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5.8 Adventure education and physical education

MIKE BROWN

Introduction

The concept of impelling people into adventurous
situations to achieve educational goals is not a
recent phenomenon. It has been argued that the use
of adventurous actjvities for educational purposes
can be traced, in Western culture at least, to the
works of Plato (Hunt, 1990). In this century the
work of Dewey, Hahn, Lewin, Piaget and others
have laid the foundations of the modern adventure
education movement. The influence of these theo-
rists and practitioners is well documented (see Kolb,

1984; Miles and Priest, 1990; Warren et al,, 1995).

Adventure education is based on the experlentlal
learning model which combines direct experience
with guided reflection and analysis under the super-
vision of a group instructor/facilitator/teacher.
Adventure education is one branch of an area that is
loosely termed outdoor education. As Boyes (2000)
points out there is still a lack of agreement about the
most appropriate terminology to use in this disci-
pline area; frequently used terms include environ-
mental education, wilderness education, outdoor
pursuits, camp and education outside the class-
room. As with any socially constructed discipline
area the terminology associated with outdoor edu-
cation has arisen due to different professional con-
ceptualisations and ideologies which practitioners
and scholars bring to the field (Martin, 1998). Miles
and Priest, two authoritative writers in the field of

outdoor and adventure education state that,

Adventure education involves the purposeful plan-
ning and implementation of educational processes
that involve risk in some way. ... The defining char-
acteristic of adventure education is that a conscious
and overt goal of the adventure is to expand the
self, to learn and grow and progress toward the
realization of human potential. (1990: 1)

In this chapter the term adventure education is
used to describe experiential education programs
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that are conducted in an outdoor setting and/or
involve physical engagement in an activity which pro-
vides a sense of challenge to participants. Within
adventure education the “action—reflection” cycle is
integral to the learning process as it assists the student
to focus on the exper:c.me and gain valuable insights
about one’s self and one’s relationship to the world
(Joplin, 1995; Sugarman et al., 2000). With particular
reference to adventure programs conducted within
the physical education curriculum, it should be
explicitly stated that such programs may be con-
ducted in school gymnasiums or on sports fields —
the key point being that the participant is actively
engaged in the learning endeavour, preferably in a
holistic manner which requires physical, mental and
emotional commitment. Whilst it might he argued
thdt adventure education can only be conducted in

natural” or “wilderness settings”, in the context of a
discussion of adventure and physical education, this
restricts adventure education to too narrow a group
of programs and too small a potential participant
base. The use of adventure education pedagogy (ped-
agogy employing the experiential approach) in
“short” or “lesson-space” periods of time is not with-
out its difficulties if one conceptualizes adventure
education as being based on the development of
three fundamental relationships: (a) intrapersonal
relationships; defined as how an individual relates to
themself (e.g. self-concept, confidence, spirituality),
(b) interpersonal relationships (e.g. communication,
trust, co-operation), (c) relationship to/with the
environment (see Priest and Gass, 1997). It is the
third relationship which is potentially the most prob-
lematic to convey in school-based programs and the
one currently emphasized as adventure/outdoor edu-
cators seek to embrace a holistic and ecological
approach to the field as the more “traditional” adven-
turous and personal development outcomes are
being increasingly called into question (see Brookes,
2003a, 2003h; Zink, 2003).

Whilst direct experience and reflection are
the cornerstones of adventure education, the
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implementation and practices of educators are
not necessarily similar in different localities. The
different emphases placed on personal development
orteam building through “high” adventure activities
or the promaotion of an increased v nderstanding of
the environment and one’s place within the ecologi-
cal sphere reflect different cultural and aeagraphical
imperatives. Wattchow (2001) for example expounds
the value of a pedagogy of production as a way of
embodying knowing through the action of craft in
outdoor education. Based on data collected fram
teachers, Rubens (1999 has provided a conceprual-
isation of outdoor education which provides a way
of demonstrating and classifying the different per-
ceptions of outdoor education. He refers to adven-
ture being broadly classified as “narrowly” or
“broadly” conceived. Narrow conceptions are char-
acterised by short duration experiences requiring
minimal effort, activities with high “thrill" value and
significant levels of anxiety (e.g. abseiling or
ziplines/ropes course). In contrast the broad con-
ception involves longer time frames, more effort,
varied challenges and the devolution of responsibil-
ities to the students (e.g. a journey or expedition). In
this classification 'narrow’ adventure education is
dedicated to the development of the learner’s inter-
personal and intrapersonal abilities while the
‘broad” notion expands on these elements through
its emphasis on the development of a relationship
with and for the enviranment. This “Harrow” con-
ception of adventure education is articulated by
Priest who states that; :

The process of adventure education involves the
use of adventurous activities such as recreational
pursuits in the outdoors or the so-called artificial
adventure environs (ropes courses and group initia-
tives). These activities are used to provide a group
or an individual with tasks to accomplish. These
tasks often involve problem solving and challenge.
The problem solving requires decision making,
judgement, cooperation, communication, and trust,
The challenge may take the form of testing one's
competence against mental, social or physical risks,
(Priest, 1999: 112)

With the aforementioned comments in mind it
may well be more appropriate to call adventure
education in the physical education curriculum
Adventure Based Learning (ABL), a term which
emphasises the potential development of the first
two relationships without making potentially
spurious and unfounded claims in regard to how
we might (or might not be) educating our
students about and for the environment. Cosgriff
(2000: 90) defines ABL as “the deliberate use of
sequenced adventure activities particularly games,
trust activities and problem solving initiatives-for the
personal and social development of participants”.

She highlights the following as key features of ABL
pr()gru mas:

{a) the place of innovative and sequenced physical
activvity;

{b) the importance of experiential learning;

(¢) the interdependence of educational goals and
curriculum;

(d) the goal that students become committed and
active members of the school and local community.

Bearing in mind the comments made carlier
about the difficulty of defining and clearly differen-

tiating adventure education and outdoor education |
will refer to both terms (certainly when th ey are used
by others in quotations) interchangeably. However
in the context of adventure in physical education |
am primarily concerned with the role of adventure
activities/programs in achieving educational out-
comes relating to intra- and interpersonal domains.,

Elements of contemporary adventure education
have developed fram, and conversely been incorpo-
rated into, the broader “camping movement”
Recreational camps organised by schools, commu-
nity and youth groups (e.g. scouts, church congre-
gations) have featured in both educational and
recreational endeavours in western societies for
well over one hundred years (for @ more detailed
history of the camping movement see Ewert, 1949:
Hammerman, 1980; McRae, 1990), Perhaps the best
known international provider of outdoor programs
i5 the Outward Bound movement which was
co-founded by German educator Kurt Hahn in
Wales during the Second World War.

Outdoor education has not had a praminent
position as a key learning arca within the formal
school curriculum. In Australia, for example, out-
daor education is often positioned, if at is men-
tioned at all, within the physical education
curriculum as a series of activities. 1t is not until the
senior years of schooling that it can be chosen as an
independent subject in its own right (and then only
in ane state). As a result ourdoor education is often
Seen as an extracurricular activity in many schools,
its continued existence dependent on the enthusi-
asm and expertise of individual teachers. In contrast
to the state education sector there are a large num-
ber of independent (private) schools who conduct
outdoor education programs which com pliment the
existing “formal” curriculum. These are often long
term (ane month to one year) residential progrims
which integrate “formal” studies with outdoor
camping and expeditionary components. These
programs are often presented to prospective parents
as means to enhance “life skills™ or aid in “personal
development”. As will he discussed in more detail,

the measurable outcomes of outdoor education .

programs are not always easily, defined and recourse
. . N - ”
to ideas of outdoor education as ‘building character




(a suitably vague and difficult term o define) are
coming under increasing scrutiny.

This chapter will briefly examine the principles of
adventure programming prior to discussing the
place of adventure education with physical educa-
tion. This is followed by a review of research con
ducted within the broad gambit of adventure/
outdoor education and a summary of the claimed
outcomes of adventure programs. In the next section
the focus will be on research on adventure education
within physical education, Finally, in discussing the
major issues, trends and future directions my aim is
to draw together some of the key issues faced by both
physical education and adventure/outdoor educa-
tion researchers in an effort to encourage a dialogue
that will enhance our understanding of what it is we
claini to know and conversely what it is we should be
seeking to know to promate adventure education in
the physical education curriculum.

Core concepts of adventure
programes

Central to adventure education programs is the
concept of experiential leq ming: the helief tha
learning will occur maore effectively if the learner is
as involved as possible in the activity. This involve
ment i5 maximised if the student is required to com-
mit themselves 1o the activity mentally, emationally
and physically. Student participation-would ideally
include involvement in the planning, execuling,
reflecting and evaluating of the experience. Integral
ty the experiential process is the provision of direct
experience with guided reflection and analysis.

Broadly defined, experiential education is a philo-
sophical orientation toward teaching and learning
that values and encourages linkages between
concrete educative activities and abstract lessons
to maximize learning. Through these experiences, it
is hoped and believed that learners attain a qualita-
tively superior level of knowing than can be
achieved through abstract lessons alone. .. (Sakofs,
1995:149)

However experiential learning is not simiply
“learning by daing', for as Proudman (1995 paints
out, repetitively performing o tisk can hecome a rit-
talised and habitual conditioning process. rather
than an edneational undertaking, Experiential edu-
cation s the intentional plinning of fearning that
requires two components, the provision of an oxpe-
rience for the learner and the facilitation of that
experience through reflection. Adventure education
programs combine diregl experience, through
adventurous or challenging activities that are
meaningful to the student with guided refiection
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and analysis that offers challenge and calls on them
to make decisions and take responsibility (Luckner
and Nadler, 1997; Priest and Gass, 1997).

Luckner and Nadler (1997) state that what expe-
riential education does best is to instill a sense of
ownership over what is learned, adding interest and
engagement for the student and providing the abil-
ity to transfer learning to other situations. It is the
process that defines a lcarning experience as experi-
ential rather than the activity that is performed.

Experiential learning is also based on the belief that
change occurs when people are placed outside a
position of comfort and into a state of dissonance,
or the differenice between the current situation and
the desired future. In such a state, people are chal-
lenged by the adaptations necessary to reach a
new state of equilibrium, yet are also supported
through such processes by peers and leaders.
Reaching these self-directed states produces
changes that result in growth and learning. One of
the major differences between experiential learn-
ing and other formats is that experiential learning is
not a product of learning, but a learning process
that is implemented under appropriate circum-
stances. (Priest and Gass, 1997: 136)

A number of educators and rescarchers {Dewey,
19385 Joplin, 1995; Pfeiffer and Jones, 1980; Priest
and  Gass, 1997; Walsh and Golins, 1976) have
constructed models to explain the essential features
of experiential learning; all of which have empha-
sised the cyclic component of the learning process.
Kolb's (1984) four stage model of experiential learn-
ing (see Figure 5.8.1) is perhaps the most widcly
known in adventure education literature.

Luckner and Nadler (1997) point out that
although the stages of the experiential learning cycle,
are presented in discrete terms, they are interrelated
and there is interaction between the various compo-
nents. The four components of the cycle are: experi-
encing, reflecting, generalizing and applying,

Once the learning objectives have been identified
(for example, team-huilding, communication) many
types of experience(s) can be selected. However,
experience alone is nota guarantee that fearning will
occur. Reflection provides an opportunity to inte-
grate the new experience with past experiences. In
the reflection stage the intention is that the student
will reflect back on and examine whar they felt,
observed and thought about during the experience
(Luckner and Nadler, 1997). At the third stage the
intention is that students share, normally verbally,
what they felt, observed and thought during the
experience, The intention at this point is to assist
students to find out “what happened at a cognitive,
affective and hehaviour level — before the activity,
while the activity was progressing, and after its
completion™ (Luckner and Nadler, 19920 25 The
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Figure 5.8.1 Adaptation of Kolb’s (1984) model of the experiential learning cycle

participant moves from an analysis of what occurred
in a specific situation to an understanding of
patterns of behaviour across situations. The focus
moves from “what happened in this experience” to
“what tends to happen when I am placed in situa-
tions that mirror this experience”. Thus generaliza-
tions are made from specific actions or behaviours to
ways of acting/behaving. Finally, for experiential
learning to be considered effective, participants need
to be able to apply what they have learned in one
specific situation to other settings. The application
of what has been Jearned feeds back into the next
experience, so continuing the cycle.

Priest and Gass (1997) have outlined eight princi-
ples of adventure programming that have been
developed by the Association of Experiential
Education fo reflect the ideals of the experiential
approach.

(1) Adventure programs should be based on direct and
purposeful experiences. Change and growth have
experience at their origin and therefore placing the
participant close to this experience will enhance
fearning.

(2) Adventure programs focus on appropriately chal-
lenging participants. Adventure education is
premised on the belief that change occurs when
people are placed in a situation which is challenging
and creates a perception of disequilibrium with
presently held attitudes or practices. Participants are
required to use their abilities and those of their
group to regain a state of equilibrium, It is main-
tained that the quest for equilibrium may require
change within the individual resulting in the type of
growth clients are attempting to achieve. In order to
achieve change, programs are designed to put par-
ticipants in appropriate environments and situa-
tions that encourage a change of attitude.

(3) The activities in the program must have meaningful
and natural consequences within an appropriate
safety framework. Consequences are a result of

decisions or actions taken by the participants and
shouid be real and immediate.

(4) Consequences that are natural, rather than
construed, result in changes that are participant-
based rather than leader-determined. This allows
participants to determine the level and meaning of
their experiences.

(5) Changes that occur within groups or individuals
should have relevance not only for the task at hand,
but for the future. e | -

(6) Synthesis and reflection are used as elements of the
change process. Processing and reflection help to
enhance the internalisation of change for the partic-
ipant. (Carver, 1996; Dewey, 1938; Joplin, 1995;Kolb;
1984; Proudman, 1995)

(7) Participants are called on to be responsible for their
involvement - they are impelled rather than
compelled. Participants are given power and control
over their learning through the “challenge by choice
principle” (Rohnke, 1984)

(8) Participants have the opportunity to become
actively involved in their learning through adventure
activities. They can deal with new situations by
applying what they have learned and identified in
previous situations.

Adventure education’s emphasis on using
challenging outdoor/physical activities as a medium
in which to learn means that in the process of facil-
itation, participants need to be able to make
connections concerning the applicability of this
learning to other non-outdoor/physical settings. For
example, learning how to rock climb or canoe is less
important than the intra and interpersonal insights
gained from these activities; insights that need to be
transferable for adventure education to make claims
to legitimacy. The important pedagogical features of
adventure education include challenge, a sense of
uncertainty of outcome and appropriate sequencing
of actjvities which lead to success. Martin and Priest
(1966) refer to these features as the “Adventure

oo




Experience Paradigm”; a model which is currently
being critiqued and is the subject of further discus-
sion later in the chapter.

The place of adventure education
within physical education

In the following section 1 highlight some of the
claims made in regard to the role of adventure/out-
door activities within physical education and discuss
how adventure education has been promoted by
some physical education specialists as a curriculum
innovation model. It is important to stress that many
of the assumed benefits or outcomes attributed to an
adventure education curriculum are often based on
anecdotal evidence rather than empirical research. By
way of example, Hammersley states,

There can be no doubt about the value of adven-
ture education in the mind of anyone who has
witnessed the powerful learning experiences of
students such as Anne, whose face beamed with
accomplishment and a new glimmer of confidence,
as she said triumphantly,’l never thought | could do
it (1992: 67)

In a similar vein Panicucci (2002: 41) states some-
what evangelically and without an empirical basis,
that“The Adventure approach promates the acquisi-
tion and mastery of simple and complex motor
skills, allows for real kinesthetic exploration.
Adventure can help prepare students for today’s
world”. Rogers (2000) also makes a case for adventure-
based learning in the secondary physical education
curriculum and states that students who have partjc-
ipated in outdoor adventure activities as part of the
school curriculum may continue to participate in
such activities throughout life and therefore keep
them active. However Rogers does not provide evi-
dence to support this assertion, nor can I find any
independent research to back up this claim. Perhaps
more debateable is the assertion that as businesses
today are demanding more from their employees in
the areas of teamwork and group communication
skills, “It could be proposed that if high school
students had the opportunity to participate in out-
door adventure activities, they would have an advan-
tage in the job market” (Rogers, 2000: 11). A strong
correlation has yet to be established which links par-
ticipation in school based adventure education pro-
grams to increased physical fitness, this is despite
wishful claims (for example, see Latess, 1986) by
some adventure education advocates,

Whilst many of these claims are contestable,
adventure education has been promoted within
physical education for its student centred pedagogy
which is seen as an innovative and holistic approach
to movement education and a means of developing
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social interaction and personal qualities. In a paper
specifically focused on physical education and
outdoor education, Bunting (1989) listed social
development, improved intrapersonal attitudes,
environmental awareness, enhancement of learning,
skill development and physical fitness as being
objectives common to both OF and physical educa-
tion. Chen and Ennis (1996) argue that curriculum
innovation is an imperative for physical educators
and adventure education is seen as a viable alterna-
tive model to traditional approaches to physical
education. Latess (1986) suggests that it is only a
matter of time before we consider adventure activi-
ties as an integral component of the ‘traditional’
physical education curriculum. Panicucci states
that:

Many believe the addition of an Adventure curricu-
lum has kept their PE programs from being elimi-
nated. Whether true or not, all of us who have
taught PE using Adventure know that these pro-
grams are a contributing factor to many students
graduating with a stronger sense of self and a
“can-do” attitude that encompasses the physical
and transcends it into many other areas of their
lives.(2000:53)

It is issues relating to students’ personal, social and
physical development that those who have intro-
duced adventure education are hoping to address
through the implementation of authentic tasks with
real outcomes which involve the students in a holistic
manner. Hammersley (1992) cites work by Dunn and
Wilson (1991) in which they describe how co-operative
learning can result in higher academic performance,
greater sense of locus of control, improved social
relations and better language skills; all benefits which
may result from co-operative learning which is inher-
ent in adventure education. Another integral compo-
nent of the adventure education approach is the
student-centered pedagogy.

Person-centred learning, in which individuals feel
valued and in which trust is communicated.
between teachers and pupils and between pupils
and pupils is in a sense, essential in much of the
work in OE. It is essential because of the possibility
of physical or psychological harm occurring as a
consequence of badly organised and/or poorly
taught hazardous activities. ... Consequently, it is
not just for ideological but also for pragmatic rea-
sons that OF pedagogy tends to be child-centred.
(Humberstone, 1993: 223)

As Dbriefly mentioned earlier, one of the key
drivers for the inclusion of ABL into “mainstream”
schooling was the advent of Project Adventure (PA).
PA was instigated by a Massachusetts High school
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principal to incorporate the Outward Bound
process and philosophy into a public secondary
school setting (Hirsch, 1999). PA has been widely
promoted as a curricular innovation in physical
education classes (Cosgriff, 2000; Cosgriff and
Schusser, 1999; Dysan, 1996; Dyson and O’Sullivan,
1998). Initially employing staff with Outward
Bound experience and teachers who sought peda-
gogical innovation, this program introduced a
modified curriculum that was focused on physical
education with the aim of nurturing “joy in one’s
physical self and in being with others” (Rohnke,
1984: 9). Additional curricular units were subse-
quently written for other subject areas. The PA
model aims to promote the education of “the total
student by developing each child mentally, physi-
cally, emotionally, and socially to produce an
effective citizen for our society” (Project Adventure,
1991: 6).

The PA approach is characterised by the use of
non-wilderness activities including games, initia-
tives and ropes courses (Hirsch, 1999). For examples
of how this approach might be implemented in a
class see the following texts {Dyson and Brown,
2005; Schoel et al., 1988). PA has expanded beyond
the United States and has become an innovative and
influential international adventure training organi-
sation, for example PA concepts such as “full value
contract”™ and “challenge by choice” are widely
employed in a variety of non-PA adventure educa-
tion programs.

While PA has developed a particular “variety” or
form of adventure education, students’ involvement
with the cutdeors has also been fostered through
school residential camps, summer camping experi-
ences run by charitable or commercial organisations
and outdoor pursuit groups run by dedicated and
enthusiastic teachers and parents.

Whilst there is considerable rhetoric about the
potential value of adventure education programs
within physical education, much of which appears to
be based on “casual observation” or untested
assumptions, it is clear that adventure education is
seen as a viable curriculum innovation. Attention
will now turn to rescarch findings hased within the
adventure/outdoor education field followed by a
more detailed examination of rescarch of adventure
programs in PE.

Major findings in outdoor
education research

This section presents a brief overview on how
research has been conducted in the wider field of
adventure education, highlighting some of the
problematic methodological issues, coupled with
recent shifts in research approaches as researchers

have attempted to examine not only the outcomes
of adventure programs but to also investigate how
these outcomes are achieved. This is followed by a
discussion of the claimed outcomes of adventure
education programs and a section detailing research
that has specifically focussed on adventure educa-
tion within the physical education curriculum.

Approaches to research within
adventure education

In this sub-section I will briefly trace the move
within the discipline to more “process-oriented”
studies that build on earlier researcher’s work which
had a strong focus on measuring the outcomes of
adventure programs. Adventure educators may well,
with some understandable reticence, agree with
comments by Gass (1993) that the field lacks 2
strong research base (see Ewert, 1989; Richards,
1997; Warner, 1990). Richards (1997) claims that
much of the early research and evaluation in out-
door and adventure education has been of dubious
value. Warner (1990) maintains that too much time
and effort has been devoted to poorly controlled
outcome studies on psychological variables, Early
research in the field was limited to and typified by
“one-time” outcome studies conducted using pre-

and post-trearment guesticnaaires in

arasr o
record changes in designated personality traits and
attitudes; traits that are themselves the source of
ongoing debate (Bocarro and Richards, 1998).
Much of the research in adventure education has
tended to concentrate on the dependent variabie
that could commioniy be referred to as “personal
development outcomes™: self-esteem, self-concept,
self-efficacy, self-worth and self-confidence (Ibbott,
1997). Ibbott also notes that not only are these con-
structs conceptually difficult to define, but the mea-
surement instruments and the effects of adventure
programs do not necessarily translate readily into
measurable differences. Neill (1997) notes that in
this preoccupation with describing positive out-
comes individual differences were largely ignored
and rescarch tended to gloss over the fact that pro-
grams were not always beneficial to all participants.

The rationale behind these outcome-based studies
was to determine if outdoor education “worked”
(Allison and Pomeroy, 2000; Richards, 1997) and
whether the program had an effect on the participants.
The two main methodologies in the outcome-based
approach were: (a) interviewing the participants at the
end of the experience to determine what they thought
of the program and had gained from it; and (b) giving
participants some form of questionnaire at the start of
the program and again at the end (a pre-post
test design) and comparing the results (Richards,
1997). This research has received criticism for its “over
reliance on self-selected samples and measures using a




self-report format™ (Ewert, 1989 17), resulting in
claims that such studies are often methodologically
flawed (Miles, 1993),

While the outcome-hased approach to research
may have been of some use in supporting educators’
claims about the benefits of adventure education
programs and provided external funding agencies
with a justification for continuing their support, it
has done little to improve practice or the under-
standing of the experiences of program participants
{(Allison and Pomeray, 2000),

The predominance of outcome-hased research
coupled with the lengthy and protracted debate in
adventure education literatyre concerning appropriate
methodological approaches o ¢y pturing the “unique-
ness” of experientiyl Ic:trning (Ewert, 1987; Kolb,
1991; Richards, 1997, Rowley, 1987), has meant that
until relatively recently little research has been con-
ducted on “process”, programmatic or instructional
issues in adventure education, It is possible that this
relative lack of research on “process” reflects the pre-
vailing dominance of researchers and graduate stu-
dents from psychology departments who b ring with
them a set of research methods determined by the
epistemological perspective in which they operate.
This is not to cast doubt on the value of psychologi-
cal approaches but to indicate that this approach can
be complemented by the differing perspectives
offered by sociology, linguistics or cultural studies
researchers (Brown, 20020).

Researchers (Allison and Pomeray, 2000; Richards,
1997) note that while process-oriented studies have
not been as prevalent as outcome-hased approaches,
there is a growing recognition that these studies
offer important insights not afforded by outcome-
based approaches. There is “the increasing recogni-
tion that better outcomes will come from better
brocesses and that therefore understanding processes
is the primary route to gaining better outconies”
(Richards, 1997: 245).

The increasing acceptance of process-oriented
studies has heen the result of a debate within experi-
ential and adventure education circles which
centres on the argument that research that is oyt
come-hased and seeks to treat the program or the
individual in neatly puckaged discrete portions is
“philosophically out of tune with experiential theory
and practice” (Warner, 199(): 310). mnilur vein
Allison and Pomeroy (2000) advocate for a shift in
the epistemological basis of existing research and the
embracing of o new set of research questions. Like
Warner (1990) they argue that an “Incongruent epis-
temology is often employed in research in this feld”
(Allison and Pomeroy, 2000: 97). They maintain that
the experiential approach to learning is based on a

constructivist epistemological vision that is not b
reflected in the outcome-focused objectivist episte- !

malogy on which most research in the feld is based.
Allison and Pomeroy (2000) argue that in the field of
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experiential and adventure education there is the
heed to move away from prroving that these programs
work to develop an understanding of the processes
that are involved through the use of ethnography,
case studies, phenomenology and biographies.
Bocarro and Richards (1998) maintain that there ig
the continual need to develop new research tech-
niques and measures in order to hetter understand
and deal with the uniqueness of adventure-bhased
experiential learning programs. “This may require a
paradigm shift away from what hag traditionally been
considered the ‘correct’ way to conduct research”
(Bocarro and Richards, 1998: 107). Miles and Priest
assert that practitioners

are only beginning to ask why they do things in a
certain way, what the outcomes of their approaches
are, what alternatives to their approaches might be,
They have little idea which parts of the processes
they use result in which effects .. {1990:2)

In providing this review of approaches to research
in adventure education and the various paradigmatic
pasitions adopted | do not want to construct or re-
enact the unproductive debate surrounding qualita-
tive wverses quantitative research methods, The
intention has been to, provide a background to the
type of research that has been traditionally conducted
in adventure education and to foreshadow the chang-
ing nature of research in the aren and acknowledge
that there is a call for, and a valued plice, for process-
oriented studies in this feld,

What has become apparent from the review of lit-
erature is that while there are many articles and books
on how Lo organise adventure education prograrms
fand how to conduct “adventurors” dctivities), and
considerable research on outcomes {see Cason and
Gillis, 1994; Hattie et al., 1997) there are fow studies,
with the notable exceptions discussed below, on
adventure education within physical education.

Humberstone (1995) cliims that researchers and
educators in mainstream physical education tend to
neglect outdoor education as peripheral to physical
education, She claims that when OF does appetr an
the physical education agenda, in the UK at least, it
is usually in relation 1o its removal from the physi-
cal education curricalum.

The marginalization of outdoor education may
partly be a consequence of the paradoxical and
perplexing relationship between it and physical
educatian. Both are concerned with physical activi-
ties, but their ideological underpinnings are differ-
=nt....In addition, material issues surround the use
of outdoor education. Most other forms of physical
activity are more cost effective and offer |ess expo-
sure o physical risk than do outdoor/adventurous
activities (Humberstone, 1995: 153)
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What are the claimed outcomes
of adventure programs?

As evidenced in the earlier section, on the place of
adventure education within physical education,
there is no shortage of literature that makes substan-
tial claims for the educational achievements of out-
door programs in schools. For some people in the
field the value of outdoor education programs is
self-evident and requires no further justification or
proof (Neill, 1997).

These claims range from the global and compre-
hensive, for example “that outdoor education is a
panacea for ills which pervade our contemporary
educational and societal systems" (Gray and
Perusco, 1993: 20), to extensive lists of specific
physical, social, intellectual, and psychological out-
comes. (Neill, 1997:193)

In an attempt to gain a “big picture” view of the
results of outcome-based studies researchers have
started using meta-analyses, an analytic method
which enables investigators to summarise the results
of a large number of independent studies (see
Cason and Gillis, 1994; Hattie et al., 1997; Neill and
Richards, 1998).

The first published meta-analysis of outdoor edu-
cation outcomes was conducted by Cason and Gillis
(1994). The data analysed was collected from studies
of adolescents in outdoor programs (age 11 to fresh-
men). Forty-three studies were used in the analysis
generating 235 effect sizes describing 19 outcome
measures. The studies ranged from college courses in
outdoor education to three week Outward Bound
courses. In their findings they state that adolescents
who participated in adventure programs were “better
off”, that is they exhibited significantly significant
differences in seven broad categories of outcome
measurements (e.g. self-concept, locus of control,
behavioural assessments, attitude surveys, clinical
scales, grades and school attendance) than 62% who
did not participate. The average of the 147 effect sizes
was 0.31, a small to moderate effect size. The authors
commented on the limitations of the study including
course length, undocumented variables, leadership
styles, participants in individual studies, activities
undertaken, and the quality of the original measure-
ment instrument.

The wide variance in findings raises questions
about the validity of quantitative research for this
field, the reliability of instruments used for assess-
ment of pre- and post program changes, and the
host of unknown variables that may be influencing
both positive and negative effects of adventure
programming. (Cason and Gillis, 1994: 46}

In a later and more comprehensive study Hattje
et al. (1997) conducted a meta-analysis which
examined the effects of adventure programs on a
range of outcomes including self-concept, locus of
control and leadership. The study drew 151 samples
from 96 studies. They concluded that in general
terms the average effects from attending adventure
programs was not dissimilar to the effects of inno-
vations in classrooms. “This overall picture appears
comforting. The details, however, reveal a different
picture. Only some adventure programs are effec-
tive, and then on only some outcomes ...” (Hattie
et al., 1997: 70).

Interestingly the results indicate larger gains for
adults than for school-aged students and the out-
comes improved as the length of the program
increased. Their results also indicate that short or
intermediate term gains were followed by additional
gains between the end of the program and any
follow-up assessment. The researchers claim that
adventure programs appear to be most effective
at providing participants with a sense of self-
regulation. The effects on leadership, personality
and adventuresome dimensions were noted but
these decrease over time. It should be noted that
programs analysed in this study ranged from short,
several day experiences to programs of up to 26 days
in duration. “Overall, the results suggest that adven-
ture programs can obtain notable outcomes... It is
clear, however, that adventure programs are not
inherently good. There is a great deal of variability
in outcomes between different studies, different
programs, and different individuals™ (Hattie et al,
1997: 77).

Therefore it is not unreasonable to claim, on the
basis of these studies that the overall effects of
adventure programs on the outcome measures are
at least equivalent to those of typical in-class educa-
tional interventions on achievement (Hattie ct al.,
1997). Neill (1997: 195) argues that outcome studies
suggest the “potential of outdoor education to pro-
vide effective personal growth experiences for
school students. However, the results indicate a low
to moderate amount of change is actually achieved,
with considerable variability in outcomes between
various programs”.

Whilst these meta-analyses draw on a large
number of studies on the outcomes of adventure
programs few empirical studies have examined the
processes involved in achieving these outcomes. In a
review of the literature on how adventure education
program outcomes are achieved McKenzie (2000)
identified and examined the following categories
as being important to the adventure education
process: the physical environment, activities, pro-
cessing (facilitation), group structure, instructors
and the participant. Interestingly she noted that the
“current understandings of how adventure education




program outcomes are achieved is based largely on
theory, rather than empirical research” (McKenzie,
2000: 19). Therefore our practice may well prove to
be grounded on assumptions that may or may not
be correct. We are in essence working with what
Ewert (1983: 27) describes as an “educational black
box”; “we know something works but we don’t
know why or how”. McKenzie argues that it is the
quality of adventure activities (holistic involvement,
challenge which is increased incrementally, mas-
tery, and success/failure) that are responsible for
outcomes rather than the specific activities them-
selves. She suggests that the same outcomes can be
achieved using a variety of challenging activities; it
is not the activity per se that is important, rather it
is the quality or teaching/learning approach employed
in adventure activities.

Research in adventure education
within physical education

In presenting material relating to research in physi-
cal education I have made a somewhat arbitrary
distinction between research conducted with partic-
ipants in school settings or of school age (approxi-
mately aged 5-18) and that conducted in university
or other tertiary settings. This distinction is donc
more for reasons of maintaining a semblance of
order rather than to suggest that one body of
research has primacy over the other.

School level

Whilst this first study (Dyson and O’Sullivan, 1998)
primarily sought to describe and interpret the
factors that supported and maintained curricular
innovation at two elementary schools it is of inter-
est because it featured Project Adventure as the
vehicle to facilitate substantive school change. As
Dyson and O’Sullivan (1998: 251) note, the reform
at these schools,

was not a subtle transformation of the existing
status quo but a radical restructuring of the philos-
ophy, content, and teaching methodology, The
teachers and principals ... emphasized a holistic
approach to learning by promoting the physical,
intellectual, emotional, and social development of
their students.

The researchers identified the following factors as
supporting school reform: a shared vision, external

" support for the program, curricula integration, the
rcentrality of physical education, and shared decision

making. Dyson and O’Sullivan (1998: 248) reported
that interdisciplinary integration was the one of the
key elements of the reform.

Fe o sy
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[TIhis integrated approach allowed the students
the opportunity to use their strengths and the envi-
ronment to improve their limitations. Students may
excel at certain physical or academic tasks, or in
both;therefore, each discipline interrelates in a way
that uniquely supports and develops the Project
Adventure concepts.

The research indicated that the use of the Project
Adventure approach within the physical education
program was an integral component of a substan-
tive curricular reform in these two schools.

Dyson (1995) has also investigated students’
perceptions of their physical education classes that
were conducted on the PA principles of trust, risk,
cooperation, problem solving and challenge. The
physical education teachers at the two schools
involved in the study sought to build the students’
social skills, have them take responsibility, have fun,
develop cognitive skills and a healthy attitude toward
competition. Dyson (1995) reported that the stu-
dents claimed to have increased their enjoyment and
learning in their modified physical education lessons.
Importantly they revealed that they liked to challenge
themselves in physical education. In adopting the PA
approach students appeared to be less intimidated
attempting difficult and risky tasks if trying their best
was emphasized by their teachers. “For many stu-
dents, success was equated with try'ing hard, instead
of being limited to attaining the goal of the activity or
having their team win” (Dyson, 1995: 405). Dyson’s
study is also supported by Rubens (1999) who argues,
from motivational research, that reinforcing the
importance of student effort is more important to
learning than student performance. Students
reported positively on the value they placed on being
given responsibility and the opportunity to choose
their own activities in physical education class. Of
particular interest was the alignment between the
students’ goals and those of their teachers: cooperat-
ing, personal challenges, taking risks, having fun and
learning new motor skills. Dyson asserts that several
lessons can be learned from gaining students’ percep-
tions about their physical education classes. He
argues that at these schools, a positive, trusting, and
supportive environment allowed students to partici-
pate in and enjoy certain activities that they might
not otherwise have engaged in (see Dyson and
O’Sullivan, 1998).

In a further paper Dyson (1996) examined two
physical education teachers’ experiences of conduct-
ing the Project Adventure approach in physical
education. The rationale behind this study was to
gain an understanding of the program from the
teachers’ perspective; to give their experiences
“voice” He argues that teachers’ personal theories
and beliefs impact on classroom practice and cur-
riculum decision making, therefore it is of some

e
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importance that we endeavour to u nderstand
teachers underlying beliefs and teaching and learn-
ing theories. Data collection a nd analysis were based
an interviews, non-participant abservation and
document analysis. Data was analysed using con-
stant comparison (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).

Both teachers believed in a holistic approach to
education; education for physical, emotional, social
and cognitive development. Their common soils
were huilding social skills and self esteem, uiving the
students the opportunity to take responsibility, cre-
ating fun in a learning environment a nd developing
a healthy attitude toward competition. Both teach-
ers believed they employed a student-focused teach-
ing style through the use of co-operative activities
and taking a more facilitative than instructional
role. To this end the teachers employed extensive use
of co-operative activities included peer tutoring and
small group initiatives. Dyson contends that even if
reachers do not implement a PA program within
their school, the innovative stritegies used by these
teachers may be of benefit in reforming the class-
room teaching and learning environment. Dyson
states that the goals espoused by the teachers indi-
cate that PA has the potential to be a valuable cur-
riculum approach in elementary physical education
programs.

Iy a research project investigating the construction

cnder identities Humberstone (1990) sought to
exumine whether, in an adventure education context,
girls might he more invalved in the learning process
than is apparent in mixed-sex classrooms, She con-
tends that in mixed-sex classrooms girls are margin-
alized and their abilities underrated. Using an
cthnographic case study (participants aged 13-15)
she found that, at least at the residential outdoor edu-
cation centre where the study was conducted, inter-
action patterns and  forms of  communication
contradicted those which prevail in mainstream
wchools. Qutdoor education, as practiced in this local-
ity, with its “particular material, social and ideological
features seems to pravide a powerful medium
through which social change, at least at the level
of ddentity and relations, may be o possibility”
(Humberstone, 1990: 200). Humberstone remarked
on the importance of positive peer group expecta-
tions and the effect which this had upon the girls’
involverent and feclings of success, “The particular
form of learning made available to girls and bows gave
(hem the opportunity to develap friendships
amangst themselves and with the other sex. This
ended 1o foster @ mutual understanding and trust
between the sexes rather than antagonism ind
contempt” [ Humberstone, 1991 209

This “particular form of learning” de-emphasized
the importance of competition where students
wha do not “win” feel @ sense of inadequacy.
Humberstone argues that the creation of twinpers”

and “losers” may well “engender antagonism between
pupils and militate against a context which s
conducive to mutual understanding and to co-
operation” (1990: 210). In contrast the centre and its
staff promoted the positive aspects of competition
which arc gencrated from o challenge against per-
ceived difficult circumstances or situations (see com-
ments above concerning effort and performance and
Dyson, 1995, Rubens, 19499). Humberstone observed
that the teachers exhibited a “child-centred™ peda-
gogy and that they seldom adopted an authoritarian
position. “As a consequence of the material condi-
tions, and the imperative for co-operative endeav-
ours, this ideology was more easily realised than in a
more restrictive  competitive  school  situation”
(Humberstone, 1990: 212). What is of significance
from this study is the contrast between “traditional”
physical education programs that are mediated
through an ideology which supports masculine
imagery and superiority (Humberstone, 1990) and
that evidenced in the adventure education programs
which facilitated behaviours which encouraged col-
laborative endeavours and non-competitive  chal-
lenge. She also reported that the airls perceived that
the teachers fostered understanding and co-
operation between the sexes and that the teachers
were concerned to help them overcome their hesita-
tion to participate in unknown endeavours which
invalved an element of risk. Humberstone suggests
that the high teacher-student ratios at the centre gave
teachers more freedom to interact individually and
with greater cquity with the students. The organiza-
tion of students into co-educational groupings also

a setting where it was possible for both
sexes Lo challenge vender stereotyping,

In a later paper Humberstone (1995) argued that
evidence suggests that by adopting some of outdoor
cducation’s features, such as child-centred o pproaches,
smaller class sizes and non-authoritarian pedagogy,
physical education may provide a setting that might
enhance gender equity. She remarked that the teach-
ers at the outdoor centre at which the study was con-
ducted displaved a pedagogy that was supportive,
child-centred, utilizing a non-authoritarian maore
symmetrical mode of communication.

There is evidence of coeducational groups in out-
door contexts acting as “oppositional educational
paradigms" (cf. Humberstone, 1993), in which new
skills and knowledge are encountered and through
which (a) conventional sex stereotyping is chal-
lenged and (b) transformative gender relations
(between boys and girls) and power relations
(between teachers and pupils) are created. .. Yet this
evidence is absent from recent feminist discourse on
coeducational grouping in physical education (cf.
Scraton, 1993} and from physical education dis-
course more broadly. (Humberstone, 1995:152)




McCaughtry and Wojewuczki have conducted two
recently published studies (2003a,b) which exam-
ined the implementation of an adventure education
curriculum. The purpose of the first study
(McCaughtry and Wojewuczki, 2003a) was to
develop and field test an elementary adventure edu-
cation physical education curriculum as part of a
larger project merging the need for “more system-
atic and field tested adventure education curriculum
with recent calls for incorpurating social objectives
into school physical education™ (2003: A-50). The
authors developed a 30 lesson unit organized
around the social themes deemed to be inherent in
education; empathy, co-operation, trust and com-
munication. Data was collected through participant
observation, teacher and student interviews and it
was analyzed through constant comparison, nega-
tive case analysis and member checks. The authors
identified three principles related to effective imple-
mentation of the curriculuny;

(1) The importance of the introduction for setting the
stage for social learning. To be effective the lesson
should commence with a single well-defined social
theme, students’ prior knowledge base should be
determined and students should be encourage to
make connections between this and the upcoming
activities.

(2) Need to establish the connections and continuity
between the social theme and the upcoming activi-
ties. The particular sociai theme shouid be embed-
ded within the activity.

(3) Need for thorough debriefings if learning is to be
maximised. There is a need for substantive discus-
sion of the social theme and how this theme was
experienced in the activity. Linkages should be
made to other aspects of students’ lives.

McCaughtry and Wojewuczki (2003a) contend
that without reference to these principles students
had difficulty in identifying instances where these
themes emerged during the activities and they were
unable to make connections with everyday life.

This study shows the inherent value of adventure
content in addressing typically overlooked social
objectives, points out valuable mechanisms to facil-
itate curriculum development, and offers initial,and
long overdue, curriculum for schoot physical educa-
tion aimed at moving beyond the status quo.
(McCaughtry and Wojewuczki, 2003a: A-50)

In the second study (2003b), which was also part
of the larger project mentioned above, the
researchers used cognitive learning theory as a
means to identify the factors that enable or inhibit
teachers to learn how to implement an adventure
curriculum. Data was collected through field obser-
vations and interviews. The authors found that
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three factors inhibited the teachers’ curricular
learning and implementation;

(1) Difficulties differentiating between social themes.
Teachers tended to use social themes interchange-
ably and not teach the particular social theme that
was the focus of the lesson.

(2) Troubles moving beyond surface level discussions
in the debriefing. Depth and detail in discussing
social themes was absent. Discussions tended to be
vague and superficial and hence opportunities to
delve deeper into critical incidents were missed.

(3) Problems becoming familiar and comfortable with
the new curriculum. The teaching of social themes
initially proved problematic; certain themes caused
anxiety and there was fearfulness about where free-
flowing discussions might lead and hesitancy about
removing competition from the curriculum.

The authors acknowledged that learning a new
curriculum model can be problematic, however
they assert that this process can be facilitated in a
positive manner when troublesome components are
identified and specifically addressed to teacher
tearning and development programs.

Whilst the following two studies (Boyle, 2003;
Meyer and Wenger, 1998) were not conducted with
students in physical education lessons they have been
included as they are examples of how adventure pro-
grams have been used in sports teams to assist in the
development of teamwork and psychological skills
development. Given that physical education profes-
sionals are often involved in school sports teamns the
findings may encourage teachers to advocate for the
inclusion of such programs in extra-curricular activ-
ities. In one of the few studies of secondary school age
athletes (members of a tennis team) in an adventure
education program, Meyer and Wenger (1998)
sought to determine the effects, both short and long
term, that ropes course participation might have on
both the individual and the teamn. Their data indi-
cated that both individual and group benefits were
achieved from participation in the ropes course.
Reported individual benefits included increases in
confidence and concentration, both of which are
claimed to be a result of the detailed goal setting
and/or contracting stressed by facilitators prior to
and during the session. In addition to these individ-
ual benefits, the authors reported that group related
benefits were achieved as well. The data suggested
that involvement in the ropes course allowed the
participants an opportunity to get to know and trust
one another, thereby increasing their sense of com-
mitment and dedication to the team. Overall, the
results of this study were claimed to be consistent
with those of other efficacy studies conducted on
other populations (Cason and Gillis, 1994) which
reported psychosocial benefits from participation in
adventure education programs. As one would expect,
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the authors noted that the ropes course program
appeared to have differential impact on the partici-
pants and some participants were more effective in
their ability to transfer the concepts they had learned.

In another study involving an elite sports team
(State nethall representatives, age 17-19), Boyle
(2003) sought to investigate the major outcomes of
participation in an adventure-based program. Using
both quantitative and qualitative methods he pre-
sented data to support the efficacy of adventure-
based training as a valid and viable approach to
improve team cohesion and psychological skills
development for elite sportspeople. He stated that an
pnexpected and more significant outcome was the
positive impact the adventure experience had on the
athletes’ performances in competition. Importantly
he noted that the “Athlete’s accounts of the imple-
mentation of skills learnt during the adventure train-
ing intervention, gave clear and unequivocal support
for the notion of transfer from the adventure
setting to netball” (Boyle, 2003: 61). He argued that
adventure-based training can make a difference to
sporting teams and their performance.

Tertiary level

In a study involving students enrolled in pre-service
physical education teacher degree program, Hastie
(1994) sought to examine the oulcomes of an
adventure experience which aimed to increase these
students’ awareness of the concepts of enjoyment,
success, and challenge which he claimed were signif-
icant in the planning of physical education activities
for school students. Drawing upon the literature
Hastie proposed that the “adventure experience has
been shown to provide a setting where reflective
experiences are promoted”, hence his rationale
hehind using a weekend engaged in a series of out-
door activities was based on their “widespread use
as a means to help people reflect upon their per-
sonal and professional values” (Hastie, 1994: 29).
At the weekend camp the students were given the
opportunity to participate in a high ropes course,
climbing wall, group problem solving activities and
low ropes elements. The fundamental ethic of the
weelend was for the students to “have a go” and they
were not formally assessed according to perfor-
mance criteria. However their reflections were sub-
mitted in an assignment which was evaluated. As
result of the experience Hastie made the following
comments and observations in regard to the stu-
dents' perceptions of the role of the teacher in the
learning process. The pre-service teachers in the
study agreed that as teachers they would need to
construct learning experiences so that their students
have the opportunity to achieve success. They
becarne aware of the need to plan programs that
were challenging and enjoyable, whilst developing a
positive supportive learning environment in which

students would feel comfortable attempting
activities they perceived to contain an element of
risk. Hastie went on to state that it would appear that
the participants in the program were able to identify
certain features of physical education teaching they
thought were important. “It was evident they had
become more thoughtful about what programs in
physical education could louk like, and they seemed
to have a heightened awareness of the need for going
“beyond fun”and to provide students with opportu-
nities to experience success” (Hastie, 1994: 32). Of
particular significance was the students’ recognition
that “busy”, “happy” and “good” are not a valid mea-
sure of teaching. “The students at least recognized
that the learner is central in the physical education
experience” (1994: 33).

Anderson and Frison (1992) conducted a study
with 16 second year university students who were
participating in an adventure based program (mix-
ture of academic and practical sessions coupled
with an overnight expedition) with the aim of
developing students’ awareness of how adventure
based activities might be incorporated into a physi-
cal education or recreation program. The authors
sought to identify, through interviews and journals,
some of the skills that had developed through these
activities and some of the positive effects of partici-
pation in such a program. The researchers used par-
ticipant observation metheds and recordings of
briefing and de-briefing sessions. Students were also
required to write a short reflective summary of their
experience. The study indicates that the students:

(1) gained new insights inte the role of open communi-
cation in proper group functioning;

(2) increased trust in other group members;

felt more comfortable as part of a group;

felt more comfortable voicing concerns and opin-

ions without fear of ridicule, lessening of fear of self-

disclosure; and

(5) reported increased self-confidence and a willing-
ness to engage in risk taking behavior.

—~ o~
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Carlson and McKenna (2000) expressed concern
that pre-service physical education teachers’ experi-
ences of physical education in school may serve to
construct an understanding of physical education that
may not recognize the diverse needs and desires of
their future students. This potential lack of congru-
ency between student teachers’ perceptions of physical
education and the reality for many students presents
teacher educators with a considerable challenge; “how
to assist student teachers to reconstruct some of their
knowledge and beliefs about teaching and learning in
physical education to create a supportive environ-
ment” (Carison and McKenna, 2000: 17).

In an effort to raise student teachers’ awareness
and understanding of the elements that might
constitute a supportive physical education envi-
ronment, Carlson and McKenna conducted an




adventure-based experiential learning program. The

‘program was based on the premise that teacher
preparation programs should be grounded “in the
same practices, principles, and purposes as the
education teachers will eventually provide for their
students” (2000: 18). The adventure education pro-
gram involved 40 third-year pre-service teachers
who were involved in two sessions at the university,
a weekend program at an outdoor centre and an
evaluation at the conclusion of the program. The
data was collected from student reflective writings
and was analysed using constant comparison
(Glasser and Strauss, 1967; Lincoln and Guba, 1985
cited in Carlson and McKenna, 2000).

The adventure education program aimed to pro-
mote change in student teachers’ ideas about the
level of support needed for students in the physical
education context with the aim of encouraging
them to define a supportive environment within
this context. To do this the student teachers were
placed in an environment where they were required
to deconstruct and then reconstruct both the per-
sonal and professional paradigms from which they
were operating. The activities were chosen to pro-
vide students with a powerful “destabilizing” experi-
ence with the aim of exposing them to alternative
ideas and ways of thinking. It was hoped that this
experience would lead to an action—reflection praxis
phase.

In challenging participants, both physically and
emotienally, within a carefully maintain supportive
environment, they were exposed to the feelings of
vuinerable students and the potential impact of
certain teachers’ behaviours. This exposure served
to thaw preconceived notions of teaching and
learning. The program offered the participants
some strategies to make the “shift”to a new way of
approaching certain issues and problems. (Carlson
and McKenna, 2000: 24)

A major outcome of the program was the stu-
dents’ exposure to personal feelings of self-doubt.
The authors claim that such experiences, accompa-
nied by appropriate facilitation assisted the student
teachers to recognize and empathise with feelings of
apprehension and unease that their students might
experience during physical education classes.
Carlson and McKenna claim that “The development
of such empathy within future physical educators is
paramount to the delivery of effective education”
{2000: 24). The authors state that the program had
a positive effect on at least some of the participants’
learning and therefore offers the potential for the
transfer of Jearning. This research is in general
agreement with the work of Hastie (1994) who
found that student teachers who participated in an
adventure program altered their perceptions ahout
the concepts of enjoyment, success, and challenge.
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These studies suggest that the adventure education
experience may be a creditable way to assist student
physical education teachers to change their per-
ceptions on teaching and learning in physical
education.

Issues, major trends and future
directions in adventure
education

Within adventure/outdoor education literature
there is an increasingly critical focus on some of the
underlying assumptions that have hitherto been
taken for granted in the field. The greater emphasis
being placed on the “process” of adventure educa-
tion pedagogy has resulted in'a number of studies
which have problematised some of the assumptions
upon which adventure education theory has been
constructed. One of the main areas that has come
under scrutiny is related to the role of the instructor/
leader/teacher in assisting the learner in their reflec-
tion on an experience {see Bell, 1993; Brown, 2002a,
2003; Hovelynck, 1999). Using transcripts from
verbal facilitation sessions, Brown (2002a; 2003) has
called attention to how knowledge is articulated and
whose knowledge is privileged in these settings,
issues which are at the very core of adventure edu-
cation theory which is premised on the centrality
of the learner’s experience as the basis for valid

knowledge. The challenge that faces us pedagogi-~ *

cally is how to provide experiences and reflection
on these experiences in ways that allow students to
remain the “agents” of their experience and their
learning (Hovelynck, 1999). We can no longer sim-
ply claim that adventure education permits teach-
ers to “move beyond teacher—student rhetoric to
enhance deep learning within students” (Spegel,
1996: 30).

Brookes (2003a,b) has called into question many
of the traditional claims relating to adventure edu-
cation being a site for character-building. Drawing
on dispositional social psychology he argues that
outdoor adventure programs do not build charac-
ter, rather they provide situations that elicit certain
behaviours. “Character building” he argues, must be
seen as a source of bias in the literature rather than
a foundation on which we justify our programs
(Brookes, 2003b). In a similar vein Leberman and
Martin (2003) have questioned the premise on
which much adventure education theory is based
{see Luckner and Nadler, 1992, 1997; Priest and
Gass, 1997); that it is necessary to take people out of
their comfort zone to ensure that learning takes
place. The findings of their research indicate that
the activities in which students felt out of their
comfort zones may not necessarily be the activities
that arc most effective in promoting learning.
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Participants in the programs under investigation
reported that it was the physical components of the
course that pushed them out of their comfort zones
yet it was the social, creative and reflective activities
that produced the most learning. The authors cau-
tion facilitators to recognize that participants’ per-
ceptions of risk differ, and with it their zone of
comfort, and therefore facilitators should remain
respoansive to participants needs. Learning may be
derived from activities that do not necessarily create
the highest perception of risk for participants. As
Zink states,

The ongoing focus on outcomes such as self-
esteem and ‘character building' that permeate
much of outdoor education rhetoric tend to fore-
ground the roles of challenging activities as the
means of achieving this.... | suggest there is a need
for a great deal more research on students' and
teachers’subjective experiences of outdoor educa-
tion. The current fack of research in this area...
limits the ways in which we not only make deci-
sions about what to include in an outdoor educa-
tion programme, but also makes it difficult to
question some of the assumptions that underpin
the decisions we do make. (2003:61)

Whilst ane might initially regard such work as
“heretical”, the buasis for these critiques are well
researched and indicate an increased level of sophis-
tication and complexity in adventure education
research; a sign of a maturation in the ficld. The
increased academic rigour being applied to our dis-
cipline arca from scholars of diverse backgrounds is
a positive step forward for adventure education
theory and practice; a process which is well
anchored in the reflective practice which we encour-
age in our learners.

In regard to school-based adventure programs
within physical education, Beedie (2000) reports
that the educational potential of “internally” lead
activities, (facilitated by the students” usual leacher,
rather than being contracted oul to an external
agency or outdooi education center) s likely to be
greater duc to issues of continuity, the likelihood of
transfer to other school-hased activities and endeav-
ours and is more empowering for physical educa-
tion teachers who can build relatonships with
students in non-traditional teaching and learning
situations. Beedie argues that urban outdoor educa-
tion which is essentially school based, is achievable
by any physical education tcacher. He argues that a
school-hased program,

offers an opportunity for all pupils to have an out
door experiential experience: it becomes a

common right and is therefore more egalitarian. ...
[A] structured and teacher lead programme can be

?

progressive and continuous thereby offering
greater potential for fearning assessment and eval-
uation. (2000 20)

Reedie goes on to state that the economic issues
which often hinder students attending residential
camips “can be addressed by recognising that pro-
grammes can be delivered that require very little
technical equipment and do not need wilderness
focations to implement” {2000: 20). He argues that
instead of “buying in” expertise, schools may be
better served by focusing on developing the compe-
tencies of their staff so that teachers feel cmpowered
and fulfilled in their relationships with their stu-
dents. This approach might help 1o address some of
the concerns raised by Burrus-Bamimel and Bammel
(1990) whao reported that teachers indicated that the
greatest barriers to OE instruction are lack of
instructional resources and misgivings about their
level of competence; issues that are surmountable
with a move away from “high-adventure” and tech-
nical activities which are risk-oriented and expen-
sive to conduct.

Rubens (1999) alsa provides a caution in regard
to adopting too “narrow” an approach to adventure
education within existing school structures and
timetabling considerations. He argues that teachers
néed to be aware that the use of “sensational” or per-
formance-based activities requiring skill rather than
effort may not cater for all students. Additionally
skill-based activities may not allow for the delega-
tion of responsibility to students or incorparate the

acquisition of necessary skills and behaviours that

such programs ultimately seek to deliver.

Boyes (2000} draws attention to the fact that
there is a growing recognition from scholars of out-
door education that our discipline operates within a
wider sacio-ccological context and the primacy of
“adventure” or risk-taking endecavours through the
commodification of adventurous activities restricts
the possibilities for the field to embrace more hal-
anced sociological and ecological perspectives (see
Martin, 1999; Wattchow and O’Connor, 2003). This
is a point that Brookes makes when he speaks of his
optimism for the future of outdoor education
rescarch, especially in aréas that look at the “rela-
tionships between participants and the experiences
they have, that place those experiences thoughtfully
in the tandscape, and that cansider them in the con-
text of the metaphorical landscape of individual
lives™ (2003a: 23).

The Adventure Experience Paradigm may be usc-
ful for explaining and understanding aspects of out-
door education. But as Zink states:

it also privileges certain ways of thinking about out-
door education. The focus of this model is the expe-
rience of the individual student and activities that
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are perceived to involve risk and skills based
competence, that is, individualised pursuits. This in
itself may not be problematic, but when it becomes
the dominant way of understanding outdoor edu-

cation then skills based pursuits are positioned ina  —.

privileged position over activities with a different
emphasis.... Concepts of outdoor education orien-
tated around this model privileges a focus on the
individual student and also outcomes associated
with self-esteem and self-confidence related to
individual action. (2003: 59)

Conclusion

Whilst ABL might be promoted as an “innovative
curricular strategy” (Salter 1999b, cited in Cosgriff,
7000) or an approach that promotes “holistic learn-
ing” to assist in the acquisition of life skills (Hodge
et L\l 1999 cited in Cosgriff, 2000) there is little
empirical research within physical education litera-
ture to support such claims. The empirical evidence
from within the adventure and outdoor educytion
discipline area (Cason and Gillis, 1994; Hattie et al.,
1997) suggests that adventure programs can have a
small to moderate llllpd(.l o1l huuu—payululug,lun
constructs to a similar magnitude as other educa-
tional interVentiom Oof particular note is‘ that there

activities into the phy.slcal edumtxon curriculum. As
Neill notes, “Contrary to common belief, the
research evidence does not show that outdoor edu-
cation is inherently good. Overall, there is evidence
for a great deal of variability in outcomes hetween
different studies, different programs, and different
individuals™ (1997: 198).

What researchers in physical education have
accomplished is a sound body of qualitative
rescarch based on students’ perceptions of partici-
pation in adventure programs (Carlson and
McKenna, 2000; Dyson, 1995, 1996: Hastie, 1994;
Humberstone, 1 99( 993) These attempts to inves-
tigate participant “voice” are to be encouraged as
they provide insights into programmatic issues that
are seldom available in outcome based studies
(although programmatic issues were addressed in
Hattie et al., 1997).

At present the main research thrust, certainly of a
critical nature is coming from those scholars
involved in adventure education from the “broader”
outdoor education perspective (see Bell, 1993;
Brookes, 2003a,b; Brown, 2002a, 2003; Hovelynck,
1999; Humberstone, 1990, 1993; Leberman and
Martin, 2003; Martin, 1999). This is not entirely
unexpected given outdoor education’s long associa-
tion with * dthntme and the experiential appmm.h
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to teaching and learning. The challenge is to forge .

productive links between these similar, but often drs-
parate discipline areas to create a dinlogue which will
produce research that will improve our practice and
ultimately be of benefit to our students.

The greater emphasis being placed on the
“process” of adventure education pedagogy has
resulted in a number of studies which have prob-
lematised some of the assumptions upon which
adventure education theory has heen constructed.
The increased academic rigour being applied to our
discipline area from scholars of diverse backerounds
is a positive step forward for adventure education
theory and practice; a process which should be well
anchored in the reflective practice which we encour-
age in our learners. Physical education and outdoor
education researchers have a formidable, but not
insurmountable challenge ahead of them as they
seek to ground “what we know happens” within a
strong research base that supports our claims. As
Humberstone reports, “[o]utdoor education needs
greater recognition both as an area of research and
as a valuable part of the physical education pro-
gram. It is productive to critically compare physical
education and outdoor education to provide oppor-
tunities for physical and outdoor educators to
develop greater understanding of transformative
pedauony” (1995: 154),

If we were to pose the quéﬁfion “What do adven-
ture education programs achieve in the physical
education?”, the answer is that we don't yet have the
full picture. We can reasonably claim that adven-
ture activities have the potentml to affect various
socio-psychological constructs in programs rang-
ing from several days (o three weeks, hut what of
lewm duration” adventure programs conducted
in schools as part of the physical education cur-
riculum? We know from the work of Dyson (1995,
1996) that both teachers and students report favor-
ably on their experiences and that inclusion of a
PA-based initiative can play a part in school reform
(Dyson and O'Sullivan, 1998). It is possible that
“student-centred” adventure pedagogy in physical
education may enable positive changes in gender
relationships lHumhcr\tunc 1990) and, throush o
locus on effort rather than performance we can
help improve students enjoyment of physical edu-
cation (Dyson, 1995; Rubens, 1999). We also can
appreciate the role adventure may play in improv-
ing pre-service physical education teachers’ under-
sta ndxng.-. of the diversity of students experiences of
school-based physical education (Carlson and
McKenna, 2000; Hastie, 1994). However unless
research and evaluation is included as a fundamen-
tal component of adventure education in physical
education we will continue to be working on faith
rather than evidence in large areus of our practice.

[tis time to move bevond ancedote and hea rsay and
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seriously consider and empirically examine the
effects on physical education students from partic-
ipating in adventure education programs. It is
imperative that practitioners and researchers alike
make a concerted effort to document both the out-
comes and processes involved in adventure educa-
tion in physical education to improve the scholarly
base of our field and therefore improve the educa-
tional experiences of our students.

Acknowledgments

This chapter is dedicated to Teresa Carlson, an
enthusiastic teacher and researcher who used
adventure in physical education teacher preparation
classes. Thanks to Brian Wattchow who read an ear-
lier draft of this chapter.

References

Allison, P. and Pomeroy, E. (2000). How shall we “know?”
Epistemological concerns in research in experiential edu-
cation. Journal of Experiential Education, 23(2): 91-98.

Anderson, S. and Frison, D. (1992). The hidden value of
adventure based programs: A reflection. CAHPER
Journal, 58(2): 12-17.

Beedie, P. (2000). Teaching outdoor & adventurous activi-
ties: Issues surrounding modes of delivery. Britic/
Journal of Teaching Physical Education, 31(4): 18-20.

Bell, M. (.1993). What constitutes experience? Rethinking
theoretical assumptions.
Educarion, 16(1): 19-24.

Bocarro, ]. and Richards, R. (1998). Experiential rescarch
at-risk: The chalienge of shifting traditional rescarch
paradigms. Journal of Expericntial Education, 21(2):
102-107.

Boyes, M. (2000). The place of outdoor education in the
health and physical education curriculum. Jowrnal of
Physical Education New Zealand, 33(2): 75-88.

Poyle, L. (2003}, The impact of adventure-hased training
on team cohesion and psychological skills develop-
ment in elite sporting teams. In [3th National
Outdoor Education Conference Proceedings (pp. 42-64).
Adelaide, Australia; Outdoor Educators Association of
South Australia.

Brookes, A. (2003a). Character building. Why it doesn’t
happen, why it can’t be made to happen, and why the
myth of character building is hurting the field of out-
door education. In 13th Narional Outdoor Educarion
Conference Procecdings (pp. 19-24). Adelaide, South
Australia: Qutdoor Educators Association of South
Australia.

Journal of Experiential

Brookes, A. (2003b). A critique of Neo-Hahnian outdoor
education theory. Part one: Challenges to the concept
of “characrer building” Journal of Adventiire Education
and Qurdoor Learning, 3(1): 49-62.

Brown, M. (2002a). The facilitator as catekeeper: A critical
analysis of social order in facilitation sessions. Journal of
Adventure Education and Outdoor Learning, 2(2): 101 =112,

Brown, M. (2002b). Interaction and social order in adven-
ture education facilitntion sessions. Unpublished doc-
toral dissertation, University ol Queensland, Brisbane,

Brown, M. (2003). Paraphrases and summaries: A means
of clarification or a vehicle for articulating a preferred
version of student accounts? Australian Joirnal of
Outdoor Education, 7(2); 25-35.

Bunting, C. {1989). The compatibility of physical educa-
tion and outdoor education. Journal of Physical
Education, Recreation and Dance, 60(2): 35-39.

Burrus-Bammel, L. and Bammel, G. (1990). Qutdoor/
environmental education- An overview for the wise use
of leisure. Journal of Physical Education, Recreation and
Dance, 61(4). 17-22.

Carlson, T.B. and McKenna, P. (2000). A reflective adven-
ture for student teachers. Journal of Expericntial
Educarion, 23(1): 17-25.

Carver, R. (1996). Theory for practice: A {ramework for
thinking about experiential education. Journal of
Expericnrial Educarion, 19(1): 8-13.

Cason, D.and Gillis, L. (1994). A meta-analysis of outdoor
adventure programming with adolescents. Journal of
Expericntial Education, 17(1): 4047,

Chen, A. and Ennis, C. (1996). Teaching value-laden cur-
ricula in physical education. Journal of Teaching in
Physical Educarion, 15 338-354,

Cosgriff, M. (2000). Walking our talk: Adventure based

#elearning and physical cducation. Jawrnal of Physical

Educarion New Zealand, 33(2): 89-98.

Cosgriff, M. and Schusser, E. (1999). Adventure bhased
iearning and the new curriculum. New Zealand Physical
Educator, 1{1): 14-16.

Dewey, J. (1938). Experience and echucation. New York: Collier.

Dyson, B. (1995). Students’ voices in two alternative cle-
mentary physical education programs. Journal of
Teaching i Physical Education, 14(4): 394-407.

Diyson, B. (1996). Two physical education teachers’ experi-
ence of Project Adventure. Journal of Experiential
Education, 19(2): 90-97,

Dyson, B. and Brown, M. (2005). Adventure Education in

Lund and
D. Tannehill (Eds.), Standards hased physical education
curriculum development {pp. 154-175). Sudbury, MA:
Jones and Bartlett,

Dysan, B. and O’Sullivan, M. (1998). Innovation in rwo alter-
native clementary school programs: Why it works.
Research Quarterly jor Exercise and Sporr, 69(3): 242253,

Ewert, AW, (1983). Ourdoor adventure and self-concept: A
research analysis

your physical cducation program. In J.

Eugene, OR: Center of Leisure
Studies, University of Oregon.

Ewert, AW, (1987). Rescarch in experiential education: An
overview. Journal of Experiential Education, 10(2): 4=7.

Ewert, AW (1989). Ourdoor adventure Pursnits: Forndations,
models, and theories. Scottsdale. AZ: Publishing Horizons
Inc.




702 Handbook of Physical Education

Priest, S. and Gass, M.A. (1997). Effective leadership in
adventure progranmning. Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics.

Project Adventure. (1991). Adventure progranuning work-
shop imanual, Dubuque, [A: Kendall Hunt,

Proudman, B. (1995). Experiential education as emotion-
ally engaged learning. In K. Warren, M. Sakofs and J.S.
Hunt, Jr. (Eds.), The theory of experienrial cducation
(3 ed., pp. 240-247). Dubuque, IA: Kendall/Hunt,

lchards, G. (1997). Outdoor education: How can we
assess its value, In J0th Narional Outdoor Education
Conference Proceedings (pp. 243-254). Collaroy Beach,
Australia: The Australian Outdoor Education Council.

Rogers, K. (2000). Rethinking secondary physical educa-
tion: Meeting objectives through adventure-based
learning. Keutucky AHPERD, 36(1): 1013,

Rohnke, K. (1984). Silver bullets: A guide to initiative prob-
leins, adventure games, stunts and trust activities.
Dubuque, lA: Kendall/Hunt.

Rowley, ]. (1987). Adventure education and qualitative
research. Journal of Experiential Education, 10(2): 8-12.

Rubens, D. (1999). Effort or performance: Keys to moti-
vated learners in the outdoors. Horizons (4), 26-28.

Sakofs, M. (1995). Piaget-A psychological rationale for
experiential education. In K. Warren, M. Sakofs and
J. Hunt, Jr. (Eds.), The theory of experiential education
(3rd ed., pp. 149-151). Dubuque, 1A: Kendall Hunt,

Schoel, J., Prouty, D. and Radcliffe, P. (1988). Islands of

healing: A guide 10 adveiiture based connscling.

Hamilton, MA: Project Adventure Inc,

Spegel, N. (1996). Lawyers learning to survive: The
application of adventure-based learning to skills devel-
opment. Jourial of Professional Legal Education, 14(1)
25-50.

Sugarman, D.A., Doherty, K.L., Garvey, D.E. and Gass,
MLA. (2000). Refléctive learning: Theory and practice,
Dubuque, 1A: Kendall/Hunt,

Walsh, V. and Golins, G. (1976). The exploration of the
Ourward  Bound  process. Denver, CO: Colorado
Outward Bound School.

Warner, A. {1990), Program evaluation: Past present and
future. In ].C. Miles and S. Priest (Eds.), Acventire edu-
cation {pp. 309-320). State College, PA: Venture.

Warren, K., Sakofs, M. and Hunt, J.S. (Eds.). (1995). The
theory of experientinl education (3rd ed.). Dubugque,
1A: Kendall/Hunt.

Wattchow, B. (2001). A pedagogy of production: Craf,
technology and outdeor education. Ansrralion Journal
of Outdoor Education, 5(2): 19-27.

Wattchow, B. and O'Connor, ]. (2003). Re(forming) the
‘physical’ in a curriculim/pedagogy for health: A sacio-
ccological perspective. Paper presented at the NZARE/
AARE Conference, Auckland, New Zealand. Retrieved
June 15, 2004, from http://www.aare.edu.au/03pap/wat
03244.pdf.

Zink, R. (2003). Absciling at 5, rafting at 10, what do we do
with them when they are 152 Why pursuits might seem
like an obvious choice for outdoor education. New
Zealoud Jourual of Ontdeor Education, 1(2): 56—62.




Gass, M.A. (1993). The evaluation and research of
adventure therapy programs. In M.A. Gass (Ed.),
Adventure therapy: Therapeutic applications of adventure
progranuning (pp. 301-310). Dubuque, LA: Kendall/Hunt.

Glaser, B. and Strauss, A. {1967). The discovery of grounded
theory. Chicago, IL: Aldine.

Hammerman, W.M. (1980). Fifty years of resident outdoor
education (1930-1980): Its imnpact on American educo-
tion. Martinsville, IN: American Camping Association.

Hammersley, C. (1992). If we win, I win. Adventure edu-
cation in physical education and recreation. Journal of
Physical Education, Recreation and Dance, 63(9): 63-67.

Hastie, P. (1994). Redefining “enjoyment™ Prospective
physical education teachers appraisal of “enjoyment”

following an outdoor adventure camp. Journal of

Expcricnrin! Education, 17(3): 29-33.
Hattie, J., Marsh, HW., Neill, ].T. and Richards, G.E.
(1997). Adventure education and outward bound: Out-

of-class experiences that have a lasting eftect. Review of

Educational Rescarch, 67: 43-87.

Hirsch, J. (1999). Developmental adventure programs. In
J.C. Miles and S. Priest (Eds.), Adventure progranuming
(pp. 13-27). State College, PA: Venture.

Hovelynck, J. (1999). Facilitating the development of gen-

jf=5  erative metaphors: Re-emphasizing participants’ guid-
’ ing images. Australian Journal of Outdoor Educarion,
4(1): 12-24.

Humberstone, B, (1990). Gender, change and adventure
education. Gender and Education, 2(2): 199-215.

Humberstone, B. (1993). Equality, physical education and
ourdoor education ideological struggles and translorimna-
tive structures, In J. Bvans (Ed.), Equality, education and
physical education (pp. 217-232). London: Falmer Press.

Humberstone, B. (1995). Bringing outdoor education into
the physical education agenda: Gender identities and
social change. Quiest, 47 144-157,

Hunt, ].S., Jr. (1990). Etliical issues in experiential educo-
tion. Boulder, CO: The Association for Experiential
Education.

Ibbott, K. (1997). Adventure/wilderness programis for ‘at risk’
youtl: A school connsellor’s perspective. Unpublished doc-
toral dissertation, University of New England, Armidale,
NSW.

Joplin, L. (1995). Qn defining experiential education. In
K. Warren, M, Sakafs and ). Hunt, Jr. (Eds.), The theory
of experiential education (3 ed., pp. 15-22). Dubuque,
TA: Kendall/Hunt.

Kolb, D.A, (1984). Experiential learning. Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Kolb, D.G. (1991}, Meaningful methods: Evaluation with-
out the crunch, Journal of Experientinl Education, 14(1):

40—44.

Latess, D.R. (1986). Physical education and outdoor

w~  adventure: Do they belong together? Jowrnal of Physical
Education, Recreation and Dance, 57(5): 64-G5,

Leberman, S. and Martin, A. (2003), Does pushing com-
fort zones produce peak learning experiences?
Ausrralian Journal of Qutdoor Education, 7(1): 10-19,

Adventure education and physical education 701

Luckner, J.L. and Nadler, R.S. (1992). Processing the
experlience: Stratregies to enhance and generalize learning.
Dubuque, [A: Kendall/Hunt.

Luckner, ).L. and Nadler, R.S. (1997). Processing the experi-
ence: Strategies to cithance and generalize learning (2nd
ed.). Dubuque, 1A: Kendall Hunt.

Martin, P. (1998). Education ideology and outdoor leader-
ship education: Why ORCA and the AOEC exist.
Australian Journal of Outdoor Education, 3(1): 1-8.

Martin, P. (1999). Critical outdoor education and nature as
a friend. In ).C. Miles and S. Priest (Eds.), Adventure
progranuning (pp. 463—471). State College, PA: Venture.

Martin, B and Priest, S. (1986). Understanding the adven-
ture experience. Journal of Adventure Education, 3(1):
18-21.

McCaughtry, N. and Wojewuczki, J. (2003a). Developing
and field testing socially critical elementary adventure
physical education curriculum. Research Quarterly for
Exercise and Sport, 74(1 Supplement), A-50.

McCaughtry, N. and Wojewuczki, J. (2003b). Learning to
teach socially critical adventure education in elemen-
tary physical education. Rescarch Quarterly for Excrcise
and Sport, 74(1 Supplement), A=50.

McKenzie, M. (2000). How are adventure education pro-
gram outcomes achieved? A review of the literature.
Australian Journal of Outdoor Education, 5(1): 19-27.

McRae, K. (Ed.}. (1990). Qutdoor and environmnental edu-
cation. Melbourne, Australia: MacMillan.

Mcyer, B. and Wenger, M. (1998). Athletes and adventure
education: An empirical investipation. International
Journal of Sport Psychology, 29: 243-266.

Miles, J.C. (1995). Wilderness as healing place. In
K. Warren, M. Sakofs and ]. Hunt, Jr, (Eds.), The theory
of expericntinl cducation (3rd ed., pp. 45-56). Dubuque,
TA: Kendall/Hunt,

Miles, J.C. and Priest, S. (Eds.). (1990). Adventire cduca-
tion. State College, PA: Venrure Publishing.

Neill, I.T. (1997). Outdoor education in schools: What can
it achieve? In T. Gray and B. Havllar (Eds.), 10th
National Outdoor Education Conference Procecdings
(pp. 193-201). Collaroy Beach, Australia: The Australian
Outdoor Education Council.

Neill, J.T. and Richards, G.E. (1998). Does outdoor educa-
tion really work? A summary of a recent meta-analyses,
Aunstralian Journal of Outdoor Educatian, 3(1): 2-8.

Panicucci, 1. (2000). “This is the first time 1 ever liked
Gym!” A Jook at PE and adventure. Zip lines: The voice
for adventure education, Sunner, 13-18.

Panicucci, J. (2002). Balancing the project and the adven-
ture: The case for sequenced curriculum in physical
education adventure programs. Zip lines: The voice for
adventure cducarion, 44(Spring): 40—44.

Pfeiffer, ].W. and Jones, ].E. (1980). The 1980 annual hicuid-
book for group factlitators. San Diego, CA: University
Associates.

Priest, S. (1999). The semantics of adventure program-
ming. In .C. Miles and S. Priest (Eds.), Adventure
Programming (pp, L11=114). State College, PA: Venture.






