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5.8 Adventure education and physical education

MIKE BROWN

Introduction

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 foundationg of the modern adventure

group instructor/facilitator/teacher.
Adventyre education is one branch of an area that is
( _sely termed outdooy education, Ag Boyes (2000)

€ area; frequently used terms include envirop-
;Ilcntzil educatiop wilderness i
PUrsuits, camp and education outside the cJass-
00m, Ag e any socially constructed discipline
e terminology associated with outdoor edy-
148 arisen dye ¢ different professional con-
tlisations 5 ideologies which Practitioners
e S.d?Olars bring to the fie]d (Martin, 1998). Miles
1est, two authoritatjye Writers in the field of
—0or ang adventyre education state that,

turie education involves the Purposeful plan-
} ‘ and 'mplementation of educationg| processes
Olve risk i, Some way. .. The defining char-

arp and

grow ang Progress towarg the
ation of hum

an potentia|, (1990: 1)

dlapter the ter

m adventyre education ig
eScribe €Xperie

ntial educatiop programs

themself (e.g. self—concept, confidence, Spirituality),
(b) interpersong] relationships (e.g. Communication,
trust, Co-operation), (c) relationship to/with the
environment (see Priest and Gass, 1997). 1t is the
third relationship which is potentially the most prob-
lematic to convey in school-baged Programs and the
one currently emphasjzed as adventure/outdoor edu-
cators seek to embrace a holistic and ecological
approach to the field a5 the more “traditiona]” adven-
turous and personal development outcomes are
being increasingly called into question (see Brookes,
2003a, 2003b; Zink, 2003).

Whilst direct experience apnd reflection are
the cornerstones of adventure education, the




may well be more 5

(2000: 90) defines ABL as
Sequenced adventyre activiti
trust activities and problem so
personal and socia] develop

686 Handbook of Physical Education

implementatiop and practices of

educators are
not necessarily simjlay in different localities. The

different emphases placed op personal development
Or team building through “high” adventuyre activities
or the promotion of an increased understanding of

“narrowly” or
W conceptions are char-

personal and intraper
‘broad’ notion expands

its emphasis op the deve
with and for the environment. This “narrow” con-

ception of adventure education s articulated by
Priest who states that:

The process of advent
use of adventurouys actij

With the aforemen

for the environment, Cosgriff
the deliberate use of
€S particularly games,
Iving initiatives-for the
ment of participants”

have developed from, and ¢
rated into, the broader “cam
Recreationa]
nity and youth groups (e.g,
gations) haye featured in
recreational endeavours in

well over one hundred years (for a more detailed

istory of the camping movement see Ewert, 1989;
Hammermap, 1980; McRae, |

is the Outward Bound movement which
co-founded by German educator Kurt Hahn
Wales during the Second World War.

Position as a key learning area within the fo 2
school curriculum, In Australia, for examgle, L
door education jg often positioned, if at is n
tioned at all, ‘
curriculum as a serjes of activities. It is not until he
Senior years of schooling that it can be chosen as
independent subject in its own right (and then
in one state). As a result outdoor education 154
S€en as an extracurricular activity in many s
its continued existence dependent on the
asm and expertise of individual teachers. In
to the state education sector there are a large
ber of independent (private) schools who ¢
outdoor education programs which complime
existing “formal” curriculum. These a{:] 9
term (one month to one year) re'Sldent'jth 2
which integrate “formal” studies with
camping and expeditionary COmPO
brograms are often presented to pros_
as means to enhance “life skills” or ad in
development”. As will be discussed i
the measurable outcomes of 0““:3“
programs are not always easily, dfﬁ’:l
to ideas of outdoor education as “bu

She highlights the foll

owing as key featyres of ABL,
programs:

(@) the place of innovativ
activity;

(b) the importance of experiential lear

(©) the interdependence
curriculum;

(d) the goal that studen
active members of the

€ and sequenced physical

ning;
of educationa| goals ang

ts become committed ang
school and [oca) ommunity,

Bearing in ming the comments made earljer
about the difficulty of defining and clearly differep,.
tiating adventyre education and outdoor educatiop |
will refer to both terms (certainly whep they are yged

interchangeably. However

orary adventyre education
onversely been incorpo-

Ping movement”
camps organised by schools, commu-

scouts, church congre-
both educational and

990). Perhaps the best

Own internationa] provider of outdoor programs

Outdoor education has not had a promin

within the physical educa

oo

(a

co

ad
pla
tio
duy
out
out
the
with
majq
to di
phys
tion
that
claim
seeki
the pl



686 Handbook of Physical Education

implementation and practices of educators are
not necessarily similar in different localities. The
different emphases placed on personal development
or team building through “high” adventure activities
or the promotion of an increased understanding of
the environment and one’s place within the ecologi-
cal sphere reflect different cultural and geographical
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 from
teachers, Rubens (1999) has provided a conceptual-
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 environment. This “narrow” 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
programs:

the place of innovative and sequenced physical
activity;

the importance of experiential learning;

the interdependence of educational goals and
curriculum;

the goal that students become committed ang
active members of the school and local community,

Bearing in mind the comments made earljer
about the difficulty of defining and clearly differep.
tiating adventure ed ucation and outdoor education |
will refer to both terms (certainly when they are used
by others in quotations) interchangeably. However
in the context of adventure in physical education I
am primarily concerned with the role of adventure
activities/programs in achieving educational oyt
comes relating to intra- and interpersonal domains,

Elements of contemporary adventure education
have developed from, 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 a more detailed ‘
history of the camping movement see Ewert, 19895
Hammerman, 1980; McRae, 1990). Perhaps the best
known international provider of outdoor programs
is the Outward Bound movement which
co-founded by German educator Kurt Hahn in
Wales during the Second World War. .=

Outdoor education has not had a prominent
position as a key learning area within the fo
school curriculum. In Australia, for examgle, (
door education is often positioned, if at is m
tioned at all, within the physical ed catig
curriculum as a series of activities. It is not e
senior years of schooling that it can be Chosel\_
independent subject in its own right (anfl 1€
In one state). As a result outdoor educathP_ i
SCEN as an extracurricular activity in many:
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(a suitably vague and difficult term to define) are
coming under Increasing scrutiny,

This chapter will briefly examine the principles of
adventure programming prj i i

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
claim to know and conversely wh
seeking to know to promote adventure education in
the physical education curriculum,

Core concepts of adventure
programes

Central to adventure education programs is the
foncept of experiential learning; the belief that

the activity mentally, emotionally

and physically. Student participation would ideally
udg involvement in the planning, executing,

€ experience. Integral
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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 instil] a sense of
i tis learned ing i

process that defines
ential rather than th

Experiential learning is also based on the beljef that
change occurs when people are placed outside
position of comfort and into a state of dissonance,
or the difference between the current situation and
the desired future. In such a state, people are chal-
lenged by the adaptations necessary to reach a

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 researchers (Dewey,
1938; Joplin, 1995; Pfeiffer and Jones, 1980; Priest
and Gass, 1997; Walsh and Golins, 1976) have
constructed models to explain the essentia] features
of experiential learning, all of which have empha-
sised the cyclic component of the learning process,
Kolb’s (1984) four stage model of experientia] learn-
ing (see Figure 5.8.1) is perhaps the most widely
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-building, communication) many
types of experience(s) can be selected. However,
experience alone is not 3 guarantee that learning will
occur. Reflection provides an opportunity to inte-

t 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 3 cognitive,
affective and behaviour level — before the activity,
while the activity was progressing, and after it
completion” (Luckner and Nadler, 1992: 2). The
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Applying or testing
new concepts in
different situations

Experience

Observation/
reflection

Formation of concepts
and generalizations

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 learned 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 to 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
learning.
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

S

decisions or actions taken by the participants and

should be real and immediate.

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.

Changes that occur within groups or individuals

should have relevance not only for the task at hand,

but for the future.

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)

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 becomc
actively involved in their learning through adventun_
activities. They can deal with new situations M
applying what they have learned and identified in
previous situations. b
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sion later in the chapter.

The place of adventure education
within physical education
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adventure education curriculum are often based on
anecdotal evidence rather than em

way of example, Hammersley states,

cipants and There can be no doubt about the value of adven-

h ture education in the mingd of anyone who has
ather.t 4 Witnessed the powerfyl learning experiences of
participant-

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)

This allows:
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pirical research, By

social interaction and personal qualities, In 3 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 OE and physical educa-
tion. Chen and Ennis (1996) argue that curriculum
innovation is an imperative for physical educators
and adventure education s 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. Panicycc states
that:

Many believe the addition of an Adventure curricy-
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)

real outcomes which involve the students in a holistic
manner. Himmersley (1992) cites work by Dunn and
Wilson (1991 ) in which they describe how co-

student-centered pedagogy.

Person-centred learning, in which individuals fee|
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 OE pedagogy tends to be child-centred.
(Humberstone, 1993:223)

As briefly mentioned carlier, 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 clasges (Cosgrift, 2000; Cosgriff and
Schusser, 1999; Dyson, 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 outdoors has also been fostered through
school residential Camps, summer camping experi-
ences run by charitable or commercia] 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 research findings based within the
adventure/outdoor education field followed by a

more detailed examination of research 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 outcomeg
of adventure programs but to also investigate hoy
these outcomes are achieved, This is followed by 5
discussion of the claimed outcomes of adventyre
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 a
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-treatment Questionnaires in order to
record changes in designated personality traits and i
attitudes; traits that are themselves the source of
ongoing debate (Bocarro and Richards, 1998).
Much of the research in adventure education
tended to concentrate on the dependent va
that could commonly be referred to as “pe
development outcomes”: self-esteem, self-con cep
self—efﬁcacy, self-worth and self-confidence (Ib
1997). Ibbott also notes that not only are these ¢@
structs conceptually difficult to define, but the n
surement instruments and the effects of ad enty
programs do not necessarily translate readily in
measurable differences. Neill (1997) notes thal
this preoccupation with describing positive o}
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self-report format” (Ewert, 1989: 17), resulting in
claims that such studies are often methodologically
flawed (Miles, 1995).

While the outcome-based 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 Pomeroy, 2000).

The predominance of outcome-based research
coupled with the lengthy and protracted debate in
adventure education literature concerning appropriate
methodological approaches to capturing the “unique-
ness” of experiential learning (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 bring 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, 2002b).

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

e increasing acceptance of process-oriented
“llfhes has been the resylt of a debate within experi-
adventure education circles which
entres on the argument that research that is out-
?°'{le_-based and seeks to treat the program or the
In Vidua neatly packaged discrete portions is
"Phlosopbically out of tune with experiential theory

" Practice” ( Warner, 199¢: 310). In a similar vein
the lll tand Porperoy (;OOO) advocate for a shift in
erP Stemological basis of existing research and the
g of 3 ney gt of research questions. Like

er (1?90) they argue that an “incongruent epis-

( “ﬂm:fyaxllsd OPften employed in research in.this. field”
the &Xperion, Olmeroy, 2000: 97). T_hey maintain that
%tl’uctivi tla approach to learolog is basec.i on a
m&d in i €Pistemological vision that is not
€ outcome-focysed objectivist episte-

Most research in the field js based.

N and Pomeroy (2000) argue that in the field of
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experiential and adventure education there is the
need to move away from proving 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 is
the continual need to develop new research tech-
niques and measures in order o better understand
and deal with the uniqueness of adventure-based
experiential learning programs. “This may require a
paradigm shift away from what has 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
positions adopted I do not want to construct or re-
enact the unproductive debate surrounding qualita-
tive verses 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 area and acknowledge
that there is a call for, and a valued place, for process-
oriented studies in this field,

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

Humberstone (1995) claims that researchers and
educators in mainstream physical education tend to
neglect outdoor education as peripheral to physical
education. She claims that when OE does appear on
the physical education agenda, in the UK at least, it
is usually in relation to its removal from the physi-
cal education curriculum,

The marginalization of outdoor education may
partly be a consequence of the paradoxical and
perplexing relationship between it and physical
education. Both are concerned with physical activi-
ties, but their ideological underpinnings are differ-
ent....In addition, material issues surround the use
of outdoor education. Most other forms of physical
activity are more cost effective and offer less expo-
sure to 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 g
range of outcomes including self-concept, locus of
control and leadership. The study drew 151 samples
from 96 studies. They concluded that in genera]
terms the average effects from attending adventyre
programs was not dissimilar to the effects of inno- |
vations in classrooms. “This overall picture appears |
comforting. The details, however, reveal a different i
picture. Only some adventure programs are effec.-
tive, and then on only some outcomes ...” (Hattje
etal,, 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
foHow-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 et a‘].,

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 achievedf
with considerable variability in outcomes between
various programs”,

Whilst these meta-analyses draw on a large
number of studies on the outcomes of ac_iventl#!
programs few empirical studies have examined the .
processes involved in achieving these outcomes. [n' |
review of the literature on how adventure e‘dll%;
program outcomes are achieved McKenzie (2! o
identified and examined the following categorie
as being important to the adventure edué
process: the physical environment, activities, P
cessing (facilitation), group structure, mS:l';‘t
and the participant. Interestingly she noted
“current understandings of how adventure educ
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program outcomes are achieved ig based largely on
theory, rather than empirical research” (McKenzie,

tery, and success/failure) that are responsible for
outcomes rather than the specific activitjeg them-
selves. She suggests that the same outcomes can be
achieved using a variety of challenging activities; it

Research in adventure education
within physical education

In presenting materia] relating to research n phys;-
@l education I have made a somewhat arbitrary

fesearch has Primacy over the other,

School leve/

Whilst this first study ( Dyson and O’Sullivan, 199g)
arily sought to describe and interpret the

- Was not , subtle tra

B Quo but a raglicy restructuring of the philos-

to learning by Promoting the physical,

ual, €Mmotional, ang social development of
Students.

E rChers identified the following factors as

8 Schog) reform: 4 shared vision, external

€ Program, curricula integration, the
hysica] education, and shared decision
N and O"Sulh'van (1998: 248) reported

involved in the study sought to bujld the students’
social skills, have them take responsibility, have fup,
develop cognitive skills and a healthy attitude toward
competition. Dyson (1995) reported that the sty-

approach students appeared to be Jesg Intimidated
attempting difficult and risky tasks if trying their best
was emphasized by their teachers, “For many stu-
dents, success was equated with try; g 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 motivationa] research, that reinforcing the
Importance of student effort is more Important to
learning  than student  performance, Students

ing, personal challenges, taking risks, having fun ang
learning new motor skills. Dyson asserts that several
lessons can be learned from gaining students’ percep-
tions about thejr physical education classes. He
argues that at these schools, a positive, trusting, and
Supportive environment allowed students to partici-

In a further Paper Dyson (199¢) examined two
physical education teachers’ experiences of conduct-
ing the Project Adventure approach in physica]

gain an understanding of the program from the
teachers’ berspective; to give thejr experiences
“voice”, He argues that teachers’ personal theorjes
and beliefs impact on classroom practice and cur-
riculum decision making, therefore it is of some
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importance that we endeavour to understand
teachers’ underlying beliefs and teaching and learn-
ing theories. Data collection and analysis were based
on interviews, non-participant observation 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, socia]
and cognitive development. Their common goals
were building social skills and self esteem, giving the
students the opportunity to take responsibility, cre-
ating fun in a learning environment and 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

programs.

In a research project investigating the construction
of gender identities Humberstone (1990) sought to
e€xamine whether, in an adventure education context,

alized and their abilities underrated. Using an
ethnographic case study (participants aged 13-15)
she found that, at least at the residential outdoor edu-
cation centre where the study was conducted, inter-

ity, with its “particular material, social and ideological
features ... seems to Provide a powerful medium
through which socja] change, at least at the level
of identity and relations, may be 4 possibility”
(Humberstone, 1990: 200). Humberstone remarked

between the sexes rather than antagonism and
contempt” (Humberstone, 1990: 209).

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

and “losers” may well “engender antagonism betweep
pupils and militate against a context which g
conducive to mutual understanding and to co.
operation” (1990: 210). In contrast the centre and its
staff promoted the positive aspects of competitiop
which are generated from a challenge against per-
ceived difficult circumstances or situations (see com-
ments above concerning effort and performance anq
Dyson, 1995; Rubens, 1999). Humberstone observed
that the teachers exhibited a “child-centreq” peda-
808y and that they seldom adopted an authoritarigp
position. “As a consequence of the materia] condi-
tions, and the imperative for CO-operative endeay-
ours, this ideology was more easily realised than i, a

that the high teacher—student ratios at the centre gave
teachers more freedom to interact individually and

provided a setting where it was possible for both
sexes to challenge gender stereotyping,

In a later Paper Humberstorne ( 1995) argued that
evidence suggests that by adopting some of outdoor
education’s features, such as child-centred approaches,
smaller class sizes and non-authoritarian pedagf)BY»
Physical education may provide a setting that mlgb!
enhance gender equity. She remarked that the teach=
ers at the outdoor centre at which the study was con=
ducted displayed 4 pedagogy that was supportive,

child-centred, utﬂizing a non-authoritarian more

symmetrical mode of communication.

There is evidence of coeducational groups in outs
door contexts acting as “oppositional educational
paradigms” (cf. Humberstone, 1993), in which new.
skills and knowledge are encountered and t.h’o“m ;
which (a) conventional sex stereotyping is MA,
lenged and (b) transformative gender relan
(between boys and girls) and power rela f
(between teachers and pupils) are Createq. Y this
evidence is absent from recent feminist discourse
coeducational grouping in physical educa.tiof.'
Scraton, 1993) and from physical education F
course more broadly. (Humberstone, 1995:152) :
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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 edy.
cation physical education curriculum as part of 5
larger project merging the need for “more system-
atic and field tested adventure education curriculum
with recent calls for incorporating social objectives

into school physical education” (2003: A-50). The
authors developed a 30 lesson
around the social themeg deemed t
education; empathy,
munication. Data wa

unit organized
0 be inherent in
Co-operation, trust and com-

s 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 curriculum;

(1) The importance of the introdu
stage for social learning. To be
should commence with a singl
theme, students’ prior knowle
determined and students sho
make connections between th
activities,

Need to establish the connec
between the social theme and

ction for setting the
effective the lesson
e well-defined social
dge base should be
uld be €ncourage to
is and the upcoming

@

=

tions and continuity
the upcoming activi-
cial theme should be embed-
ded within the activity.

(3) Need for thorough debriefings if learning is to be

activity. Linkages should be
s of students’ lives.

MC(;aughtry and Wojewuczki (2003a) contend

Without reference to these principles students

difficulty identifying instances where these
ﬂ?ﬂlcs émerged during the activities and they were
. to make connections with everyday life,

Made to other aspect

~ This Stucly shows the inherent valye of adventure
; t in addressing typically overlooked social
nlﬂiﬁ\ﬂ! Points oyt valuable mechanisms to facil-
lum development,and offers initial, and
€, Curriculum for school physical educa-
aimed

Mee at moving beyond the status quo.
. htl’yandWojewuczki,ZOOSa:A—SO)

N the Second sty

Y (2003b), which was also part
large

Project mentioned above, the
Cognitive learning theory as a
the factors that enable or inhibjt
oy Wow to implement ap adventure
interv?s collected through field obser-
€Ws. The authors found that

athletes (members
education program, Meyer and Wenger (1998)
sought to determine the effects,
term, that ropes course particip
both the individual and the te
cated that both individual and
achieved from participation
Reported individual benefits
confidence and concentration, both of which are
claimed to be a result of th,
and/or contracting stressed
and during the session. In addition to these individ-
ual benefits, the authors rep
benefits were achieved as
that involvement in the ro

participants an opportunity to get to know and trust
one another, thereby increa

with those of other effica
other populations (Cason
reported psychosocial bene
adventure education progr.

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 leve| 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 aboyt
removing competition from the curriculum,

The authors acknowled
curriculum model can b
they assert that this proce

ged that learning a new
€ problematic, however

identified and specifica
learning and development programs,

Whilst the following two studies (Boyle, 2003;
Meyer and Wenger, 1998) were not conducted with

of a tennis team) in an adventure

both short and long
ation might have on
am. Their data indj-
group benefits were
in the ropes course.
included increases in

e detailed goal setting
by facilitators prior to

orted that group related
well. The data suggested
Pes course allowed the

sing their sense of com.-

¢y studies conducted on
and Gillis, 1994) which
fits from participation in
ams. As one would expect,
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the authors noted that the ropes course program
appeared to have differentia] 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 netbal] 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-

improve team cohesion and psychological skills
development for elite sportspeople. He stated that an
unexpected 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 durin g 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 outcomes 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

a5 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

weekend was for the students to “have a g0” 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

were challenging and enjoyable, whilst developing a
positive supportive learning environment in which

students would fee comfortable attemptip
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 ip
physical education could look like, and they seemeq
to have a heightened awareness of the need for going
“beyond fun” and to provide students with opporty-
nities to experience success” (Hastie, 1994: 32). Of
particular significance was the students’ recognitjop
that “busy’, “happy” and “good” are not a valig mea-
sure of teaching. “The students at least recognizeq
that the learner is central in the physical educatiop
experience” (1994: 33),

Anderson and Frison (1992) conducted g 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 adventyre
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 methods and recordings of
briefing and de-briefing sessions. Students were also
required to write a short reflectjve summary of their
experience. The study indicates that the students:

(1) gained new insights into the role of open communi-

cation in proper group functioning;

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.

EER

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 educatlc}n that
may not recognize the diverse needs and desires of
their future students, This potential lack of congru-
ency between student teachers’ perceptions of Ph)’ﬂc‘l
education and the reality for many students pre“senti |
teacher educators with a considerable challenge; ho“'
to assist student teachers to reconstruct some of: their
knowledge and beliefs about teaching anfi ]earnlpsﬁ i
physical education to create a supportive eﬂ"m’"l’
ment” (Carlson and McKenna, 2000: 17).’ T

In an effort to raise student teachers’ awareness
and understanding of the elements that
constitute a supportive physical educatlon“l
ronment, Carlson and McKenna conduct
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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 wil] eventually provide for thejr
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 éncouraging
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.

offered the participants
:SOme strategies to make the “shift” to a new way of

* ‘lpproaching certain issues and problems. (Carlson
~and McKenna, 2000: 24)

the program was the stu-
nal feelings of self-doubt.
uch experiences, accompa-
itation assisted the student
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claim that “The development
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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 edy.-
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
S€€n 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 are most effective in promoting learning.

(%ﬁ,aﬂi




698 Handbook of Physical Education

Participants in the brograms 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
responsive 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 lack of research in this area. ..
limits the ways in which we not only make decij-
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 one might initially regard such work as
“heretical”, the basis 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 field. The
increased academic rigour being applied to our dis-
cipline area from scholars of diverse backgrounds s
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 teacher,
rather than being contracted out to an external
agency or outdoor education center) is likely to be
greater due to issues of continuity, the likelihood of
transfer to other school-based activities and endeav-
ours and is more empowering for physical educa-
tion teachers who can build relationships 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 teacher. He argues that a
school-based program,

offers an opportunity for all pupils to have an ou
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 learning assessment and eval-
uation. (2000: 20)

Beedie goes on to state that the economic issueg
which often hinder students attending residentia]
camps “can be addressed by recognising that pro-
grammes can be delivered that require very ljtt]e
technical equipment and do not need wildernesgg
locations 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 empowered
and fulfilled in their relationships with their stu-
dents. This approach might help to address some of
the concerns raised by Burrus-Bammel and Bamme]
(1990) who 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) also 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
need 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 incorporate 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 socio-ecological context and the primacy of
“adventure” or risk-taking endeavours through the
commodification of adventurous activities restricts
the possibilities for the field to embrace more bals

anced sociological and ecological perspectives (Sfft‘
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 educftlon
research, especially in areas that look at the rela-
tionships between participants and the experiences
they have, that place those experiences thoughtfully
in the landscape, and that consider them ip t}?e.con'
text of the metaphorical landscape of individual
lives” (2003a: 23).
The Adventure Experience Paradigm may be uses
ful for explaining and understanding aspects of outs
door education. But as Zink states:

italso privileges certain ways ofthmkmg about o |
door education. The focus of this model is t.h.e e"mp‘ 3
rience of the individual student and activities ’
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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 thejr 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
responsive 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’ ang
teachers’ subjective experiences of outdoor educa-
tion. The current lack of research in this area...
limits the ways in which we not only make deci-
sions about what to include in an outdoor eduyca-
tion programme, but also makes it difficult to
question some of the assumptions that underpin
the decisions we do make. (2003:61)

Whilst one might initially regard such work as
“heretical”, the basis 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 field. The
increased academic rigour being applied to our djs.
cipline area 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 teacher,
rather than being contracted out to an external
agency or outdoor education center) is likely to be
greater due to issues of continuity, the likelihood of
transfer to other school-based activities and endeav-
ours and is more empowering for physical educa-
tion teachers who can build relationships 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 teacher. He argues that a
school-based program,

offers an opportunity for all pupils to have an ou
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 learning assessment and eval-
uation. (2000: 20)

Beedie goes on to state that the economic issyes
which often hinder students attending residentig
camps “can be addressed by recognising that pro-
grammes can be delivered that require very ljtt]e
technical equipment and do not need wildernegs
locations 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 empowereq
and fulfilled in theijr relationships with their stu-
dents. This approach might help to address some of
the concerns raised by Burrus-Bammel and Bamme]
(1990) who reported that teachers indicated that the
greatest barriers to OR 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) also provides a caution in regard
to adopting too “narrow” an approach to adventure

ucation within existing school structures and
timetabling considerations. He argues that teachers
need 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 incorporate 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 ouy discipline operates within a
wider socio-ecological context and the primacy 'i(
“adventure” or risk-taking endeavours through the
commodification of adventurous activities res
the possibilities for the field to embrace more b
anced sociological and ecological perspectives
Martin, 1999; Wattchow and O’Connor, 2003). )
is a point that Brookes makes when he speaks of
optimism for the future of outdoor educ g
research, especially in areas that look at the =
tionships between participants and the experien@
they have, that place those experiences ti{OUEb
in the landscape, and that consider them in :
text of the metaphorical landscape of indivié
lives” (2003a: 23).

The Adventure Experience Paradigm may T
ful for explaining and understanding aspects®
door education. But as Zink states:

italso privileges certain ways ofthinkinq aves
door education. The focus of this model - '
rience of the individual student and acti y

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 in a
privileged position over activities with a different
emphasis.... Concepts of outdoor education orien-
tated around this mode| 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,
2000) or an approach that promotes “holistic learn-
ing” to assist in the acquisition of life skills (Hodge
et al, 1999a cited in Cosgriff, 2000) there ig little
empirical research within physical education litera-
ture to support such claims, The empirical evidence
from within the adventure and outdoor education
discipline area (Cason and Gillis, 1994; Hattie et al.,
1997) suggests that adventure programs can have a
small to moderate impact on socio-psychological

gnitude as other educa-
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iability in outcomes between
SHErent studies, different programs, and different
individuals” (1997. 198).
at resear
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{athougp Program
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. resem the main research thrust, certainly of a
‘ Nature jg coming from those scholars
outd, ‘ l'e' ;dveqture education from the “broader”
Brool Ucation Perspective (see Bell, 1993;
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to teaching and learning. The challenge is to forge
productive links between these similar, but often dis-
parate discipline areas to create a dialogue 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 been constructed.
The increased academic rigour being applied to our
discipline area from scholars of diverse backgrounds
is a positive step forward for adventure education
theory and practice; a process which should be wel]
anchored in the reflective practice which we encour-
age in our learners. Physical education and outdoor
education researchers have a formidable, but not
i hallenge ahead of them as they

“what we know happens” within a
strong research base that Supports our claims, As
Humberstone reports, “[o]utdoor education needs

If we were to pose the question, “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 potential to affect varioys
socio—psychological constructs in programs rang-
ing from several days to three weeks, but what of

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 schoo] reform
(Dyson and O’Sullivan, 1998). It js possible that
“student-centred” adventure pedagogy in physical
education may enable positive changes in gender
relationships (Humberstone, 1990) and, through a
focus 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-
standings 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 wil] continue to be working on faith
rather than evidence in large areas of our Practice.
Itis time to move beyond anecdote and hearsay 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.
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