quite well maintained, the researcher comes across a section of the walkway that
was paved and photographed it. Children-dog-bodies-earth the air, the dust, the dirt,
for children it was not just a question of how they were entangled but what this
meant for them and their lives. The town square pavers somehow represents this
messy entanglement (Fig. 4).
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Fig. 2 Photograph of “I live on the 10th floor” by Atyem

The posthumanist bodies of the animals, earth, and children of Semey coexist in
an ecological “community” that has an ecological, social, and technological history.
Bound together as a collection of genetically encoded messages and materials,
passed on as radiation, they are reproduced in bodies, between bodies, and outside
of bodies. The significance of this collection of posthumanist bodies is their
cancerous proliferation of cells, the self-duplicating capacity of earth, bodies,
animals, and machines to be in relation to others over time and space. The child-
animal-earth are no longer singular beings, but a community of subjects and objects
with molecular particles exchanging cancerous potential. Shaviro (1995) describes
this move from a post-nuclear model of embodied subjectivity entering into a
“viral” or “parasitic” mode, as a discerning shift in paradigms. In the task for
rereading child-nature relations it raises ontological questions about being in the
world with other bodies (Fig. 5).
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Fig. 3 Drawing “My Dream City,” by Atyem

Fig. 4 Photograph “Town Square Pavers” by author

Throughout this materialist reading of children and dirt, dust, and contaminated
air in Semey, the children’s accounts communicate the physicality of the relation-
ships — the tactile and embodied reality of material bodies. By interrogating
differently the child-earth assemblages, it opens up possibilities for exploring the
human-nature binaries and for noticing and attending to questions of the
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Fig. 5 Photograph “Dirt, Dust, and Bodies” by author

child-nature-place relationship that could contribute to a reconsideration of alter-
native theorizing. The researcher is wrestling, grappling in this retrospective anal-
ysis of children in Semey with the idea; what constitutes data as the past focus on
human ethics (human rights) comes into contestation with a newly attentive focus
on posthuman ethics. A “posthuman ethics” that unlike a deep ecological ethic or
humanist ethics urges the researcher to apply principles of “interdependence and
intra-action” in the description of subjectivity. There are ties that bind child-dog-
earth to multiple “others” in a web of complex interspecies interrelations, but can it
be described through science or social relations? Can it be both simultaneously?
That is, humans are no longer the only agentic subject, and in this world of applying
a new ethic of scientific and social relations, agency and subjectivity are being
spread more widely. Children as “human” can no longer be exempt or exceptional
as they are embedded in this shared ecological community, and the historical
residue of radiation that binds them to a past, a present, and a future.

7 Child-Grub Cruel Nature in Botanic Gardens

Botanic gardens and other environmental centers in cities are often designed
specifically to provide “child-nature” encounters with the view of alleviating
children’s fears or disconnection from the nature world. There intent is often to
create positive child-nature experiences that will have lasting impact on children’s
environmental behavior. The Royal Botanic Gardens are centrally located in the
city of Melbourne. It is a “place” where children and adults can engage with the
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plants and animals, in a highly green and animated space specifically set up to allow
for restorative encounters (Malone 2004). According to their website, the Royal
Botanic Gardens, Melbourne (RBG) aims “to connect people with our natural world
by advancing knowledge and understanding of the value of plants.” Within the
RBG is a children’s garden. The vision for the Ian Potter Foundation Children’s
Garden is consistent with the idea of creating rich nature experiences for children:
“...aplace where children can delight in nature and discover a passion for plants. It
will be a garden that celebrates the imagination and curiosity of children and fosters
the creative nature of play” (Malone 2004). The aim of the educational excursion
programs at RBG and the children’s garden in particular at the time of the study was
to “educate children by and through nature and the simulation of the senses in a real
and accessible garden.” The research study was focused on observing,
documenting, and engaging in conversations with six 3—4-year-old children
throughout their encounters of the gardens, during a series of nature-based envi-
ronmental education visits. The intention of the study was to explore children-
nature play behaviors, but what did come to pass was a much messier and complex
array of children’s encounters with the more-than-human world that did not sit so
comfortably with the idyllic romantic view espoused by authors such as Louv
(2005). Research data was collected through observations and close documenta-
tions of children’s discussions and activities in the environment, drawings by
children, and photographs and videos of children in the play spaces from a distance.

Previous studies on children’s perceptions of nature reveal that child in nature
relations can often be uncomfortable and tricky encounters. The teenagers in Wals’
(1994a) study on perceptions of nature illustrated a view of nature as a threatening
place, to be controlled and managed. In his study, the student’s perception of nature
was based upon “..a combination of their own fantasies and the unspeakable acts
that occur in local parks, which are often well documented by the media” (p. 132).
In their home neighborhood, the students feared the forest and trees. One student
remarked that they would prefer forests with “just enough trees to give you shade,
but not enough for murderers and rapists to be able to hide behind them” (p. 135).

Wals’ (1994a, b) results are consistent with other research studies where
“nature” (including animals) is viewed as both threatening and fascinating (Evans
et al. 2007a, b; Phenice and Griffore 2003). Wilson (1994), in her earlier work some
years ago, described children expressing fear, dislike, and violence when the
environment focused toward animals. When close to butterflies and baby birds,
she observed children’s responses included: “Kill it,” “Grab him and rip him apart,”
and “Step on it.” This uneasiness and the tensions in the child-nature and child-
animal relations are the focus of the second study. That is, rather than reproducing
child-animal relation as “kin” that has been done in previous work using
posthumanist theorizing (Tipper 2011; Taylor et al. 2013; Malone 2015), this
study explores the intimate intra-actions between child-grub-child bodies as diffi-
cult animal mattering. Fox and Alldred (2014, p. 2) explain: “Matter,” according to
Barad’s (1997) notion of new materialism “is not inert, nor simply the
background for human activity, but ‘is conceptualised as agentic’, with multiple
nonhuman as well as human sources of agency with capacities to affect”
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(Taylor and Ivinson 2013). By approaching this understanding of matter as agential
and using intra-action implies these “interdependent entities are taken to co-emerge
through simultaneous activity: to come into being as of certain kind because of their
encounter” (Rautio 2013b, p. 2). This study explores how child and matter
(worms, grubs, and bugs) coexist and produce each other.

Sally, Matt, and another boy, Lachlan, watch the grubs. Matt observes the grubs
and explains, “Most witchetty’s sniff their butts.” Matt wraps a worm around his
finger and says, “It’s tight, like a real snake.” Pam comes over to see what they are
doing. They show her the “worm snake” as they call it. Pam states that worms do
not like being squashed. After Pam leaves, Jackie comes over. They give her a grub.
She says “Ewe!” and throws it back. But she stays and watches. Matt says “Who
wants me to kill a worm?” Three children answer “Me.” Ed and a boy are saying
“Kill the butchie boys.” Ed says “Every bad spider you should kill.” He says that
they found a white tail and Sally killed it.

“Pass it here. I know how to make it poo,” Matt says as he takes the worm from
Sally. He holds it upside down and watches it. “It’s going to do poop, I know it. ..
He’s doing poop, poops good.” Sally gets out another grub, “Matty, you see if this
one’s ready to do poop. Let’s find them and squeeze them.” Sally finds one, Matt
says “That’s a beauty!” They talk about “the doc” — “I call him Docky, hello Mr
Dock” says Matt “Look at that brown stuff. He is going to blast his butt out soon.”
“Look at that poo, that guys gonna blast the wee so much. .. Oooh!” “Ooooh one of
them fell in the poo!”

A group of children huddle around Sally. She says, “I’m tying up a worm — I call
it lunch tie up. .. Awe poor wormy. . .I can feel its heart beat, I think we should let
the worms go like the spider. . . someone’s hurt this one really bad, it’s bleeding.”
Sally buries the worms in a shallow dusty hole in the tan bark. The children discuss
how safe this spot is — “What if children run over this patch of tan bark?”

Violence toward the more-than-human world by the children can be contradic-
tory and ambiguous. Sally and Matt say they love “nature” and at other times they
want to “kill it.” They collect the grubs so they can explore possibilities, including
crushing and killing worms and witchetty grubs, swinging them to scare others and
show their power in controlling their bodily behaviors. Throughout the grub
encounters, the children simultaneously love, hurt, help, free, and take captive the
animals. What do the grubs do to the children? How can the relationship be
understood differently if we consider worms doing/producing children? What are
the moral and ethical dilemmas the child-grub intra-action present for child and
grub? How do grubs come to know children when coinhabiting spaces, some who
are gentle and caring and others who are rough and cruel? Grub bodies are active in
this relational exchange and the “affects flow through objects as they flow through
humans” (Harker 2005, p. 57):

Matt talked about being bitten by a ‘wild bush’ cockroach: “I’ve been bit by one”. Holding
a witchetty grub out he hands it to one boy while saying: “a wichetty bit me once”. A boy in
the group suddenly jumps backwards “Ouch! Ah he bit me!”. Matt says “There’s a lesson
he’s taught you! You always pick up a witchetty by its back”
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Fig. 6 Matt’s drawing of “Sally and him chasing grubs in the gardens”

In this encounter, Matt is fully aware of the potential of the grubs, even though
they have a small impact on the children. He allocates learning from and through
the grub encounter and even infers the grub is more intelligent than the boy. The
grub becomes the teacher. By allocating agency to the grubs, the “simple” reading
of what is a complex set of exchanges can be disrupted — a child-grub “intra-action”
(Barad 2007) where children and grub are coexisting and producing together
diverse things (Rautio 2013b). Motivated by a desire to generate continuous and
unique encounters the children, especially Sally and Matt throughout a series of
events, continue attending to the materiality of the coexisting active bodies, the
doing of worms and grubs. In this short encounter in the garden between Matt and
Sally, in a bid to catch a fly Matt pretends to be a tree and Sally describes the fly as
knowing:

“There’s one over there,” Sally says and continues slapping the air. Matt says,
“I’ll pretend I’'m a tree” and crouches in the marjoram bush, with arms up and
fingers splayed and twisted to look like branches. He doesn’t catch anything. Sally
states: “Maybe they know we’re going to catch em’. That's why it is hard to catch
them. There’s one...” (Fig. 6).

Discussions around the materiality of objects (as nonhuman materials) with
agency are well established by writers such as Bennett (2010) and Rautio (2013b),
but as Kraftl (2014, p. 121) recently stated, there is an “absence of materiality in
education, and in particular the role material objects may play in constituting
particular learning atmospheres.” The children and the material objects (grubs
and worms) through these encounters are influencing and knowing human and
nonhuman bodies with intentional and unintentional actions (Rautio 2013a),
squeezing, burying, challenging, and enticing child and grub in a series of complex
coproductions. The children return back again and again to the grubs and worms,
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these complex spaces that draw them in to spend hours perched on the edges of the
boundaries of the garden beds (where they are not supposed to go), poking,
digging, and hoping to see a glimpse of them. Occasionally, they wander into
the bushes and hide with their worms and grubs so they can have secret private
intra-actions, sharing stories of past encounters. Other times they run around with
the worms scaring other children. Being with the worms, being grub-worm
child bodies means other children view them differently, and they view themselves
as produced through their worm bodies. In this next conversation, Sally and
Matt are again intra-acting with grubs and this time enticing the researcher adult
body in:

I ask Sally and Matt, “Why are you collecting these bugs?”’Sally answers “Cause we love to
do it everyday.” Matt says “Yes, we love nature. We love to look at it, be with it.” Matt has
brought witchetty grubs to preschool and I want to take a picture of them above the soil.
While I think about how to do this Matt sees my expression and says to me “Just stick your
hand in and when you feel something soft, you will know you are touching the body. . .they
will now you are touching them” I poke my hand in. Matt warns me “They can bite, hold
onto their backs.” I ask, “What will you do with them?” They answer, “Release them.”
Then Sally tells me and shows me a ‘fire ant,’ it is really a red bug.

Throughout this materialist reading of children and grubs, the accounts com-
municate the “fleshy detail” (Tipper 2011), the physicality of the relationships, and
“the tactile and embodied reality of knowing animals™ (Tipper 2011, p. 153).
These pedagogical narratives situated with children and animals attend to the
messiness of what it means to be as a child in a worldly relations with grubs. The
children are coexisting with other bodies who also have agency in these exchanges
and while it may seem cruel or morally wrong for children to “hurt” animals in
their care, how children express these relations, and how they experience them are
revealed as paradoxical and inconsistent. Representing the messy, often contra-
dictory reality of all human-animal relations: butcher, hunting, farming, loving,
death, pets, food, and animal rights. These are important learning opportunities,
and through the enacting of posthumanist pedagogies and shifting away from the
child as the central object of our gaze by being attentive to and noticing the
nonhuman entities through which their world is being encountered, these narra-
tives can support an un/learning, a new imagining for sustainability and environ-
mental education. By seeking to unlearn/learn the way, we have come to “know”
and “be” in the environment as “it provokes us to consider matter as a
co-composing agent of knowledge production and change” (Rotas 2015, p. 94).
This unlearning is a challenge as we attempt to know agency outside of the acting
human body (Bennett 2010; Rotas 2015). In these precarious times, it continues to
be important to consider an approach that draws attention to posthumanist ecolog-
ical communities that seeks to decenter the human and has the potential to be a new
configuration for interspecies cohabitation rather than deep ecological approach
that still positions humans as exceptional.
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8 Conclusion: Posthumanist Ecological Communities
and Pedagogies

This chapter has focused on utilizing new ways of thinking and theorizing research
in environmental education to consider how child-nature relations can be disrupted
in order to represent the complexity of spaces where children and the more-than-
human world encounter one another in a “common world.” These relational and
material aspects of child-animal-earth relations have been explored by decentering
the human and embracing strategies such as intra-action in new materialism to
provide a different reading of child-animal-earth-bodies. Allowing us to unlean/learn
and challenge popular and dominant views that focus on psycho-developmental
orientations of child-animal relations and ethics (usually focusing on psychological
analysis of cruelty and lack of empathy) or an idealized view of children where
children are “naturally” and innately “connected” to a pure (imaginary) nature. In the
process of reading these relations between child-earth, child-grub intra-action, a new
plane of existence has been revealed where a collective ecology of human and
nonhuman subjects and objects as active agents is presented. So rather than thinking
through relations to nature and its rights by elevating “all things nature” to the status
of humans, or consistently reminding humans of their biological roots and
de-elevating the human to being of nature, these ideas seek to unpack political,
ethical, epistemological, and ontological questions of the human and nonhuman
relations as constantly in a state of flux, vibrant and alive.

By interrogating differently the child-nature assemblage is to open up possibil-
ities for exploring the human-nature binaries and for noticing and attending to
questions of the child-nature relationship that could contribute to a reconsideration
of alternative trans-species theorizing. The discussions by Miriam Giugni on her
study of the ethical dilemmas of child-chook cohabitation in an early childhood
setting does similar work (Taylor et al. 2013) and her use of concepts of “becoming
worldly with” (Haraway 2008) providing further possibilities to consider when
reading these tricky contributions animals/nature make as material agents
coinhabiting, coexisting with children. While performing and becoming attentive
to the way “matter” carries duration (Rotas 2015), the movement of radiation
through human, nonhumans, and ecological systems in Semey evokes a knowing
embedded and “invented with and in environments that affect/effect bodies” (Rotas
2015, p. 102).

Both studies focus on the potential of decentering the human as a device for
educators to explore “multiple and political ecologies” through the identification of
nonhuman “vital matter” (Bennett 2010). For example, Bennett notes that worms/
grubs, like other matter (electricity, fats, metals, stem cells) are “actants” or what
Darwin calls “small agencies” that “when in the right confederation with other
physical and physiological bodies can make big things happen” (Bennett 2010,
p. 107). For those teaching early childhood environmental education, they would be
accustomed to this type of thinking when considering composting worms and the
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life cycle. Darwin, like the children in the Melbourne and Kazakh study, had a
curiosity when paying close attention and noticing the everydayness of worms, dirt,
and dogs, the potential to extend “ecology” beyond a hierarchical anthropomorphic
structure to ‘“uncover a whole world of resonances and resemblances” (Bennett
2010, p. 113). This opening up (beyond anthropomorphism) allows opportunities
for the nature-culture divide to be reconsidered as “ecological collective” —
containing active agents of human and nonhuman elements. For educators, it allows
openings for posthuman pedagogies that consider relations between material
objects to be reassigned as a “vital (vibrant) kinship” between the human and
nonhuman (Bennett 2010). Such an approach therefore may lay the foundations
for a recasting of education for sustainability.

By reimagining pedagogies of learning and knowing in a materialist manner, this
chapter explored what Braidotti (2013, p. 98) describes as “. . .the intricate web of
interrelations that mark the contemporary subjects’ relationship to their multiple
ecologies, the natural, the social, the physic.” A feature of this new ontological
perspective is that:

...it shifts from conceptions of objects and bodies as occupying distinct and delimited
spaces, and instead sees human bodies and all other material, social and abstract entities as
relational [and that these] assemblages of relations develop in unpredictable ways. (Fox and
Alldred 2014, p. 3)

By shifting away from the child in nature as the only agential body and focusing
on the materiality of child bodies and the bodies of other nonhuman entities as
relational assemblages allows a new imagining for children and their encounters
with nature. Without disregarding or debunking the work of the child in nature
movement or nature education, this chapter has sought to challenge anthropocen-
trism and the type of educational learning that reinforces the exceptionalism of
humans (nature exists solely as a restorative “resource” for unnatural disconnected
children). It has sought to bring attention to environmental education research and
environmental learning as articulated outside of the modernist divides of human-
culture, subject-object, and child-nature. The analysis performed in this chapter
sought to support new imaginings for interspecies and the mattering of relations
through the ploy of intra-action. It opens up possibilities for educators to consider
how they engage with the complexity of the child-nature, child-animal encounters
in order that in their classrooms and communities they “...learn with rather than
learn about the non-human others we cohabit” (Taylor et al. 2013, p. 59). And like
Taylor and Pacini-Ketchabaw (2015, p. 20) in this chapter, there has been an
acknowledgement that “learning through encounters with other species is not
always harmonious and pleasant, is not always equal, and does not offer us
“moral certitudes or simple escape routes” from the mess we are in.” Simply,
posthumanist and new materialist readings of child-nature encounters, like these
in this chapter, invite researchers and educators to look at data differently and invite
a new imagining for a “collective ecology” of human and nonhuman for a future
sustainability and environmental education.
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Abstract

Children and young people’s everyday lives in changing urban environments are
the focus of this chapter. It prompts researchers and those working in the context of
shifting urban spaces in the majority world to consider children’s experiences of
change which are underway in their street, neighborhood, and city. Here the focus
is threefold: (i) on urban remaking projects and urban renewal schemes associated
with informal housing relocation and the beautification of city spaces; (ii) urban
transformation, considering the lived experience of children and young people in
new city developments, prompted by a neoliberal urban agenda (where the vision
is for eco, smart, and sustainable living); and (iii) urban imagining, an insight into
how children and young people are often at the center of these new urban visions
and imaginations, where children and childhoods are used to market new urban
dreams in line with the urban transformation agenda. Given the rapid pace of
urban change across the majority world, there is no better time to explore the
geographies of changing urban environments; how children are positioned,
experiencing and negotiating such shifting landscapes needs critical attention.
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1 Introduction

This chapter contributes to the growing body of literature examining the everyday
lives of children and young people in the majority world, in the context of rapid
urban change. The geographical focus on childhood has emerged largely from the
experiences of those in the minority world (i.e., those living in countries with the
“minority” of the world’s population — for example, the UK, North America, and
Europe) but what about children who are experiencing life in the majority world
(generally taken to mean those who live in countries with the “majority” of the
world’s population — for example, India and China)? This chapter brings together
research from a majority world setting with a focus on urban childhoods. Urban
environments are under immense pressure, facing unprecedented challenges; what
does this mean for children and young people’s lives? How are children and young
people adapting to, challenging, and negotiating the change which is underway in
their street, neighborhood, and city? Enhanced knowledge of children’s everyday
lives in changing urban environments across contexts, cultures, and communities is
imperative; evidence-based planning for shifting urban environments will lead to
improved childhood experiences.

Three forms of urban change underpin this chapter: (i) urban remaking projects —
changing structures within existing urban spaces, for example, urban renewal pro-
grams, informal housing redevelopment, and additions to cityscapes, i.e., sustainable
urban extensions; (ii) urban transformation — new cities, eco-cities, and smart cities
(see, e.g., Caprotti 2014 and Shatkin 2011) which are becoming ever more prevalent
across the majority world; and (iii) urban imagining, where children and childhoods
are often central to the visions, dreams, and imaginations of the urban transforma-
tion agenda. From Brazil to India and China, new urban forms are contributing to the
worlding city thesis (Ong 2011) where “worlding refers to not a single unified
political process but to diverse spatializing practices that mix and match different
components that go into building an emergent system” (2011, p. 12). Urban issues,
ranging from population pressure on existing towns and cities to climate change and
increasingly upwardly mobile populations, are prompting neoliberal policies which
often include the rolling out of privatized solutions to address urban problems. As
stated by Hoffman (2011, p. 68), there is an overwhelming search “for models and
better urbanisms . .. fuelled by exponential urban growth in many parts of Asia and
the identification of current conditions as unhealthy, overcrowded and
unsustainable” (Hoffman 2011, p. 68). These factors are contributing to the devel-
opment of new urban forms, and importantly new urban experiences. Thus,
acknowledging variance within borders of the majority world is important, particu-
larly in terms of the emerging country contexts of Brazil, Russia, India, and
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China (BRIC). This chapter contextualizes children and young people within the
milieu of the majority world and offers insight into the kaleidoscope of childhood
experiences occurring within changing urban environments.

The chapter is structured as follows, firstly, urban childhoods are considered via a
review of the existing research in the urban majority world. This then progresses to
explore a nascent body of research which seeks to address how children and young
people are experiencing changing urban environments in the urban majority world,
in terms of urban remaking, urban transformation, and urban imagining. In the final
section, the chapter draws on international initiatives which consider children to be a
part of urban change. Here examples from the minority world are drawn upon,
considering key research in other communities and cultures which have examined
children and young people’s everyday life and participation in new urban spaces.

2 Urban Childhoods

Urban childhoods are growing at an exponential rate; by 2040, those living in urban
environments are expected to double from two to four billion, half of whom will be
under 24 years (Child Friendly Cities 2009; UN 2014). Currently, one-third of the
majority world’s population are children (Malone 2001); and by 2050, seven out of
ten livelihoods will be urban (UNICEF 2012) with six billion of the world’s
population living in urban environments (UN 2014). This section notes the distinc-
tions and congruencies between the experience of urban childhoods across the
majority world. Urban life, for some, is a site of income-earning, a space of access
to health care, diversity, protection, formal education, and sanitation; however, for
millions of children and young people, their experience is far from archetypal and
adequate (Malone 2001; UNICEF 2012).

Social science research into urban childhoods in the majority world have to date
focused primarily on: (i) the street, (ii) childhood work, and (iii) play — although
children’s lives are often at the center of debates about broader societal issues of
education, politics, public healthcare, and sanitation. Firstly, the street (as a space) is
the focus of much research with children in majority world urban settings, often
focusing on navigation, work, and survival (Kombarakaran 2004; Mizen and Ofosu-
Kusi 2010). In considering the Indonesian context, where life on the street is an
everyday reality for many children in large cities, Beazley (2003) acknowledges the
repertoire of survival strategies, which young people enact and encounter as a result
of the marginalization and subordination they experience from state and society.
Beazley and others (see, e.g., Evans 2000) interrogate the gendered positions of
children who live on the street. Beazley shows how females are particularly vulner-
able to marginalization; however, evidence indicates that they often succeed in
“creating their own gendered sense of place on the street” (2002, p. 1665). Survival,
resilience, and resistance are common themes emerging from research in diverse
majority world contexts (Jones 2011; van Blerk 2005). Indeed, Abebe (2008)
highlights the need for a shift in attention from children’s vulnerable positions
on the street to their agency and reciprocity. In this vein Mizen and
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Ofosu-Kusi (2010, p. 441) search for friendship among those who are both victims
and protagonists, “recipients and perpetrators of insult, theft, intimidation and
violence.” For many of these children, Mizen and Ofosu-Kusi (2010) acknowledge
the importance of friendship in a landscape of harsh realities, a place where they
have been neglected by family and wider social structures which are intended to
protect and provide (see also Webster 2011). Children who live in urban environ-
ments, on the street, are juxtaposed against the normative, ideal, childhoods which
permeate global policies and adult imaginations of childhood. By navigating public
spaces, living on the pavements, working in the open, these children challenge our
minority world assumptions about childhood (Abebe 2008).

Urban environments in the majority world are the site of millions of children’s
everyday working practices; current estimates suggest that there are 168 million
children worldwide who are laborers (11 % of the child population), with 85 million
of these employed in hazardous working environments (ILO 2013; ILO 2015). In
this regard, the International Labour Organization (ILO) has set the global child
labor agenda. They imply that work has potential negative impacts on childhood,
especially children and young people’s potential, dignity, and their physical and
mental development (ILO 2013). However, it is widely acknowledged that these
figures are an extensive underestimate, given that in India, for example, it is
estimated that 85 % of child laborers are hidden in the informal sector in homes,
invisible, and ignored (UNICEF 2014a). While much of the work children do is
detrimental and exploitative, the positive rewards for working children and young
people in differing contexts has also been acknowledged (O’Dell et al. 2013; Punch
2003). For example, in considering the economic contributions, which children
make to their family units, O’Dell et al. (2013) argue that further research is needed
to consider children and young people’s perspectives and life worlds in local
circumstances. In a similar vein, Punch maintains that while much of the important
work done in Latin America, Africa, and Asia has highlighted the intensely chal-
lenging environments for some young people (i.e., via research on child prostitution,
child soldiers, and street children), it has also “led to an obfuscation of more ordinary
everyday aspects of majority world children’s childhoods” (Punch 2003, p. 281).

In the realm of the street and public space, we can also consider children’s play in
the context of the majority world urban experience. Lester and Russell (2010), in
their analysis of a worldwide perspective and understanding of children’s play
habits, routines, and spaces, find that in the circumstances where a large part of
children’s lives is focused on work, there are critical, temporal moments of play
which are interwoven into the childhood experience. Indeed, everyday materialities
and happenings of play arise in mundane locales and moments (Ward 1990). Lester
and Russell (2010) cite Oke et al. (1999) in their analysis of how children appropriate
everyday spaces and materials in their pursuit of play in Mumbai, concluding that
“even though children maybe engaged in domestic chores, or contributing to local
economic production, they will still find some way of playing” (Lester and Russell
2010, p. 11). Considering mobility more generally, Barker et al. (2009) challenge
minority world assumptions about children’s personal, independent travel, demon-
strating how children in the majority world contribute significantly to the mobility of
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goods, food, and water, and are therefore integral to resource infrastructures, mobil-
ities, and networks.

Childhood research in India spans the sociopolitical-cultural spectrum, ranging
from health inequalities (i.e., Kumar et al. 2014; Reddy et al. 2011) to educational
attainment (James and Woodhead 2014; Weiner 1991), everyday politics (Jeffrey
2010), work (Dyson 2010) and mobility and traffic and accident rates (Dandona
et al. 2011). Experiences of childhood vary over space, between and within families,
neighborhood, and city scales. Children’s lives are undoubtedly shaped by this
confluence of everyday encounters. It is well documented that children the world
over have disparate urban experiences (UNICEF 2012) with aggregated social and
economic statistics often masking inequalities at various spatial scales (i.e., close
proximity to healthcare and education does not infer equitable access).

Children and young people’s everyday lives in diverse contexts are increasingly
the focus of academic attention. Jeffery and Dyson’s (2008) longitudinal research of
Young Lives, a global study of childhood poverty, following 12,000 children over a
15-year period (see www.younglives.org.uk for more information), is just one
example of academic interest in exploring diversity within and between childhoods.
However, given the pace of urban change across the majority world, a more focused
research agenda on children and young people’s experiences of changing urban
environments is needed.

3 Childhoods in Changing Urban Environments: Urban
Remaking, Urban Transformation, and Urban Imagining

Shifting and changing urban environments as spaces of transformation are the sites
of everyday reality for millions of children and young people across the majority
world. Three interlinking themes warrant examination: (i) urban remaking projects,
structural changes to existing urban environments i.e., urban renewal programs,
redevelopment of informal housing and additions to cityscapes; (ii) urban transfor-
mation, the development of completely new cities, eco-cities, and smart cities
(or other interpretations of new urbanisms), which are gaining pace across the
majority world; and (iii) urban imagining, where the urban visions, imaginations,
and representations of urban change, often include children and young people as a
part of such urban transformation. There is minimal research into the lived experi-
ence of these new spaces, particularly with regard to children and young people’s
lives. How childhoods are interpreted and experienced in these new changing
environments will be increasingly on the agenda.

Informal settlements are a significant feature of the urban landscape across cities
of the majority world — where informal structures, often disconnected from services
and utilities are habitually “associated with poverty, irregularity and
marginalisation” (Lombard 2014, p. 1). McFarlane (2012, p. 2798) identifies
that “one in three urbanites now live within some kind of informal housing
settlement.” Indeed, research in the informal sector in majority urban cities is
expanding, including studies into housing provision and quality (Braimah and
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Lawson 2014; Wu 2002), education of women and children, and children’s health
(Taffa and Chepngeno 2005; Unger 2013) with evidence spanning urban centers,
from Delhi to Dhaka and Nairobi to Karachi, to name a few examples. Importantly,
many of these are sites of urban remaking, redevelopment, and urban change (Doshi
2013), which warrant specific attention, particularly given the “discursive
marginalisation” (Lombard 2014, p. 3) of such people and settlements. Children and
young people’s voices, accounts, and everyday experiences are often excluded where
displacement and redevelopment are justified as ways of addressing urban disorder.

In the case of Mumbai, McFarlane (2008, p. 96) approximates that over half the
population lives in informal housing “squeezed in whatever space can be found from
bridges and railways to pavements and shanty towns.” In line with the emphasis on
urban beautification and broader neoliberal “worlding cities” (Ong 2011) projects,
much of the research and focus has been on the politics and plans of redevelopment.
For example, the drive to “clean up” Dharavi, an economically significant area of
Mumbai, has been the focus of much academic and public attention (Arputham and
Patel 2010; Doshi 2013; Mukhija 2001); however, there is limited research with
children and young people about their role within such urban remaking schemes,
especially the impact on their lives. In analyzing the impact of slum redevelopment in
Mumbai, Koenig (2014) raises concerns over the quality of housing, access to water,
and inadequate play spaces for children and young people and argues for reframing
resettlement “to take livelihoods more directly into account . . . to promote inclusive
growth for a more vibrant, economically robust city” (Koenig 2014, p. 146).

More recently, Chatterjee (2015, p. 479) has persuasively argued for “making
children matter in slum transformation.” Through an examination of two sites of
urban remaking, children and young people’s everyday lives was the focus of
investigation. India’s 2005 major urban renewal agenda, the Jawaharlal Nehru
National Urban Renewal Mission (JNNURM), provided the context to explore
children’s lives in the midst of urban change. The objective of this state-driven
urban remaking project was to “fast track planned development of identified cities,
focus[ing] on efficiency in urban infrastructure and service delivery mechanisms,
community participation, and accountability of urban local bodies towards citizens”
(JNNURM 2011, p. 5). The large-scale redevelopment of informal settlements,
guided by the “Basic Services to the Urban Poor” (BSUP) program, provided a
focal point for Chatterjee’s work. The two case studies reported showcase the
diversity of redevelopment which is occurring in the informal housing sector; the
first in Kerala which manifested in the complete redevelopment of a site in the form
of “walk up apartments” and the other in Maharashtra, “an example of infill housing
that selectively built pucca or new permanent houses in place of semi-permanent or
kutcha structures” (Chatterjee 2015, p. 480). Key findings from this research
included, first, that young people were not considered to be key stakeholders,
given the common view that any improvements will benefit all, including children.
Second, in the case of Maharashtra, while children did not actively participate in the
remaking process, it was evident that they had strong views based on their experi-
ences of the redevelopment. Third, Chatterjee noted that important lessons can be
learnt about vertical redevelopment versus infill, particularly in terms of the removal
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of “dynamic, multiuse, rhizomic and habitual play spaces” (Chatterjee 2015, p. 501).
Lastly, in researching with young people, Chatterjee (2015) concludes that urban
remaking projects should not be planned and visioned in isolation from the sur-
rounding area, given the social, economic, and cultural importance of the locality.

From a policy perspective, there is much to do on the “citizen-front” in terms of
recognizing children and young people as citizens in urban remaking processes; their
needs, rights, perspectives, and voices need urgent consideration in such schemes.
As acknowledged by Chatterjee (2015, p. 503), “India pays little or no attention to
children and young people in urban development and [the] planning of cities,
including slum redevelopment, despite the fact that millions of children are growing
up in slums and other adverse living environments.” In this regard, there needs to be
a concerted research focus on children and young people’s lived experience of urban
renewal and redevelopment programs (building on the work of Koenig 2014;
Ramakrishnan 2014 and most recently Chatterjee 2015).

Community-based initiatives are increasingly playing a role in facilitating chil-
dren and young people’s participation in the urban agenda. There are two specific
examples from India: first, the organization aProCH, based in Ahmedabad, works
with young people to encourage a child-friendly city approach to urban develop-
ment. In one scheme, the main street of Ahmedabad closes to vehicular movement
for a children’s street festival, raising awareness of children and young people in the
city and giving prominence to the city’s youngest citizens (aProCH 2014). The
second example, Humara Bachpan, a national organization operating in 23 cities,
works with young people through participatory workshops, to improve local living
conditions. While not specifically focused on changing urban environments, these
organizations operate to prompt and facilitate change within young people’s local
communities through participatory planning.

In parallel with the widespread urban remaking agenda in the majority world,
there is a focus on large-scale urban transformation: a drive to build sustainable
urban environments, newly planned communities, eco-cities, and smart cities
(Caprotti 2014; Shatkin 2011). New urban forms are being conceived by public
and private sectors, built and lived in, emerging to satisfy a number of interlinked
urban issues including: (i) the search for urban solutions to climate change (Caprotti
2014); (ii) the population pressure on existing urban areas; and (iii) the upwardly
mobile, middle class communities across the majority world. In line with neoliberal
policies to address the myriad of problems which face megacities and towns (Wang
et al. 2010), new urban forms and urban experiences are emerging.

In China, Wu (2012) reflects on the 100 eco-city projects which have been
conceived and Joss et al. (2013) highlight such projects in Japan, Indonesia, the
Philippines, and Brazil. There is mounting academic interest in such urban land-
scapes, from discourses of inter-Asian referencing (Pow and Kong 2007; Shatkin
2011); place-based marketing (Wu 2004); privatized city-making schemes (Brosius
2010; Caldeira 2000; Datta 2015); worlding city projects (Roy and Ong 2011); and
politics and people, especially those on the margins of such shifting urban land-
scapes (Datta 2015). In the Indian context, the McKinsey Global Institute (2010)
called for the promotion of 25 new cities, positioned within relative proximity to
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existing metros, accommodating up to one million residents in each. They estimate
that by 2030, 590 million people will live in Indian cities and $1.2 trillion is needed
to facilitate this growth (McKinsey Global Institute 2010). The report, now widely
cited in urban research, suggests a planned portfolio of cities to support this urban
population growth, including: (i) three Tier 1 cities (populations exceeding 20 mil-
lion); (ii) 55 Tier 2, multi-service cities; (iii) 70 specialist towns (focusing on sectors
i.e., manufacturing/tourism); (iv) 5,900 other towns of approximately 50,000 popu-
lation; and (v) new cities, located in close proximity to Tier 1 cities, up to one million
people in each. In addition to this, 19 super corridors were proposed, connecting Tier
1 and Tier 2 to “seed future urbanisation” (2010, p. 150). In support of this agenda,
Prime Minister Narendra Modi has pledged to invest in 100 smart cities across the
country. Indeed, the post-election campaign has seen a national competition for
locations and a completed draft policy; the rate and direction of urban change will
be significant, both in terms of urban transformations to existing cities and the
conception of new city-making schemes.

A central feature of the Ministry of Urban Development guidelines for
such growth provides a key focus on the citizen. In the competition process, pro-
posals have to “include active participation of groups of people, such as Residents’
Welfare Associations, Tax Payers’ Associations, Senior Citizens and Slum Dwellers’
Associations ... during consultations, issues, needs and priorities of citizens and
groups . . . will be identified and citizen-driven solutions generated” (Government of
India 2015, no page). How do young people feature in this citizen-driven agenda?
This is a crucial opportunity for considering children and young people as key
stakeholders within this process.

In a recent special issue on smart cities in India, Datta (2015) and others set the
agenda for in-depth research into the lived experiences of those living, working, and
moving through such urban transformation projects. In the case of Dholera, a new
city space conceived, planned, and imagined as a smart city development (in the state
of Gujarat, India), Datta (2015) considers who are missing and removed from such
city-making projects. While not explicitly focusing on children and childhoods, she
argues that “Dholera reflects a new global trend in the large-scale expulsion of those
that cannot fit into [the] smart-city” vision (2015, p. 5); children on the margins of
such large-scale urban transformation demand attention. Ongoing research by
Hadfield-Hill (see www.new-urbanism-india.com) seeks to address this gap through
a focus on children, young people, and their families’ experience of a new city
development in India. This project is researching a diversity of urban childhood
experiences within the context of a new emerging city, including families who have
bought second homes in the development and children whose families were living
on the land prior to construction. Emerging findings highlight the importance of
education, nature, and mobility from the perspectives of children and young people
living, learning, and playing within new city developments.

In a similar vein, Caprotti (2014) calls for a focus on “the less visible” in the
creation and construction of eco-city projects across the majority world, arguing that
it is imperative that attention focuses on the builders of these city projects as well as
“those who live in its shadows or on its fringes” (Caprotti 2014, p. 9).
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Indeed, Bunnell et al. (2012, p. 2787) in their consideration of Kuala Lumpur, talk of
“worlding from below” in recognizing the builders and construction workers of new
urban environments and eco-city projects — the people who carry back to their
villages “imaginings of urban transformation.” A consideration of the voices and
experiences of the children of construction workers, who spend their childhoods
growing up on building sites, is warranted within the urban transformation agenda.

In considering urban imaginings in the realm of urban transformation across the
majority world, there are two interlinked themes to consider: (i) research which
imagines projected urban transformations and (ii) the representation of young people
in imagined urban futures. Research by Kruger and Chawla (2002) is an example of
considering children and young people’s voices and experiences in the imagined
transformation of Johannesburg, taking in to account their needs and priorities.
Recommendations from children’s participation included places to play, safe pedes-
trian routes, and increased awareness of harassment and public safety (Kruger and
Chawla 2002). This research is part of a future vision, an imagined urban transfor-
mation. What is needed is a policy and research agenda which considers children as
part of the urban remaking and urban transformation agendas which are happening
on the ground across the majority world, impacting on children and young people’s
everyday lives. The second interlinked theme is how urban transformations are
imagined and marketed, through the symbolic representation of childhood and
youth as a central facet of urban change. Research in this regard has largely focused
on the globalized facade of new city developments (Pow and Kong 2007), which has
often manifested in the translation of minority world housing forms into other
contexts and landscapes (although inter-Asian referencing is increasingly common).
From visual interpretations to foreign street names and un-native flora, Pow and
Kong reflect on some of the distinctive landscapes which beautify new developments
in Shanghai which, they argue, “evoke exotic and romanticised images of Mediter-
ranean America” (2007, p. 129). Similarly, in researching the Chinese setting of
Songjiang New City, Wang et al. (2010) comment on the distinctively British
buildings which have been integrated into the development, the duplication of
housing styles (i.e., Tudor) and social inferences (i.e., a British-inspired public
house), and the negative impact this has had on surrounding communities. Similarly,
Benjamin et al. (2008) express concern about Indian development and the potential
impact of rapid social, economic, and physical transformations on existing struc-
tures, communities, and lifestyles.

The transposition of foreign symbols (or cutting and pasting of urban forms),
dislocated from indigenous surroundings, is a common feature of place-based
marketing (Pow and Kong 2007; Wu 2004) in developers’ drive to attain a global
audience and investment. Pow and Kong (2007) note the cultural commodification
and “symbolic capital” of new urban developments, from appointing a famous
architect to the translocation of award winning styles and urban form, contributing
to the globalization of urban space. Here Pow and Kong draw on the work of
Baudrillard (1981) in the “political economy of sign” — arguing that the choice of
architectural icons is of course not incidental; they were deliberately selected to
generate a feeling of admiration and awe among audiences regarding the
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“comparative worth of the housing development, by drawing on already understood
cultural codes” (2007, p. 143). Bunnell (2013) and others report on the Asian inter-
referencing which developers and urban designers are pursuing in the name of global
urbanism; Shatkin (2011, p. 79) comments that “through inter-referencing, politi-
cians, planners, architects, and developers seek to capture the essence of ‘successful’
Asian global urbanism.” There is the potential for the foreign translocation of signs,
symbols, buildings, and forms to have a significant impact on children and young
people’s sense of place and belonging to their communities and neighborhoods — a
further avenue of potential research.

The “urban middle class” are facilitating the growth of new city developments
(Chacko and Varghese 2009). Wang et al. (2010) offer perspectives on the opportu-
nities which these developments and projects afford the middle class, from an
unpolluted environment to a more reliable electricity and water supply. These new
landscapes, through effective marketing of architectural symbols and images, are
offering and advertising a content, quiet, beautiful life to those who can afford it
(see Chacko and Varghese 2009 for a discussion of gated communities in Bangalore).
However, Pow and Kong (2007) argue that the middle classes are being presented
with advertisements of lifestyles, which are dislocated from everyday social and
cultural life. Furthermore, Wissink (2013) suggests that a “narrative of loss” is a
dominant feature of new developments, arguing that “concentrated investments in
(semi) private spaces, often protected by walls and gates, attract the elite and
maximise capital accumulation ... meanwhile, public spaces suffer disinvestment
and provide refuge only to those unwelcome in premium, network spaces” (2013,
p- 3). Pow and Kong (2007) remind us of Calderia’s (2000) work on fortified
enclaves in Sao Paulo, which explored social norms and conduct, and how these
were challenged and undermined by various residents. In India, Brosius (2010)
focuses on the residents of luxury enclaves, drawing parallels with the Dubai-
ization of Delhi, through middle class imaginaries and experiences (a much
needed angle of research in the context of mounting urbanization and worlding city
projects).

Children and young people are represented as being part of the urban transfor-
mation agenda in India, via their depiction in marketing images of new urban spaces.
There is a recent drive to market “child-centric” or “child-friendly”” homes and one
advertising slogan promises “to return lost childhood to children” with “a basketball
court and skateboard park to swimming pools, here’s a fun environment for your
child to grow up in” (Gera Child Centric Homes 2014, no page). In the Chinese
context, Pow and Kong address the familial experience. They consider the circum-
stance of China’s one-child family policy, arguing that developers in their promo-
tional campaigns were using powerful images of children in safe, clean, privileged
new environments to exploit the “psychological and emotional vulnerability among
parents” (2007, p. 142). Using children as a marketing tool for imagining urban
transformations is commonplace, with images of children playing in green outdoor
space; families with children, smiling and happy; children on bikes; and children
with friends frequently represented.
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4 Children as “a Part of” or “Apart from” Urban Change?

Recognizing children as a part of the urban fabric, based on their experiences of the
city (Lynch 1977) and thus as key stakeholders in planning, participation, and
design, has been acknowledged in the UNICEF Child Friendly Cities (CFC) initia-
tive (Riggio and Kilbane 2000). Emerging out of the Convention on the Rights of the
Child, the initiative reflects children’s rights in “policies, laws, programmes and
budgets ... [where] children are active agents; their voices and opinions are taken
into consideration and influence decision making processes” (UNICEF 2014b, no
page). In line with the Convention, the CFC initiative has been prompted by: (i) the
prevalence of children experiencing city environments which were structurally
incapable of meeting their everyday needs, (ii) the mounting multi-agency effort in
regard to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), and (iii) the shift in attitude
toward the encouragement of children and young people’s participation in local
governance (UNICEF 2014b). Wilks (2010, p. 27) surmises that “a child-friendly
city is one where children are safe and are protected from violence and exploitation,
where they have access to all basic services including housing and water, where there
are safe and healthy places to play and where children are able to have a voice to
participate in the social and cultural life of the community.” Table 1 shows the

Table 1 Building blocks for developing a Child Friendly City (Adapted from — UNICEF 2015: no
page)
Framework for action
Children’s participation “Promoting children’s active involvement in issues that affect
them; listening to their views and taking them into
consideration in decision-making processes”

A child-friendly legal
framework

A city-wide children’s rights
strategy

A children’s rights unit or
coordinating mechanism

Child impact assessment and
evaluation

A children’s budget

A regular state of the city
children’s report

Making children’s rights known

Independent advocacy for
children

“Ensuring legislation, regulatory frameworks and procedures
which consistently promote and protect the rights of all
children”

“Developing a detailed, comprehensive strategy or agenda for
building a Child Friendly City, based on the Convention”
“Developing permanent structures in local government to
ensure priority consideration of children’s perspectives”
“Ensuring that there is a systematic process to assess the
impact of law, policy and practice on children — in advance,
during and after implementation”

“Ensuring adequate resource commitment and budget
analysis for children”

“Ensuring sufficient monitoring and data collection on the
state of children and their rights”

“Ensuring awareness of children’s rights among adults and
children”

“Supporting non-governmental organisations and developing
independent human rights institutions — children’s
ombudspeople or commissioners for children — to promote
children’s rights”
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framework devised by UNICEF for countries worldwide to address local governance
from a CFC perspective. From Brazil to El Salvador, Jordon, Spain, Philippines, and
Kazakhstan, countries the world over are supporting the Child Friendly Cities
initiative (Chawla 2002; Riggio 2002).

A further example of international collaboration toward child-friendly environ-
ments is the UNESCO Growing Up in Cities program, which sought to encourage
the participation of young people to stimulate the design of child-friendly urban
policies and environments (UNESCO 2003) (in both minority and majority urban
worlds — i.e., India, South Africa, Argentina, UK, Sw