
ABSTRACT 

MCFADDEN, KELLY. The Influence of Adventure-based Education Social Environments. 
(Under the direction of Karla Henderson and Aram Attarian). 
 
Research suggests that social environments (i.e., personal and group relationships) associated 

with adventure-based education programs have been inadequately examined.  The purpose of 

this study is to determine how students’ perceptions of social environments in adventure-

based education programs relate to their perceived growth in interpersonal skills.  Self-

efficacy theory is used as the guiding framework.  The first research question focuses on 

relationships between students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy (i.e., personal 

mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, emotional arousal) and their 

social self-efficacy outcomes.  Two other research questions examine the relationships 

between students’ gender and students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy, and the 

relationship of students’ gender to their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Students age 11-12 

years (N = 174) that participated in structured school-based adventure programs completed 

an electronic survey after their participation in an adventure-based outdoor program.  Three 

programs were examined: two base camp programs (n = 121) and one residential program (n 

= 53).  Pearson’s correlation coefficients are used to answer the study’s first research 

question.  Independent t-tests are used to answer the study’s other research questions.  Weak, 

positive, and statistically significant relationships are found between students’ personal 

mastery experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes, and between their verbal 

persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes for base camp programs.  Relationships 

between each of the four sources of social self-efficacy and social self-efficacy outcomes 

may have either weak statistical significance or no statistical significance because the 

programs were short, students had previous socialization with their peers prior to their 



 

programs, and students may have had pre-established social norms.  Girls report statistically 

significant greater emotional arousal to social situations than boys on the residential program.  

No other statistically significant relationships are found between students’ gender and their 

perceived sources of social self-efficacy. The lack of relationships between students’ gender 

and their personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion suggest 

boys and girls perceive comparable levels of personal mastery experiences, vicarious 

experiences, and verbal persuasion during the adventure programs.   It is indeterminable from 

the findings if girls’ greater emotional arousal during social situations is an extension of the 

school’s social environments or a result of the adventure program.   The relationship between 

students’ gender and their social self-efficacy outcomes is not statistically significant, which 

supports previous adventure-based education studies that suggest students’ gender is not 

related to students’ perceived growth in interpersonal skills.  Intentional adjustments to 

particular aspects of social environments in adventure-based education programs can help 

maximize the influence of students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy on their social 

self-efficacy outcomes.  Researchers can build on this study by: investigating how students’ 

pre-socialization and program-type influence student outcomes, using different methods to 

examine how students’ perceptions of adventure-based education social environments relate 

to their perceived growth in interpersonal skills, and examining how programs can 

intentionally create unfamiliar social environments and address suggested adolescent gender 

differences.    
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Introduction 

Recent studies have suggested a paradigm shift in adventure education research from 

a focus on the discovery and verification of student outcomes, or positive changes in 

students’ attitude, behavior, or self-perception, to a focus on the learning process (Hattie, 

Marsh, Neill, & Richards, 1997; McKenzie, 2000; 2003; Shooter, Paisley, & Sibthorp, 2009; 

Sibthorp, 2003).  Research on the learning process has begun to reveal aspects of adventure 

education experiences that influence student outcomes.  Many researchers have agreed that a 

combination of the physical environment, social environment, activities, instructors, and 

individual students influences student outcomes (Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 

2000; 2003; Sibthorp, 2003).  A focused examination of how individual components of 

adventure-based education experiences influence student outcomes can further aid the 

development of adventure education programs.    

Problem Statement 

 The elements of social environments associated with adventure-based education 

programs (i.e., personal and group relationships) have been inadequately examined 

(McKenzie, 2000; Sibthorp, 2000; 2003).  A supportive social environment that empowers 

individual students and promotes cooperation may enhance student learning (Bruenig, 

O’Connell, Todd, Anderson, & Young, 2010; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Sibthorp, 

Paisley, & Gookin, 2007).  However, how students’ perceptions of social environments in 

adventure-based education relate to their perceived outcomes has been unclear.   
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 Gender also plays a role in how adolescents manage and respond to changes in their 

social environment.  Research on adventure-based education programs has supported that 

females and males may perceive and value different aspects of social environments (Estes & 

Ewert, 1988; McKenzie, 2003; Witman, 1995).  However, whether these perceptions and 

values result in different outcomes for males and females remains enigmatic because studies 

on the outcomes of adventure-based education programs often have not reported results by 

gender (e.g., Hattie et al., 1997; Neill, 1997) or have found mixed results (e.g., Estes & 

Ewert, 1988; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003).   

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to determine how students’ perceptions of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  Specifically, this study addressed the following research questions: 

1. Do relationships exist between students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy 

and social self-efficacy outcomes?   

2. Do relationships exist between students’ gender and students’ perceived sources 

of social self-efficacy? 

3. Does a relationship exist between students’ gender and students’ social self-

efficacy outcomes? 

Study Foundation 

The Outward Bound process was the foundation for this research.  The Outward 

Bound process, first developed by Walsh and Golins (1976), has been used to explain the 
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major components, process, and outcomes of adventure-based education programs (Martin & 

Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; Priest & Gass, 2005; Sibthorp, 2000; 2003).  An 

unfamiliar physical environment, social environment, activities, and instructors are major 

components included in the Outward Bound process.  Students of adventure-based education 

programs are immersed in unfamiliar physical and social environments while they undertake 

holistic, challenging, and incremental activities.  Initially, students may doubt their ability to 

adapt to a new setting and accomplish challenges.  Throughout their adventure education 

experiences, students learn from their experiences with the support of their peers and their 

instructors’ feedback, role modeling, and support to overcome their self-doubt, adapt to their 

environments, and master challenges.   

Students’ perceptions of their ability to tackle subsequent problems are improved 

when they master challenges that they originally thought could not be accomplished.  

Students’ change in their self-perception is then generalized, or transferred, to settings 

outside of the adventure experience.  Such transfer is thought to result in specific outcomes, 

or positive growth, in students’ perceived interpersonal skills and self-concept, or ability to 

accomplish challenges.  This study focused on the role of social environments as one element 

of the Outward Bound process.   

Need for the Study 

Recent studies have supported the notion that students participating in adventure-

based education programs learn from being in a supportive social environment (Bruenig et 

al., 2010; McKenzie, 2003; Sibtorp, 2003; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007).  Walsh and 
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Golins (1976) described this social environment as a “ten group,” or “an independent peer 

group anywhere from 7-15 who have a common objective” (p. 5).  Walsh and Golins 

proposed that the ten group represents a social environment that promotes individuality 

within a cooperative framework.  Many researchers have agreed that social environments 

associated with adventure-based education programs may help individual students improve 

their interpersonal skills (Breunig et al., 2010; Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; 

Priest & Gass, 2005; Sibthorp, 2003; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007; Walsh & Golins, 

1976). 

This study built on recent studies to ascertain the elements of supportive social 

environments that related to individual students’ perceived interpersonal skills in adventure-

based education programs.  This investigation may help adventure educators and 

programmers understand how social learning occurs in adventure-based education 

environments.   

Theoretical Framework 

 Self-efficacy theory was used as a framework to operationalize students’ perceptions 

of adventure-based education social environments and their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  Self-efficacy theory was first proposed by psychologist Albert Bandura 

(1977) as a theoretical framework to explain changes in self-efficacy caused by diverse 

modes of treatment (e.g., psychological counseling, behavior interventions).  For use in this 

study, self-efficacy is an individual’s perceptions of her/his ability to perform a particular 

type of task at a particular point in time (Bandura, 1977; 1997).  Self-efficacy expectations 
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are domain specific.  Therefore, changes in social self-efficacy, or an individual’s 

perceptions of her or his ability to effectively communicate and perform in social situations 

at a particular point in time, could be outcomes associated with students’ perceptions of 

adventure-based education social environments.    

Self-efficacy theory proposes that self-efficacy expectations are derived from four 

principal sources of information: personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal 

persuasion, and emotional arousal.  Each of the four sources of self-efficacy expectations is 

represented in the Outward Bound process.  Personal mastery experiences, or one’s successes 

and failures, is represented through individual students’ adaptations to unfamiliar physical 

and social environments and mastery of challenges.  Vicarious experiences, or successes and 

failures of model figures, are represented by instructors’ role modeling.  Verbal persuasion, 

or encouragement, is represented through the support of individual students’ peers and 

instructors’ support and feedback.  Emotional arousal, or interpreted physiological responses, 

is represented through students’ initial fear and self-doubt.   

The conceptual framework (Figure 1) represents how this study was designed to 

determine how students’ perceptions of social environments in adventure-based education 

programs influenced their perceived growth in interpersonal skills.  Students’ perceptions of 

social environments in adventure-based education programs were represented by perceived 

sources of social self-efficacy.  Students’ perceived growth in interpersonal skills was 

represented by social self-efficacy outcomes.  Students’ gender is a component in the 

conceptual framework because this study aimed to determine if there were relationships 
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between students’ gender and their perceived sources of social self-efficacy and if there was 

a relationship between students’ gender and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Each arrow 

illustrates one of this study’s research questions.  The conceptual framework guided this 

study’s Method.  

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework * 

* Variables not operationalized in this study were excluded from the conceptual framework  
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Delimitations 

This study was delimited to the following: 

1. Gender was the only antecedent variable examined.  Authors have posited that 

individual students’ age, past experiences, and motivation also may influence their 

adventure-based education experiences and contribute to their outcomes (Sibthorp, 

2000; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007).  Other variables were not examined to 

focus on the influence of students’ gender on students’ experiences and outcomes.   

2. Only co-gendered groups were examined.   

3. Participants were early adolescents (11-12 years). 

4. Participants completed a three or five day adventure-based education program with 

their school 

5. One organization conducted all programs.  All programs focused on communication, 

relationship building, and teambuilding. 

6. A change in students’ social self-efficacy was the only outcome examined.  

Numerous outcomes are associated with adventure-based education programs, 

including: a positive change in students’ perceived leadership skills (Goldenberg & 

Pronsolino, 2008; Hattie et al., 1997; Martin & Leberman, 2005; Paisley et al., 2008; 

Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, 2007; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, & Furman, 2008), self-

concept (Hattie et al., 1997; McKenzie, 2003), and self-efficacy (Hattie et al., 1997; 

Propst & Koesler, 1998; Sibthorp, 2003).  My study focused on students’ perceived 

growth in social self-efficacy because the purpose of my study was to determine how 
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students’ perceptions of social environments related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  Students’ social self-efficacy outcomes were used to 

operationalize students’ perceived growth in interpersonal skills. 

Definition of Terms 

 For the purpose of this study, key terms were defined as follows: 

Adventure-Based Education- a branch of experiential education that uses adventurous 

activities to mentally, physically, and socially challenge individual’s competence and group 

cooperation to improve individual students’ perception of their capability to 

succeed.  Adventure-based education experiences include: (a) an unfamiliar physical 

environment (b) an isolated group of 7-15 students, (c) physically, mentally, and socially 

challenging activities, (d) trained and qualified instructors, (e) educational goals and 

objectives (Priest & Gass, 2005).    

Emotional arousal- when a person associates physiological and/or emotional responses with 

his/her ability to complete a task (Bandura, 1977; 1997).  

Interpersonal skills- the ability to communicate and cooperate with others (McKenzie, 2003) 

Outcomes- changes in students’ attitude, behavior, or self-perception associated with 

participation in adventure-based education programs 

Personal mastery experiences- perceived successes and failures (Bandura, 1977; 1997).   

Self-efficacy- perceptions of one’s ability to perform a particular type of task at a particular 

point in time (Bandura, 1977; 1997).   
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Social environment- whatever collective experiences interact with an individual’s personal 

needs, desires, purposes, and capacities to create one’s perceived social experience  

Social self-efficacy- perceptions of one’s ability to effectively communicate and cooperate 

with others at a particular point in time. 

Social situations - conversations and/or interactions between a student and her/his peer(s) 

and/or instructor 

Verbal persuasion - encouragement from peers and/or instructors towards one’s ability to 

complete a task.  

Vicarious experiences –perceived successes and failures of peers and instructors that 

persuades individuals that they can achieve similar successes     
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Introduction Summary 

Research has suggested that social environments (i.e., personal and group 

relationships) associated with adventure-based education programs have been inadequately 

examined.  The purpose of this study was to determine how students’ perceptions of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  The Outward Bound process was the foundation for this study.  Self-

efficacy theory was used as a framework to operationalize students’ perceptions of 

adventure-based education social environments and their perceived growth in interpersonal 

skills.   
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Literature Review 

 The purpose of my study was to determine how students’ perceptions of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  The literature review outlines what empirical research has supported 

how students learn in adventure-based education.  I also lay out how my research questions 

aim to fill research gaps.   

My literature review will begin with an overview of adventure-based education and 

its history.  I then describe the Outward Bound process and the major components and 

outcomes of adventure-based education programs followed by an outline the self-efficacy 

theory and how it fits into the Outward Bound process.  How gender has related to students’ 

perceptions of social environments and how gender has related to students’ perceived growth 

in interpersonal skills in adventure-based education is also explored.  The literature review 

ends with an overview of measurement concerns associated with self-report pretest posttest 

comparisons typically used in adventure-based education research.     

Adventure-based Education History 

Adventure-based education is a form of experiential education.  Experiential 

education is “learning by doing with reflection” (Priest & Gass, 2005, 16).  It is based on the 

belief that people learn best by direct and purposeful contact with their learning experiences.  

Experiential education promotes student learning through facilitated observations, concrete 

experiences, and reflection (Dewey, 1938; Kolb, 1984; Priest & Gass, 2005).  In experiential 

education, students are more involved in the learning process than in traditional education.  
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For example, students can learn to rock climb by observing others, rock climbing, and 

reflecting on their experience in experiential education.  Students in traditional education 

settings may learn to rock climb by reading and studying necessary steps to be successful at 

rock climbing.       

Adventure-based education uses outdoor pursuits in natural or man-made (i.e. 

challenge courses) environments to promote a change in students’ intrapersonal and 

interpersonal skills.  Outdoor pursuits are human-powered activities performed in an outdoor 

setting.  Examples include backpacking, rock climbing, and canoeing.  Outdoor pursuits do 

not include motorized (i.e. snowmobiling) or animal-powered (i.e. horseback riding) 

activities.  Although such activities are outdoor recreation, they lack the low-impact 

environmental philosophy which is expected to go hand-in-hand with outdoor pursuits.  

Outdoor pursuits often require group problem solving, cooperation, communication, and 

trust.  The main educational objective of adventure-based education is to improve students’ 

intrapersonal and interpersonal skills.  Intrapersonal skills refer to how individuals get along 

with themselves.  Intrapersonal skills include confidence, self-concept, and reflective 

thinking.  Interpersonal skills refer to how people get along in a group.  Interpersonal skills 

include cooperation, effective communication skills, and trust in others.   

Adventure experiences as an educational tool were inspired by the educational 

philosophy of Kurt Hahn (Bisson, 2009; James, 2000; Miner & Boldt, 1981; Priest & Gass, 

2005).  Hahn, born in 1886, was interested in educating young men to ward themselves 

against mediocrity and societal declines.  Hahn identified the worst societal declines as those 
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in fitness, skill and care, self-discipline, initiative and enterprise, memory and imagination, 

and compassion (James, 2000).  Kurt Hahn stated, “I regard it as the foremost task of 

education to ensure survival of these qualities: an enterprising curiosity, an undefeatable 

spirit, tenacity of pursuit, readiness of sensible self-denial and above all, compassion” (as 

quoted from Neill, 2008, website).  Hahn’s educational philosophy inspired the creation of 

Outward Bound.  

Outward Bound began in 1941 as an experimental life-skills training for 

inexperienced young sailors that were faring poorly in stressful war situations compared to 

their older comrades (James, 2000; Miner & Boldt, 1981).  The first Outward Bound course 

was a 28-day sailing expedition.  Outward Bound's original motto, "to serve, to strive, and 

not to yield," reflected Kurt Hahn's philosophy and has remained the motto of Outward 

Bound. 

 The original Outward Bound experiment inspired the creation of numerous Outward 

Bound Schools and other adventure-based education organizations.  Adventure-based 

education has expanded beyond the original 28-day expedition format to include challenge 

courses, corporate teambuilding, wilderness therapy programs, and university outings (Priest 

& Gass, 2005).  Adventure-based education also has expanded to include co-gender and 

female-only programs (Hattie et al., 1997). Common components of all adventure-based 

education programs that are thought to influence individual students include: the physical 

environment, social environment, activities, and instructors.  Common outcomes of 

adventure-based education include an increase in students’ perceived intrapersonal (i.e., self-
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concept) and interpersonal skills (i.e., communication; Hattie et al., 1997; Priest & Gass, 

2005).  The purpose of this study was to determine how students’ perceptions of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs related to their social self-efficacy 

outcomes.  The foundation for this study was the Outward Bound process. 

Outward Bound Process 

  The Outward Bound process, postulated by Walsh and Golins (1976), has been used 

as a framework to explain and investigate how learning occurs in adventure-based education 

programs (e.g., Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; Priest & Gass, 2005; Sibthorp, 

2000; 2003). Walsh and Golins proposed the Outward Bound process as a replicable step-

wise model that outlined and explained the major components of an adventure-based 

education program leading to participants’ personal growth.  Walsh and Golins stated “a 

learner is placed into [a] unique physical environment and unique social environment, then 

given a characteristic set of problem-solving tasks, [creating a] state of adaptive dissonance 

[leading to] mastery which reorganizes the meaning and direction of [the] learner’s 

experience” (p. 20-21).  Students experience increased self-concept, or increased perceptions 

of their ability to succeed in global challenges, from their participation in adventure-based 

education experiences. 

Researchers have used Walsh and Golins’s original Outward Bound process model to 

investigate how the major components of an adventure-based education experience 

independently influenced individual students (e.g., Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 

2003; Sibthrop, 2003).  Figure 2 highlights the placement of social environments in Walsh 
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and Golins’s Outward Bound process model.      

 

Figure 2. Walsh and Golins’ (1976) Outward Bound process model (from Priest & Gass, 

1997, p. 140) 

 
 
 
McKenzie (2003) proposed an alternative version of Walsh and Golins’s (1976) 

Outward Bound process model (Figure 3) to instill a renewed vision of compassion through 

service, or nonobligatory acts of helping others, and to extend the original model.  

Compassion, or empathy, was one of the founding principles of Outward Bound.  Vokey 

(1987) suggested that the original Outward Bound process excluded service because it 

http://wilderdom.com/theory/OETheoryReferences.html%23PriestGass1997
http://wilderdom.com/theory/OETheoryReferences.html%23PriestGass1997
http://wilderdom.com/theory/OETheoryReferences.html%23PriestGass1997
http://wilderdom.com/theory/OETheoryReferences.html%23PriestGass1997
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reflected modern individualism and undermined the core Outward Bound value of 

compassion (in McKenzie, 2003).   

 
 

 

Figure 3. McKenzie’s (2003) alternate version of Walsh and Golins’s Outward Bound 

process model 
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McKenzie (2003) made several alterations to the original model.  First, McKenzie’s 

model suggested individual students experience course components simultaneously, with 

each component interacting to influence student outcomes.  The interaction of course 

components portrayed the complexity of adventure-based education experiences.  Second, 

course activities replaced problem-solving tasks to indicate that a variety of course activities 

(e.g., solo-a scheduled time in which participants are intentionally placed alone for the 

purpose of rest and reflection, and service projects) influences student learning and not only 

those centered on problem solving.  Third, McKenzie added service to the model.  Service 

was intentionally placed in the alternative model in an attempt to reemphasize compassion as 

a major outcome of the process.  Fourth, McKenzie added instructors as a component in the 

model to highlight the important role instructors play in student learning in adventure-based 

education programs.  Lastly, McKenzie added reflection as a final component to suggest 

course components must interact with the learner through reflection to result in learning.  

Figure 3 highlights the placement of social environments in McKenzie’s alternative version 

of the Outward Bound process model. 

Components of Adventure-based Education  

Many authors agree with the Outward Bound process that the physical environment, 

the social environment, activities, and instructors are common components of adventure-

based education experiences (e.g., Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2000; 2003; Priest 

& Gass, 2005; Sibthorp, 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  Each component is thought to 

influence individual students.  Individual students then generalize or transfer what they 
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learned from their adventure experiences to another setting.  Such transfer leads to student 

outcomes (Garst, Scheider, & Baker, 2001; Hattie et al., 1997; Martin & Leberman, 2005; 

McKenzie, 2000; 2003; Priest & Gass, 2005; Sibthrop, 2003).  Program length and age of 

students also are thought to influence students’ perceived growth on adventure-based 

education programs.   

Many authors believe unfamiliar physical environments help students learn in 

adventure-based education (e.g., McKenzie, 2000; 2003; Priest & Gass, 2005; Walsh & 

Golins, 1976). Unfamiliar physical environments include artificial (i.e., challenge courses), 

urban, and wilderness settings (Hattie et al., 1997; McKenzie, 2000; Priest & Gass, 2005).  

Walsh and Golins suggested that the contrast created by an unfamiliar physical environment 

can increase students’ self-awareness and can help students gain new perspectives on the 

environments from which they came.  Some researchers believe that wilderness settings are 

educationally advantageous to other settings because they create natural consequences that 

encourage self-awareness and responsibility (Hattie et al., 1997; McKenzie, 2000; Walsh & 

Golins, 1976).  Natural consequences do not occur arbitrarily and are straightforward.  For 

example, students in a backpacking program that have poor time management skills may 

arrive at camp after dark and the consequence is setting up their camp in the dark.  Setting up 

camp in the dark may encourage students to be aware of their time management in the future 

and manage their time more wisely. 

Social environments in adventure-based education are thought to be supportive of 

individual students and promote cooperation among group members (Sibthorp, 2003; Walsh 
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& Golins, 1976).  Walsh and Golins proposed that a group of 7-15 students is an optimal size 

for adventure-based education programs because it creates an environment with manageable 

conflict and a collective bond among diverse individuals.  Studies have suggested that 

individual students value the support they receive from their peers in adventure-based 

education programs (e.g., Martin & Leberman, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Witman, 1995).  For 

example, Witman found that 85% of 207 participants from 12 adolescent adventure treatment 

programs considered getting help from others as a valuable characteristic of their adventure 

program.  Studies also have suggested that the ability of group members to cooperate with 

each other influences individual students (Ewert & Heywood, 1991; McKenzie, 2003; 

Sibthrop, 2003).  For example,  Sibthrop, Paisley, and Gookin (2007) found that students’ 

perception of group functioning, or the level at which all members of the group were able to 

cooperate together, was linked to their gains in judgment in the outdoors and outdoor skills 

on National Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS) courses.  Sibthrop et al.’s findings 

supported Ewert and Heywood’s conclusion that students benefited from high levels of group 

functioning.     

Researchers also have examined how specific activities and the qualities of activities 

influenced students in adventure-based education (Kalisch, Bobilya, Daniel, 2011; Martin & 

Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; Witman, 1995).  Students’ participation in rock climbing 

(Martin & Leberman, 2005), solo (i.e., a scheduled time in which participants are 

intentionally placed alone for the purpose of rest and reflection; Kalisch et al., Daniel, 2011; 

Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003), small group expeditions (Paisley, Furman, 
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Sibthorp, & Gookin, 2008), and many other adventure activities (Martin & Leberman, 2005; 

McKenzie, 2000; 2003; Witman, 1995) may positively influence students.  In addition to 

specific activities, researchers have examined how the qualities of activities have influenced 

individual students.   

 Holism, challenge, achievement, and incrementalism are qualities of activities that are 

thought to positively influence student outcomes (McKenzie, 2000; Priest & Gass, 2005; 

Walsh & Golins, 1976).  Holistic activities target multiple learning domains (i.e., mental, 

emotional, cognitive) and learning styles (i.e., visual, auditory, kinesthetic) to challenge and 

reach students in multiple ways (McKenzie, 2000; Priest & Gass, 2005; Walsh & Golins, 

1976).  Challenging activities create a state of adaptive dissonance or constructive level of 

anxiety in adventure-based education students.  Achievable activities enable and motivate 

students to master skills to overcome their dissonance and experience success.  As students 

master skills and achieve success, more challenging activities are needed to create the same 

level of dissonance in students.  Therefore, an incremental organization of challenging 

activities is thought to contribute to students’ personal growth (McKenzie, 2000; Walsh & 

Golins, 1976).     

Authors have emphasized the importance of instructors in adventure-based education 

(e.g., Martin, Cashel, Wagstaff, & Breunig, 2006; Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 

2000; 2003; Priest & Gass, 2005; Paisley et al., 2008; Schumann, Paisley, Sibthorp, & 

Gookin, 2009; Sibthorp, Furman, Paisley, Gookin, & Schumann, 2011; Walsh & Golins, 

1976).  McKenzie (2003) placed the instructor as a key component in her alternative version 
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of the Outward Bound process model.  Instructor characteristics, expectations, role modeling, 

feedback, competence, and formal curriculum delivery were proposed to contribute to 

student outcomes in McKenzie’s alternative version of the Outward Bound process model.  

An exploratory study of the influence of instructors on student learning at NOLS supported 

and added to McKenzie’s alternate version of Outward Bound process model (Schumann et 

al., 2009).  Students in Schuman et al.’s study stated that they were positively influenced by 

instructors’ role modeling, feedback, and formal curriculum delivery during their NOLS 

course.  Students also stated that influential instructors were patient, knowledgeable, 

empathetic, inspirational, and fun/entertaining.  

Program length also has been shown to influence students’ perceived growth on 

adventure-based education programs.  Participants on longer programs often indicated 

greater personal growth than participants of shorter programs (Ewert, 1982; Ewert, 1988; 

Hattie, et al., 1997; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007).  Sibthorp, Paisley, and Gookin 

suggested that longer programs allow more time for student learning and growth. 

Although not a course component, researchers have suggested relationships between 

participants’ age and their perceived growth in adventure-based education programs (Hattie, 

et al., 1997; McKenzie, 2000; 2003; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007; Witman, 1995).  For 

example, Sibthorp, Paisley, and Gookin discovered that younger participants indicated 

greater growth in their leadership and communications skills after their participation in a 

NOLS program.  Younger participants in their study indicated lower initial leadership and 

communication scores at the start of their program, which suggested younger participants had 
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more room to grow.  Other authors have suggested that older participants experienced more 

growth from their participation in adventure-based education programs (Hattie, et al., 1997; 

McKenzie, 2000; 2003).  Hattie and colleagues suggested that adults may have experienced 

more growth than school-aged students because adults likely voluntarily participated in 

programs and therefore may have been more motivated to participate. 

Outcomes Associated with Adventure-based Education   

The holistic mastery of concrete and consequential problems within a supportive peer 

group has been thought to help students in adventure-based education programs reorganize 

the meaning and directions of their lives in positive ways (Priest & Gass, 2005; Walsh & 

Golins, 1976).  The educational purpose of students’ mastery and subsequent reorganization 

is to generalize, or transfer, successful strategies and associated attitudes to settings outside 

of the adventure experience (Priest & Gass, 2005).   

The transfer of learning from an adventure-based education program to other settings 

may not occur naturally for all students.  Thus, instructors use facilitation techniques to 

enhance the transfer of student learning.  Facilitation is the process of helping individual 

students find directions and sources for functional change that can be applied to other settings 

(Priest & Gass, 2005).   

A multitude of positive outcomes, or positive changes in students’ attitude, behavior, 

and/or self-perception, are associated with the transfer of learning from adventure-based 

education programs to other settings (Hattie et al., 1997).  Such outcomes include a positive 

change in students’ perceived interpersonal skills (e.g., Garst et al., 2001; Goldenberg & 
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Pronsolino, 2008; Hattie et al., 1997; Martin & Leberman, 2005; Paisley, Furman, Sibthorp, 

Gookin, 2008; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, 2007; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, & Furman, 2008), 

leadership (Goldenberg & Pronsolino, 2008; Hattie et al., 1997; Martin & Leberman, 2005; 

Paisley et al., 2008; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, 2007; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, & Furman, 

2008), self-concept (Hattie et al., 1997; McKenzie, 2003), and self-efficacy (Hattie et al., 

1997; Propst & Koesler, 1998; Sibthorp, 2003).  My study focused on students’ perceived 

growth in interpersonal skills or social self-efficacy outcomes.  

A positive change in students’ perceived interpersonal skills, or ability to 

communicate and cooperate with others, has been associated with adventure-based education 

programs (Garst et al., 2001; Hattie et al., 1997; Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; 

Sibthorp, 2003; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007).  For example, Garst and colleagues 

surveyed participants of a three-day outdoor adventure program conducted by a parks and 

recreation center and found that participants showed significant gains in their self-perception 

of social acceptance between a pretest and posttest.  Likewise, Martin and Leberman found 

that students of Outward Bound New Zealand courses showed positive gains in their 

perceived social competence, or the degree of personal confidence and self-perceived ability 

in social interactions.  Hattie and colleagues noted in their meta-analysis on outcomes of 

adventure education programs that 197 studies reported students showed gains in their 

perceived interpersonal skills (i.e., cooperation, interpersonal communication, social 

competence) from their participation in various adventure programs.  Many studies have 

determined that students experience a growth in their interpersonal skills from participation 
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in adventure-based education programs.  My study aimed to add to the research literature by 

determining how students’ perceptions of social environments related to their perceived 

growth in interpersonal skills (i.e., social self-efficacy outcomes).     

My study measured students’ social self-efficacy outcomes.  Self-efficacy and other 

self-constructs (i.e., self-concept, self-esteem) are believed to be universal to all adventure-

based education programs and transfer well to students’ lives outside their adventure 

experience (Sibthorp, 2000).  Researchers have proposed that self-efficacy is domain-specific 

and multidimensional (e.g., Bandura, 1977; 1982; 1997; 2006; Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006).  

Therefore, changes in students’ social self-efficacy may be outcomes that are associated with 

students’ perceptions of social environments in adventure-based education programs. 

Self-efficacy Theory 

Self-efficacy theory explains self-efficacy expectations, dimensions, and sources.  

Self-efficacy expectations are domain-specific.  Each of the four sources of self-efficacy (i.e., 

personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional 

arousal) can be found in adventure-based education (Sibthorp, 2000; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  

This study used self-efficacy theory to operationalize students’ perceptions of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs and their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  The four sources of self-efficacy represent students’ perceptions of 

social environments in adventure-based education.  Students’ social self-efficacy outcomes 

represent students’ perceived growth in interpersonal skills.  My study’s first research 

question (i.e., Do relationships exist between students’ perceived sources of social self-
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efficacy and social self-efficacy outcomes?), was designed to determine the relationships 

between students’ perceptions of social environments in adventure-based education and their 

perceived growth in interpersonal skills. 

Efficacy expectation is one’s belief that (s)he can produce a behavior (Bandura, 

1997).  Efficacy expectation is not the sole predictor that one will actually pursue a behavior.  

Outcome expectancies and perceived locus of control also may influence an individual’s 

course of action.   

Outcome expectancies are beliefs that desirable outcomes will result from a behavior 

(Bandura, 1977; 1997).  As an example, a woman, Laura, may pursue a job as a facilitator at 

a challenge course (i.e., behavior) because she believes she can be hired (i.e., efficacy 

expectation).  Laura also may pursue the job because she expects it will give her added 

income (i.e., outcome expectation).  Schunk and Miller (2002) found that efficacy 

expectations were a better predictor of future behaviors than outcome expectancies (as cited 

in Bandura, 1997).   

Locus of control is one’s perception of whether an outcome will result from her/his 

action or an external factor.  A person with low perceived locus of control may believe that 

an outcome will occur regardless of his/her ability to produce a behavior.  For example, 

individuals that are caught in rain storms (external factor) may believe that they will get wet 

regardless of their ability to create adequate shelter.   

Bandura (2006) suggested that unless people believe they can produce desired effects 

by their actions, they have little incentive to do so.  Therefore, the belief in one’s efficacy is a 
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key personal resource in self-development, successful adaptation, change, goals, and 

aspirations.  Similarly, the transfer of student learning from adventure-based education relies 

on students’ belief in their ability to make changes in their lives (Martin & Leberman, 2005; 

Priest & Gass, 2005).  Martin and Leberman supported this notion when they asked students 

of Outward Bound New Zealand courses what key factors of their experiences helped them 

achieve the effects of their Outward Bound course three months later.  Many students 

responded that they themselves played a key role in making changes in their lives.  Martin 

and Leberman concluded that many students were reliant on their own inner strength to make 

changes in their lives after their adventure education experiences.        

Self-efficacious beliefs vary on three dimensions that describe perceived performance 

capabilities: level, strength, and generality (Bandura, 1997).  Level captures the degree of 

challenge and impediments of a particular task.  When tasks are ordered incrementally by 

challenge, some people’s efficacy expectations will be limited to simple tasks while others 

will extend to difficult tasks.  For example, rock climbing routes can be ordered 

incrementally by a numbered rating system: 5.0, 5.1, 5.2 and so on.  Some people might 

believe they can climb only a route with a 5.0 rating, while others will believe they can climb 

routes with a 5.0, 5.1, and 5.2 rating.  Strength describes one’s ability to maintain his/her 

self-efficacious beliefs through adverse experiences.  For example, someone with strong self-

efficacious beliefs in her ability to hike up a mountain may continue to pursue her hike 

despite physical fatigue and hunger.  Generality describes the transferability of one’s self-
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efficacy to a variety of activities and modalities.  For example, a boater can believe he can 

paddle successfully down a river in a canoe and a kayak or just a kayak.   

It is important that self-efficacy expectations align with an individual’s actual ability 

because grossly under or over estimation of self-efficacy expectations can be detrimental 

(Bandura, 1982).  Under estimation of self-efficacy expectations can discourage a person 

from trying new challenges.  For example, a person that underestimates her/his ability to quit 

smoking may never attempt to quit.  Over estimation of self-efficacy expectations can 

convince individuals to attempt challenges that are beyond their actual ability.  For instance, 

a person may attempt to climb a mountain without having adequate knowledge and physical 

ability.  However, self-efficacy expectations that are slightly above a person’s actual ability 

can encourage the individual to try new activities, learn from failures, and progress to new 

achievement.    

Sources of Self-efficacy Expectations in Adventure-based Education 

Bandura (1977; 1997) proposed that self-efficacy expectations were derived from 

four principal sources of information: personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, 

verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal.  Literature has suggested that each of the four 

sources of self-efficacy expectations is present in adventure-based education experiences and 

influences student outcomes (Sibthorp, 2000; 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976). 

Personal mastery experiences are a person’s perceived successes and failures.  

Personal mastery experiences have been referred to as enactive master experiences (Bandura, 

1997) and performance accomplishments (Bandura, 1977).  Personal mastery experiences are 



28 

 

thought to have the greatest influence on a person’s self-efficacy expectations (Bandura, 

1977; Lent, Lopez, & Bieschke, 1991; Lent Lopez, Brown, Gore, 1996).   Successful 

performances based on perceived ability positively influence self-efficacy.  Repeated failures 

negatively influence self-efficacy.  At the same time, Bandura (1997) proposed that 

occasional setbacks and difficulties help build resilient self-efficacy.   

Literature has supported that students grow through successful completion of concrete 

and manageable problem-solving tasks in adventure education (Martin & Leberman, 2005; 

McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  For example, Walsh and Golins 

(1976) postulated that learners find it rewarding to solve reasonable and consequential 

problems, holistically within a supportive peer group that (s)he would not experience 

normally.”  McKenzie’s empirical examination of Walsh and Golins’s work confirmed that 

students linked achieving success with an increase in their motivation and interpersonal skills 

on an Outward Bound program.  Similarly, Sibthorp (2003) concluded that students’ sense of 

empowerment was positively related to students’ self-efficacy outcomes on a three-week 

sailing and diving abroad program.  

Vicarious experiences are perceived successes and failures of model figures.  Coping 

models and mastery models are the two types of models for efficacy development (Bandura, 

1997).  Coping models are peers that struggle through a task.  Mastery models are used to 

demonstrate the ease with which a challenge may be handled.  

Instructors and peers are model figures in adventure education.  Adventure education 

literature has suggested that instructors serve as role models for student learning through 



29 

 

their reaction to adverse conditions (McKenzie, 2003; Schumann et al., 2009; Walsh & 

Golins, 1976).  For example, Schumann et al. (2009) conducted a qualitative study on the 

influence of instructors on student learning on National Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS) 

courses and discovered that individual students learned how to react appropriately to new 

physical and social environments by observing their instructors’ reactions.  Researchers have 

contended that peer models are more influential regarding adolescents’ self-efficacious 

beliefs than adult models (Bandura, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2008).  However, the role of peer 

models on student outcomes in adventure education is relatively unknown.    

Verbal persuasion is encouragement or discouragement towards one’s ability to 

complete a task (Bandura, 1977; 1997).  Verbal persuasion is most influential when the 

encouragement comes from a reliable source (Bandura, 1997).  For example, a student may 

be more influenced when her/his instructor reassures her/him that (s)he can adapt to a 

wilderness setting than when a student’s peer that has not been exposed to wilderness settings 

assures her/him that (s)he can adapt to a wilderness setting.   

Verbal persuasion in adventure-based education has often been examined through 

feedback.  Studies have suggested that feedback gives students new insights on their ability 

to accomplish tasks (Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; Propst & Koesler, 1998; 

Schumann et al., 2009).  Schumann et al. (2009) suggested that in most cases students used 

feedback as a means to identify areas for development which were previously unknown to 

them and to formulate solutions.  Propst and Koesler found that positive feedback was linked 

to students’ short-term self-efficacy outcomes from a NOLS course. 
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Emotional arousal is when a person associates a physiological and/or emotional 

stimulation with her/his ability (or inability) to complete a task.  Bandura (1997) referred to 

emotional arousal as affective states and physiological states.  A person partly relies on 

her/his emotional arousal to ascertain her/his ability to complete a task.  Fear in one’s 

ineptitude to complete a task can cause a person to avoid a task.  In turn, the avoidance of 

stressful activities can prevent one from developing coping skills to succeed at a given 

challenge (Bandura, 1977).     

Both McKenzie (2003) and Walsh and Golins (1976) used adaptive dissonance to 

represent emotional arousal in their Outward Bound process models.  Dissonance is caused 

when individual students doubt and fear that they will not be able to adapt to an unfamiliar 

physical environment and social environment and succeed given challenges.  Over time, 

students realize that they cannot avoid their situation and need to learn coping skills to adapt 

to their new environment.  As students learn coping skills from their instructors’ role 

modeling, they overcome their self-doubt, adapt to their new environment, and master given 

challenges.  A student’s perception of her/his ability to tackle subsequent problems is uplifted 

when (s)he masters challenges (s)he originally thought could not be accomplished (Walsh & 

Golins, 1976).  To determine how to measure students’ perceived sources of social self-

efficacy properly, I examined research that measured sources of self-efficacy in educational 

settings.    

Usher and Pajares (2008) reviewed studies that examined sources of self-efficacy in 

educational settings and made several recommendations to guide researchers investigating 
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sources of self-efficacy beliefs in educational settings.  They suggested personal mastery 

experiences should measure students’ perception of her/his accomplishments.  Vicarious 

experiences should measure students’ perception of both peer and adult models.  Verbal 

persuasion should measure students’ perception of encouraging messages received about 

their capabilities from others.  Lastly, emotional arousal should be measured by students’ 

interpretation that their emotional arousal can be attributed to their performance capability.  

Usher and Pajares found that the relationships between gender and perceived sources of self-

efficacy and self-efficacy might be a function of the domain in which they are measured.  

These findings led me to question how gender related to social self-efficacy.    

Gender in Adventure-based Education. 

Gender is a set of socially constructed, deconstructed, and reconstructed relations that 

are produced through people’s actions and relate to a person’s biological sex (Henderson, 

1994).  In this study, gender and sex are used interchangeably.  Research has suggested that 

gender plays a role in how adolescents manage and respond to changes in their social 

environment.  Prior to adolescence, youth friendships and group interactions are primarily 

with same sex others (Brown, 2004).  Girls’ same-sex friendships are characterized by 

greater intimacy, self-disclosure, and caring.  Boys’ same sex friendships are marked more 

by friendly competition, autonomy, and direct control efforts (Perry & Pauletti, 2011; Ruble, 

Martin, & Berenbaum, 2006).   

As adolescents, boys and girls often participate increasingly in mixed-gender groups 

(Brown, 2004).  Boys and girls differ in how they relate to friends.  Girls often are more 
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preoccupied with social interactions.  Boys often avoid social interactions (Doyle, Lawford, 

Markiewicz, 2009).  Literature has suggested that differences in how boys and girls interact 

with others depend on context (Duex & Major, 1987; Perry & Pauletti, 2011). For example, 

Deux and Major suggested that an interaction that takes places in a public setting may cause 

individuals to conform to internal standards of appropriateness for their gender.  For 

example, boys may avoid interacting with others if they thought that was the socially 

appropriate way to act.    

Research has suggested such gender differences play a role in how females and males 

perceive and value aspects of social environments in their adventure-based education 

experiences (Estes & Ewert, 1988; Ewert, Gilbertson, Luo, & Voight, 2013; McKenzie, 

2003; Witman 1995).  Males may value and are influenced more by autonomous acts than 

females (Estes & Ewert, 1988; Witman, 1995).  At the same time, females may value and are 

influenced more by group-oriented activities than males (Estes & Ewert, 1988; McKenzie, 

2003; Witman 1995).  For example, Estes and Ewert suggested that males placed more 

emphasis on autonomy and individual control, while females placed a greater emphasis on 

group development.  Similarly, Witman identified characteristics of adventure programs 

valued by participants in treatment and discovered that males valued being leaders, choosing 

level of participation, risk, and learning from failures more than females.  On the other hand, 

females reported valuing trust activities more than males.  Likewise, McKenzie interviewed 

several students about the course components that influenced their outcomes from an 

Outward Bound course.  Enumeration of interviews revealed a large proportion of students 
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that mentioned relying on group members (31 out of 34 responses) and taking care of others 

(12 out of 16 responses) influenced their outcomes were females.  My study’s second 

research question (Do relationships exist between students’ gender and perceived sources of 

social self-efficacy?) related to suggested gender differences in how many students valued 

and were influenced by social environments in adventure-based education studies.    

Researchers have found no differences in how females and males perceive their 

ability to interact with others (Bacchini & Magliulo, 2003; Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, 

Pastorelli, 2001; Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli, Cervone, 2004; Caprara, Steca, Cervon, 

Artistico, 2004; Wei, Russell, Zakalik, 2005).  Whether or not adventure-based education 

programs influence females and males’ perception of their ability to interact with others is 

unclear because studies often have not reported such by gender (Hattie et al., 1997; Neill, 

1997), or have found mixed results (Estes & Ewert, 1988; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003).   

Both Hattie et al. (1997) and Neill (1997) reported in their meta-analyses on 

outcomes associated with adventure-based education programs that many studies did not 

separate results by gender.  Neill (1997) speculated that although gender differences are 

readily reported and published, gender non-differences often go unreported and unpublished. 

Studies that have reported results by gender have found mixed results.  Some studies 

have suggested that there may be a relationship between students’ gender and their perceived 

growth in interpersonal skills (McKenzie, 2003; Neill, 1997). Other studies have failed to 

find such differences (Sibthorp, 2003; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007). 
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Thus, the influence of participants’ gender on their perceived interpersonal skills in 

adventure-based education remains enigmatic.  My study’s third research question (Does a 

relationship exist between students’ gender and social self-efficacy outcomes?) was designed 

to add information to the relationship between students’ gender and perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills in adventure-based education.  In exploring my research questions, 

measurement concerns also were considered. 

Measurement Concerns Related to Self-report Pretest Posttest Comparison 

 Traditionally, a comparison of self-report pretest posttest measures has been used to 

determine outcomes of adventure-based education programs (Hattie et al, 1997).  Several 

measurement concerns are associated with self-report pretest posttest comparisons.  These 

measurement concerns include poor timing of instrument distribution (Hattie et al., 1997; 

Marsh, Richards, & Barnes, 1986), social desirability (Ewert & Galloway, 2006; Ewert & 

Sibthorp, 2009), and response shift bias (Howard et al., 1979; Ewert & Sibthorp, 2009; 

Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, & Ward, 2007).  Researchers have suggested several strategies to 

account for these concerns (Hattie et al., 1997; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, & Ward, 2007). 

 Poor timing of instrument distributions for pretests and posttests in adventure-based 

education program can cause measurements to be affected by either pre-course anxiety or 

post-group euphoria.  Pre-course or pre-experience anxiety is the sense of excitement and/or 

fear of confronting something so different and challenging.  Pre-course anxiety is thought to 

depress scores on many measures (Hattie et al., 1997).  Researchers have suggested having 
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participants complete a pretest questionnaire a few days before arriving at a program to 

reduce the influence of pre-course anxiety (Hattie et al., 1997; Ewert & Sibthorp, 2009).   

 Post-group, or post-experience, euphoria is the experience of elation or good feelings 

from completing an adventure-based education experience (Ewert & Sibthorp, 2009; Hattie 

et al., 1997; Marsh, et al., 1986).  Post-group euphoria is thought to elevate feelings about 

one’s abilities, the course experience, and connections to other group members (Ewert & 

Sibthorp, 2009).  Ewert and Sibthorp suggested researchers send participants a questionnaire 

to complete a few weeks after the program completion to see if participants’ perception of 

their program experience have changed over time.         

Social desirability is the tendency of individuals to respond to a questionnaire in a 

way that is deemed more desirable or acceptable regardless of their true feelings (Ewert & 

Galloway, 2006).  For example, students that are asked to indicate their perceived ability to 

start a fire after an instructor gives a demonstration may report that they are able to start a fire 

without help even if it is not how they truly feel.  Students may respond dishonestly because 

they believe their instructor will have wanted to hear that response.  Social desirability is a 

potential influential factor in any study using a self-report mechanism.  Researchers have 

suggested the use of a lie scale, or scale unrelated to expected outcomes, to act as a control 

for social desirability (Hattie et al., 1997; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).  

Response-shift bias occurs with self-report data when an intervention educates a 

participant on the particular construct being measured and directly influences their internal 

metric, or measurement scale (Howard et al., 1979; Ewert & Sibthorp, 2009; Sibthorp, 
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Paisley, Gookin, & Ward, 2007).  The viability of comparing pretest and posttest 

measurements relies on a stable metric that is consistent before and after an intervention.  

Self-report measures use an individual participants’ internal metric.  Studies have suggested 

that if a participant’s level of self-knowledge on the construct being measured changes as a 

result of an intervention, then the participant’s internal metric may also change, making the 

comparison of pretest and posttest measurements problematic.   

Researchers have suggested the use of a retrospective pretest posttest design in lieu of 

traditional pretest posttest design when response-shift bias is possible (Ewert & Sibthorp, 

2009; Howard et al, 1979; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, & Ward, 2007).  According to 

Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, and Ward:  

 A retrospective pretest essentially asks the questionnaire respondent to reflect back to 

a previous time (usually pre-program) and indicate his or her current perception of the 

level of an attribute he or she possessed at the previous time.  This approach holds 

that, after a program, participants will be better able to define and understand the 

construct being measured and will be applying the same metric as they assess both 

their pre-and post-program levels at the same time and on the same metric, any 

response-shift bias caused by a changing metric will be absent from the data (2007 p. 

297).   

Researchers have criticized the lack of attention given to the development of 

quantitative instruments in adventure-based education studies (Ewert & Sibthorp, 2009; 

Hattie et al., 1997).  Researchers have urged the control of measurement concerns when 
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creating an instrument for a study.  My Methods chapter outlines how the instruments used in 

my study and data collection procedures minimized the aforementioned measurement 

concerns associated with the comparison of self-report pretest posttest measures.    

Literature Review Summary 

The literature review outlined what research has revealed about how students learn in 

adventure-based education and how my research questions aimed to fill research gaps.  It 

gave an overview of adventure-based education and its history.  I described the Outward 

Bound process and the major components and outcomes of adventure-based education 

programs along with the self-efficacy theory and how it fits into the Outward Bound process.  

I also discussed how gender has related to students’ perceptions of social environments and 

how gender has related to students’ perceived growth in interpersonal skills in adventure-

based education.  My literature review ended with an overview of measurement concerns 

associated with self-report pretest posttest comparisons typically used in adventure-based 

education research.     

 

  



38 

 

 
Method 

The purpose of my study was to determine how students’ perceptions of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills, which guided the selection of the population for this study.  The 

conceptual framework of the relationships amongst students’ gender, perceived sources of 

social self-efficacy and social self-efficacy outcomes (see Figure 1) guided the selection of 

instruments and data analysis.  Individual students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy 

were measured with an adapted version of Sources of Social Self-efficacy Expectations 

(SSSE; Anderson & Betz, 2001).  Individual students’ perceived social self-efficacy 

outcomes were measured by an adapted retrospective-pretest posttest version of Adolescent 

Social Self-efficacy Scale (S-EFF; Connolly, 1989).  The data analysis outlines how each of 

the three research questions was examined.  My study’s three research questions were: 

1. Do relationships exist between students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy 

and social self-efficacy outcomes?   

2. Do relationships exist between students’ gender and students’ perceived sources 

of social self-efficacy? 

3. Does a relationship exist between students’ gender and students’ social self-

efficacy outcomes? 

Population 

 Students of a school-based adventure education program were the population of 

interest in my study.  To assure the protection of participants, a detailed description of this 



39 

 

study’s purpose, importance, and procedures was approved by the North Carolina State 

University’s Institutional Review Board prior to data collection.  Appendix A is the approved 

form from the North Carolina State University’s Institutional Review Board.  All email 

correspondences and instruments, described later in Methods, also were approved by the 

Institutional Review Board. 

The adventure-based education program examined in this study was a nationally 

accredited, non-profit experiential education provider for youth and adolescents located in 

the western United States.    In the Spring (March-May) and Fall (August-October) seasons, 

the program collaborates with independent grade schools to provide custom programs with 

an emphasis leadership and group development.  Schools embed the adventure-based 

education program into their school’s curriculum.  All students in an entire grade level 

participate in the program.     

  Two types of programs were examined in this study: (a) residential and (b) base 

camp.  Residential programs take place at an established facility located in a wilderness area.  

The established facility acts as a centralized location for the program.  During the day, 

students are separated into small groups for lessons and activities.  At night, students sleep 

inside cabins.  Residential programs have access to amenities such as running water and 

bathrooms.  Base camp programs take place on public land (i.e., national parks).  Students of 

base camp programs set up tents at one location, which becomes their centralized location.  

During the day, students are separated into small groups for lessons and activities.  At night, 

students sleep in tents.  Base camp programs but have access to toilets, but not running water.      
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One or two instructors lead all of the programs’ lessons and activities.  In addition, a 

teacher chaperone from the school accompanies every small group.  Small groups contain 

approximately ten students.  Teacher chaperones are present to help students transfer their 

learning from their adventure-based education program back to their school environment. 

The adventure-based education program examined in this study was selected as the 

source of data because its mission  and program goals aligned with my study’s purpose.  

Specifically, the program’s dual focus on individuals’ self-confidence building and team-

building suggested that the programs create an intentional social environment.  The program 

also ran the majority of their programs in the Fall season, unlike most adventure-based 

education programs.  The fall program dates aligned with my study’s timeline.  In addition, 

working with school groups allowed a controlled environment for data collection. 

Several disadvantages accompanied the advantages of working with this organization.  

First, students in the school-based programs had prior social dynamics that may have 

influenced their social environments during their adventure-based education program.  Walsh 

and Golins (1976) originally posited the Outward Bound process for newly formed groups 

that did not have any prior relationships or dynamics.  Also, I resided in North Carolina and 

could not feasibly be present for data collection.  Therefore, school teachers administered the 

survey on my behalf.        

To recruit potential participants for this study, a program administrator forwarded an 

email on my behalf (Appendix B) to six school contacts, or persons that communicated 

directly with the program to organize their school’s program.  The purpose of this email was 



41 

 

to communicate details of the study and to ask if the school would be willing and able to 

partake in the study.  The six schools selected had students of adolescent age (11-14; sixth, 

seventh, and eighth grade), and (c) had been working with the program for more than one 

year.  School contacts that were willing and able to collaborate in this study contacted the 

researcher directly.  Four of the six school contacts were willing to partake in this study.  I 

communicated directly with the school contact at these schools to arrange data collection.     

 Participants completed an adventure-based education program with their school in 

October 2012.  To control for the age of participants, only survey data from sixth grade 

students, or 11-12 year olds, were analyzed.  Programs were conducted by grade level.  

Therefore, participants only interacted with other sixth grade students from their school.  

Sixth grade was chosen because three of the four schools that were willing to participate in 

this study sent their sixth grade students on an adventure-based education program.   

Participants completed either a three-day residential program (one school; n=54), or a 

three or five-day base camp program (two schools; n=143) with their school.  Since the 

variation in program-type among these programs may have confounded results (Ewert & 

Sibthorp, 2009), data were separated and analyzed by program-type. 

I asked all four school contacts to have their students participate in the survey.  Eighth 

grade students from two of the four schools were scheduled to complete an adventure 

program in September 2012.  Eighth grade students were surveyed as a pilot study.  One 

program was cancelled due to park closure.  The other program was completed.  Pilot study 

procedures are explained at the end of the next section.     
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Instruments 

 This study used two instruments.  An adapted Sources of Social Self-Efficacy 

Expectations (Anderson & Betz, 2001) was used to measure participants’ perceived sources 

of social self-efficacy on their adventure-based education program.  An adapted Adolescent 

Social Self-Efficacy Instrument (Connolly, 1989) was used to determine students’ social self-

efficacy outcomes. 

 Sources of Social Self-efficacy Expectations.  Sources of Social Self-efficacy 

Expectations (SSSE; Anderson & Betz, 2001) was adapted to measure participants' perceived 

sources of social self-efficacy on their adventure-based education program.  SSSE aligned 

with suggestions for the creation of sources of self-efficacy scales (Usher & Pajares, 2008) 

and included reverse scaled items. 

SSSE was created by Anderson and Betz (2001) to assess an individual’s perceived 

sources of social self-efficacy across his/her lifespan.  SSSE contained 40-items with 10-item 

subscales to measure the four major source of self-efficacy.  The reported internal 

consistency coefficients for each subscale of SSSE were as follows: personal mastery 

experiences α =.80, vicarious experiences α=.77, verbal persuasion α=.81, emotional arousal 

α=.91.  The reported reliability coefficient for the entire 40-item scale was α=.94.  Construct 

validity was consistent through comparison with other confidence scale scores and 

investigated correlations with shyness, social anxiety, and depression (Anderson & Betz, 

2001). 
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SSSE statements were rephrased to capture participants' adventure-based education 

experiences apart from their other experiences.  The tense of statements was changed from 

present to past.  Next, “instructors” replaced “adults,” “teachers” and “parents.”  “Peers” 

replaced “friends.”  Similar statements were eliminated to reduce item numbers and prevent 

redundancy.  Reverse scaled items were chosen over similar items when possible.  Items that 

could not easily be adapted to the adventure-based education experience were eliminated.  

Three items were eliminated because they were not viewed to apply to all adventure-based 

education students.  The adapted instrument contained 14 items: personal mastery 

experiences (4 items), vicarious experiences (4 items), verbal persuasion (3 items), and 

emotional arousal (3 items) at this stage.  Appendix C outlines how each item was adapted or 

why it was eliminated, at this stage.  

Adolescent Social Self-efficacy Instrument.  The Adolescent Social Self-efficacy 

Instrument (S-EFF; Connolly, 1989) was adapted to measure participants' perceived social 

self-efficacy outcomes.  The author’s permission was obtained for the instrument’s use 

(Appendix D).  S-EFF was chosen over other similar instruments  such as Scale of Perceived 

Social Self-efficacy Scale (PSES; Smith & Betz, 2000), Social Self-Efficacy Subscale 

(SSES) from Self-efficacy Scale (Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, 

1982), and Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children (Muris, 2001) because S-EFF was 

specifically designed to measure adolescents’ perceived social self-efficacy.  S-EFF items 

describe commonly occurring social events reported to be problematic for teenagers 
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(Connolly, 1989).  Other instruments were designed to measure children’s (Muris, 2001) or 

adults’ (Smith & Betz, 2000; (Sherer et al., 1982) social self-efficacy.       

S-EFF was created by psychologist Jennifer Connolly (1989) to measure five 

commonly occurring social situations reported to be problematic for adolescents in earlier 

research including: assertiveness (5 items), performance in public situations (5 items), 

participation in social groups/parties (5 items), friendship and intimacy (7 items), and 

giving/receiving help (3 items).   The reported internal consistency coefficients of S-EFF 

ranged from α=.90-.95.  The reported two-week test-retest reliability coefficient was 

r(85)=.84, p<.001.  Construct validity was consistent through investigated correlations with 

self-concept and social adjustment ratings, and comparison between labeled emotionally 

disturbed adolescents and a control group.  Several studies have used S-EFF to measure 

adolescents’ social self-efficacy (Ligenzinska et al., 1996; Manion et al., 1998; McFarlane, 

Bellissimo, Norman, Lange, 1994).  

Instrument reviews.  As the instrument items were adapted, the instruments were 

reviewed for usability, face validity, and clarity.  All suggestions were compiled, and several 

revisions were made to both instruments’ items after these review.  Internal reliabilities were 

determined for SSSE subscales and S-EFF. 

To check for usability, two program administrators and a school contact reviewed 

instrument items.  A unanimous concern was raised that the instruments were too long for 

students to complete.  Thus, statements were systematically eliminated from S-EFF to reduce 

the total number of items.   
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 The California Health Education Content Standard 4 “Interpersonal Communication” 

(California State Board of Education, 2006) was used as a framework to eliminate items from 

the retrospective pretest posttest S-EFF.  Schools use the California Health Education 

Content Standards to develop health education curricula. Standard 4 states that “All students 

will demonstrate the ability to use interpersonal communication skills to enhance health.”  

According to California State Board of Education (2006, p. viii), the rationale for standard 4 

is as follows:  

Positive relationships support the development of healthy attitudes and behaviors. 

The ability to appropriately convey and receive information, beliefs, and emotions is 

a skill that enables students to manage risk, conflict, and differences and to promote 

health.    

Using standard 4 as a guide, the 14 items related to “social groups/parties” were 

eliminated because standard 4 does not address “social groups and parties.”  Additional items 

were eliminated that were not viewed as universal to all school-settings.  For example, “Find 

someone to spend recess with” was eliminated because not all middle schools or high schools 

have recess.  S-EFF had 12 items after this systematic item elimination (4 items for 

friendship/intimacy, 3 items for social assertiveness, 3 items for public performance, and 2 

items for giving/receiving help).  Appendix E outlines the reason for each item’s elimination.  

 To assess face validity, two professors and three middle school teachers reviewed 

original, adapted, and eliminated SSSE and S-EFF items to assure face validity was not 

compromised from the item adaptations and eliminations.  All comments were compiled and 
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several revisions were made to SSSE and S-EFF items.  First, two items were added back to 

both instruments respectively because it was agreed that students of school-based adventure 

education programs may make new friends on their program.   Next, “on my program” was 

added to all statements in SSSE to help participants distinguish their adventure-based 

education experiences from other life events.  Each item in S-EFF also was compared to the 

California State Health Education Standard 4 (California State Board of Education, 2006) to 

make certain that all remaining items aligned with standard 4. 

During this instrument review, a concern also was raised that SSSE items were above 

8th grade reading level.  For example, 8th grade students may not readily understand a social 

situation or interaction.  This study’s definition for interpersonal skills, one’s ability to 

communicate and cooperate with others (McKenzie, 2003), and social situation, and/or 

interactions between an individual student and her/his peer(s) and/or instructor, guided 

changes to make instrument items a more appropriate reading level.  Working with others and 

talking with others replaced social situations.  Ability to work with others and ability to talk 

with others replaced social skills.  In the end, it was made certain that each SSSE subscale 

(i.e., personal mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and emotional 

arousal) had two items related to communication (talk with) and two items related to 

cooperation (work with).  Appendix F outlines all revisions made to SSSE and S-EFF items 

after this review.  A Flesch Kincaid grade level check (Kincaid & Delionbach, 1973) was 

performed on both instruments’ items in Microsoft® Word.  The reported Flesch Kincaid 

grade level check for SSSE was 6.4.  The Flesch Kincaid grade level for S-EFF was 6.2.  
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Both grade level checks suggested that the instruments were at sixth grade reading level.  

Appendix F outlines the reason for each item’s addition, elimination, or adaptation after 

reviews for face validity and appropriate reading level. 

After all items were reviewed for usability and validity, the researcher formatted 

instrument items into a paper version with concise directions (Appendix G).  S-EFF was 

converted into a retrospective-pretest posttest format to measure students’ social self-efficacy 

outcomes and to minimize response shift bias (Howard et al., 1979).   In addition, two lie 

scale questions were added to both the retrospective-pretest S-EFF and posttest S-EFF 

respectively to detect dishonest responses (Hattie et al., 1997).  Lie scale questions related to 

students’ self-efficacy expectations to multiply two large numbers in their head 

(http://www.mindgarden.com/products/maths.htm) and correctly spell all words in a one-

page writing assignment (Pajares, 1996).  I chose these questions because individual 

students’ perceived growth in mathematics and writing self-efficacy were not expected 

outcomes of adventure-based education programs.   

I collaborated with an eighth grade language arts teacher to review the instruments 

with twenty eighth grade students on May 1, 2012 to assess the instruments’ clarity.  These 

students completed an adventure-based education program with their school April 23-April 

27, 2012.  The instrument review took place during the school day.  Each student received a 

copy of the instruments, with the program’s name removed from all statements (Appendix 

G), and indicated the following: (1) words they did not know, (2) statements that they did not 

understand, (3) any statement that they could not answer and why.  To make the instrument 

http://www.mindgarden.com/products/maths.htm
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review educational for students, a lesson plan was made to incorporate the instrument review 

into state standards and into the school’s curriculum.  Appendix H outlines the lesson plan, 

with the procedures for the instrument review.  Data were compiled and the final versions of 

the instruments (Appendix I) used in this study were made after this review.      

Internal reliabilities were determined for the adapted SSSE subscales and S-

EFF.  Cronbach’s Alphas for SSSE subcale items were: personal mastery experiences .57, 

vicarious experiences .61, verbal persuasion .62, and emotional arousal .52.  Acceptable 

psychometric scale reliabilities are usually .60 or higher (Orcher, 2005).  The internal 

reliabilities for SSSE subscale items may have been low because some original items were 

eliminated.  Also, wording of items was changed for make them an appropriate reading level 

for sixth grade students. We went ahead with the scales despite their relatively moderate 

reliabilities. No further changes were made to SSSE items because the adapted instrument 

was deemed appropriate reading level and length for participants.  Cronbach’s Alpha for S-

EFF was good at .82  

 Instrument formatting.  SSSE and retrospective-pretest posttest S-EFF were 

administered together as one survey.  The survey was formatted into an Internet survey using 

Qualtrics™.  Qualtrics™ was chosen over other web-based software, such as 

SurveyQuizmo® and SurveyMonkey®, because Qualtrics™ had custom font options, 

offered live support, and did not collect any identifying information (i.e., email or IP address) 

from survey respondents.  The online survey was formatted similar to the paper version of 
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the survey in Appendix I.  A unique website link was given to each school to separate results 

by program.  

Internet Surveys had six pages.  The first page displayed the informed consent 

outlined in Appendix J.  The informed consent was submitted to the North Carolina State 

University’s Institutional Review Board for approval.  Page two was the S-EFF retrospective 

pretest.  Page three was SSSE.  Page four was the S-EFF posttest.  Participants indicated their 

gender on page five.  Page six confirmed responses were recorded and thanked participants’ 

for their time.  Messages were automatically displayed, if participants did not complete all 

items on a page.  Students then could choose to go back to complete items or advance with 

incomplete items.  These messages were displayed to prevent participants from overlooking 

items.   

The electronic survey was pilot tested in September 2012.  The purpose of this pilot 

test was to determine if any format changes were needed to ease survey administration.  The 

survey was pilot tested with 59 eighth grade students that had completed a 5-day 

backpacking program.  The pilot test followed the same data collection procedures outlined 

in the next section.  No format changes were made after the pilot test.   

Data Collection Procedures 

Data for this study were collected in October 2012.  Participants completed online 

surveys three to ten days after they participated in their school’s adventure-program.  School 

teachers administered surveys to participants during their school day following a detailed 

lesson plan (Appendix K).  One teacher administered the surveys to students in each of the 
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three schools.  Students completed surveys in a computer lab.  Each teacher directed students 

to type the survey link into an Internet browser.  The link automatically displayed the 

research consent form on students’ computer screens.  The teacher then read the consent 

form aloud as students followed on their screens.  Students that consented to complete the 

survey clicked next and began the survey.  Students that did not consent to complete the 

survey exited the browser and sat quietly for other students to complete the survey.    

I emailed reminders to teachers prior to survey completions in effort to receive timely 

and a high percentage of responses.  According to Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009), 

there currently is no best format to follow to distribute Internet surveys.  Therefore, email 

reminders were sent to teachers to align with the schools’ calendar.  Appendix L outlines the 

series of email communications between the researcher and school teachers.  All emails were 

approved by the North Carolina State University Institutional Review Board as explained in 

the start of the Methods. 

Data Cleaning and Screening 

Completed online survey results were downloaded from Qualtrics™ into a 

Microsoft® Excel® file.  Responses were cleaned and screened for inappropriate or missing 

responses in Excel®.  SSSE lie scales were reverse coded.  Data from participants with lie 

scores greater than 20% (1 out of 5 point scale) on the Retrospective Pretest Posttest S-EFF 

were removed from subsequent data analysis.  This survey elimination method was chosen to 

detect dishonest responses.  Lie scores of 10% have been used in other studies to detect 

dishonest responses.  These studies used an instrument with a 10-point scale (Sibthorp, 
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Paisley, & Gookin, 2007).  I used 20% as a cut-off because my instrument had a 5-point 

scale.  Inspection of lie score questions on the Retrospective Pretest Posttest S-EFF 

necessitated removal of nine surveys from both the base camp programs and residential 

program respectively.  Data were missing from eleven single items.  No pattern was seen in 

the missing data.  The average was taken of available items when only one single item was 

missing from a subscale (Graham, 2012).  Once, a composite variable was deleted from 

analyses because more than one single item was missing.  After data were cleaned, data were 

electronically converted into a PASW (Predictive Analytics SoftWare Statistics) file.  All 

subsequent statistical calculations were performed using PASW, version 20. 

Data Analysis  

 Data analyses were performed separately for each program type (i.e., base camp and 

residential).  Several calculations were computed prior to addressing the research questions.  

First, each participant’s mean score for each subsection of SSSE (i.e., personal mastery 

experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal) was calculated.  

These calculations determined the individual’s perceived sources of social self-efficacy.  

Second, participants’ social self-efficacy outcomes were computed by subtracting 

participants’ mean retrospective pretest scores from their posttest scores (Howard et al., 

1979; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, & Ward, 2007).  Minimum subscores, maximum subscores, 

means and standard deviations were determined for participants’ sources of social self-

efficacy and social self-efficacy outcomes.  Frequency of sources of social self-efficacy 
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subscale scores and outcomes scores were calculated and reported to illustrate data spread.  

Frequencies of individual questionnaire items also were reported. 

To examine research question one, four Pearson correlation coefficients (α=.05) were 

calculated to examine the relationship between students’ perceived sources of social self-

efficacy and students’ social self-efficacy outcomes.  The participants’ perceived sources of 

social self-efficacy were the independent variables and participants’ social self-efficacy 

outcomes were the dependent variable for each of the four Pearson correlation coefficients.   

To determine research question two, four independent t-tests (α =.05) were conducted 

to determine if statistically significant relationships existed between students’ gender and 

students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy.  Participants’ gender was the independent 

variable and participants’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy were the dependent 

variables.  The mean and standard deviation for females’ and males’ SSSE subscores were 

calculated.  Four independent t-tests were conducted to determine if there were significant 

differences between boys’ and girls’ perceptions of the sources of social self-efficacy.   

 To determine research question three, one independent t-test was conducted to 

determine if a statistically significant relationship existed between students’ gender and 

students’ social self-efficacy outcomes.  Participants’ gender was the independent variable 

and participants’ social self-efficacy outcomes were the dependent variables.  The mean and 

standard deviation for both boys’ and girls’ social self-efficacy outcomes was determined.  

An independent t-test was used to determine if there was a statistically significant difference 

between females and males’ social self-efficacy outcomes.   
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Method Summary 

 Students of a school-based adventure education programs in the western United 

States were the selected population for this study.  Participants completed an adventure 

education program with their school in October 2012.  Participants were in the sixth grade.  

An adapted version of Sources of Social Self-Efficacy Expectations (SSSE; Anderson & 

Betz, 2001) was used to measure participants’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy on 

their program.  An adapted and retrospective-pretest posttest version of Adolescents Social 

Self-Efficacy Instrument (S-EFF; Conolly, 1989) was used to measure students’ social self-

efficacy outcomes.  The instruments were converted into an electronic survey.  School 

teachers administered surveys to participants 3 to 10 days after their completion of a school-

based adventure education program.  Pearson correlation coefficients were used to determine 

if relationships existed between students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy and social 

self-efficacy outcomes.  Independent t-tests were used to determine if relationships existed 

between students’ gender and their perceived sources of social self-efficacy and social self-

efficacy outcomes.  
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Results 

This chapter presents and describes the analyses of data to answer the study’s three 

research questions: 

1. Do relationships exist between students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy and 

social self-efficacy outcomes? 

2. Do relationships exist between students’ gender and students’ perceived sources of social 

self-efficacy? 

3. Does a relationship exist between students’ gender and students’ social self-efficacy 

outcomes? 

 This chapter is presented in four sections.  First, the descriptive statistics are reported 

for preliminary calculations.  I then report results for each of the three research questions.  

Preliminary calculations and results for each research question are reported separately by 

program type. 

Descriptive Statistics 

A total of 197 students completed an adventure-based education program from three 

schools. One hundred forty-three students from two schools completed a base camp program.  

Fifty-four students from one school completed a residential program.  A total of 174 students 

completed an online survey.  One hundred twenty-one base camp program students 

completed a survey.  Fifty-three residential program students completed a survey.  The total 

response rate was 88%.  The response rate for base camp programs was 85%.  The response 

rate for residential programs was 98%.  
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Gender and grade level were the only identifiers collected from survey participants.  

Overall, the total sample was 53% male.  Fifty-one percent of base camp program 

participants were male.  One participant from a base camp program did not indicate gender.  

Fifty-nine percent of residential program participants were male.  All participants were in the 

sixth grade.   

Preliminary calculations were conducted to determine each participant’s perceived 

sources of social self-efficacy subscores (i.e., personal mastery experiences, vicarious 

experiences, verbal persuasion; and emotional arousal) and social self-efficacy outcomes.  

Tables 1 and 2 report the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviations for 

participants’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy subscores and social self-efficacy 

outcomes. 

 
 

Table 1  
Descriptive Statistics for Preliminary Calculations for Students that Completed a 
Base Camp Program  
 n min. max. M SD 
Personal mastery experiences subscorea  112 1.50 5.00 3.98 .58 
Vicarious experiences subscore  112 2.75 5.00 4.18 .59 
Verbal persuasion subscore  111 2.00 5.00 3.63 .70 
Emotional arousal subscore  112 1.00 5.00 2.22 .72 
Social self-efficacy outcomesb  112 -.69 1.38 .26 .37 
aSubscores were the average of four items.  Items were based on a 5-point scale.  
One was “strongly disagree.”  Five was “strongly agree.”  bOutcomes were 
determined by subtracting participants’ retrospective pretest score from their posttest 
score.  Possible outcomes could range from -10 to 10.  
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for Preliminary Calculations for Students that Completed a 
Residential Program, n=44 
 min. max. M SD 
Personal mastery experiences subscorea 2.25 5.00 3.83 .59 
Vicarious experiences subscore 2.25 5.00 3.73 .68 
Verbal persuasion subscore 2.00 4.50 3.37 .62 
Emotional arousal subscore 1.00 3.50 2.45 .63 
Social self-efficacy outcomesb -.31 2.92 .40 .51 
aSubscores were the average of four items.  Items were based on a 5-point scale.  One 
was “strongly disagree.”  Five was “strongly agree.”  bOutcomes were determined by 
subtracting participants’ retrospective pretest score from their posttest score.  Possible 
outcomes could range from -10 to 10.  

 
 
 
I also determined the frequencies of social self-efficacy subscores and outcomes to 

illustrate data spread.  Table 3 displays the frequency distributions of participants’ social self-

efficacy subscores for base camp programs.  The majority of base camp program participants 

averaged between 4.00-4.99 on their personal mastery experiences subscore (54.5%) and on 

their vicarious experience subscores (51.8%), between 3.00-3.99 on their verbal persuasion 

subscore (54.1%), and between 2.00 and 2.99 on their emotional arousal subscore (60.7%) 
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Table 3  
Frequency of Base Camp Program Participants’ SSSE Subscores 
 1.00-

1.99 
2.00-
2.99 

3.00-
3.99 

4.00-
4.99 

5.00 

 n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

Personal mastery experiences 
subscores, n=112 

1 
(0.9) 

2 
(1.8) 

39 
(34.8) 

62 
(55.4) 

8 
(7.1) 

Vicarious experiences subscores, 
n=112 

0 
(0) 

3 
(2.7) 

32 
(28.6) 

58 
(51.8) 

19 
(17.0) 

Verbal persuasion subscores, n=111 0 
(0) 

12 
(10.8) 

60 
(54.1) 

33 
(29.7) 

6 
(5.4) 

Emotional arousal subscores, n=112 29 
(25.9) 

68 
(60.7) 

13 
(11.6) 

1 
(0.9) 

1 
(0.9) 

Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest tenth.  Subscores were the average of four 
items.  Items were based on a 5-point scale.  One was “strongly disagree.”  Five was 
“strongly agree.”   

 
 
 
Table 4 displays the frequency distributions of participants’ social self-efficacy 

subscores for the residential program.  Nearly half of residential program participants 

averaged between 4.00-4.99 on their personal mastery experience subscores (47.7%) and 

between 3.00-3.99 on their vicarious experience subscores (45.5%).  The majority of 

participants averaged between 3.00-3.99 on their verbal persuasion subscores (56.8%) and 

between 2.00-2.99 on their emotional arousal subscores (61.4%).     
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Table 4  
Frequency of Residential Program Participants’ SSSE Subscores, n=44 
 1.00-

1.99 
2.00-
2.99 

3.00-
3.99 

4.00-
4.99 

5.00 

 n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

Personal mastery experiences 
subscores 

0 
(0) 

2 
(4.5) 

20 
(45.5) 

21 
(47.7) 

1 
(2.3) 

Vicarious experiences subscores 0 
(0) 

4 
(9.1) 

20 
(45.5) 

16 
(36.4) 

4 
(9.1) 

Verbal persuasion subscores 0 
(0) 

8 
(18.2) 

25 
(56.8) 

11 
(25.0) 

0 
(0) 

Emotional arousal subscores 6 
(13.6) 

27 
(61.4) 

11 
(25.0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest tenth.  Subscores were the average of four 
items.  Items were based on a 5-point scale.  One was “strongly disagree.”  Five was 
“strongly agree.”   

 
 
 
Table 5 outlines the frequency distribution of social self-efficacy outcomes for base 

camp program participants.  About 14.3% (16 of 112) of base camp program participants had 

negative social self-efficacy outcomes.  Twelve and a half percent (14 of 112) had zero social 

self-efficacy outcomes.  About 73.2% (82 of 112) base camp program participants had 

positive social self-efficacy outcomes.   
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Table 5  
Frequency of Base Camp Program Participants’ Social Self-efficacy Outcomes, 
n=112  

-.1--.51 -.50--.01 0 .01-0.50 .51-1.00 1.01-1.500 
n 

(%) 
n 

(%) 
n 

(%) 
n 

(%) 
n 

(%) 
n 

(%) 
3 

(2.7) 
12 

(10.7) 
13 

(11.6) 
56 

(50.0) 
24 

(21.4) 
4 

(3.6) 
Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 
 
 
Table 6 outlines the frequency distribution of social self-efficacy outcomes for 

residential program participants.  About 6.8% (3 of 44) of residential program participants 

had negative social self-efficacy outcomes. About 15.9% (7 of 44) had zero social self-

efficacy outcomes.  About 77.3% (34 of 44) had positive social self-efficacy outcomes.  

    
 

Table 6  
Frequency of Residential Program Participants’ Social Self-efficacy Outcomes, n=44  
-.50--.01 0 .01-0.50 .51-1.00 1.01-1.50 1.51-2.00 >2.00 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

n 
(%) 

3 
(6.8) 

7 
(15.9) 

19 
(43.2) 

13 
(29.5) 

1 
(2.3) 

0 
(0) 

1 
(2.3) 

Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Frequencies were also conducted for individual questionnaire items.  Appendix M 

outlines frequencies for individual questionnaire items for the retrospective S-EFF, SSSE, 

and the posttest S-EFF.   

Research Question One  

The first research question focused on if relationships existed between students’ 

perceived sources of social self-efficacy and social self-efficacy outcomes.  Research 

question one was examined through four Pearson correlation coefficients (α=.05).   

Correlations were either weak, positive, and statistically significant or not statistically 

significant for base camp programs.  A weak, positive, and statistically significant 

relationship existed between students’ personal mastery experiences and their social self-

efficacy outcomes.  Students’ perceived personal mastery experiences explained 13.54% of 

the variance in students’ social self-efficacy outcomes.  The relationship between students’ 

vicarious experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes was positive, but not 

statistically significant.  The relationship between students’ verbal persuasion and students’ 

social self-efficacy outcomes was weak, positive, and statistically significant.  Students’ 

perceived verbal persuasion explained  8.94% of the variance in students’ social self-efficacy 

outcomes.  The relationship between base camp students’ emotional arousal and their social 

self-efficacy outcomes was negative, but not statistically significant.  Table 7 outlines base 

camp program results for the research question one.  
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Table 7  
Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients for Relationships between Students’ Perceived 
Sources of Social Self-efficacy and Social Self-efficacy Outcomes for Students that 
Completed a Base Camp Program  
Sources of Social Self-efficacy  n r p 
Personal mastery experiences 112 .368* .000 
Vicarious experiences 112 .170 .073 
Verbal persuasion 111 .299* .001 
Emotional arousal 112 -.141 .139 
*p < .05 

 
 
 
No statistically significant correlations were found between any of students’ 

perceived sources of social self-efficacy and their social self-efficacy outcomes for 

residential program results.  Relationships between students’ personal mastery experiences 

and their social self-efficacy outcomes and between students’ vicarious experiences and their 

social self-efficacy outcomes were positive, but not statistically significant. The relationship 

between students’ verbal persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes was negative, but 

not statistically significant.  The relationship between students’ emotional arousal and their 

social self-efficacy outcomes was positive without statistical significance.  Table 8 outlines 

residential program results for research question one.     
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Table 8  
Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients for Relationships between Students’ 
Perceived Sources of Social Self-efficacy and Social Self-efficacy Outcomes for 
Students that Completed a Residential Program, n=44 
Sources of Social Self-efficacy  r p 
Personal mastery experiences .161 .298 
Vicarious experiences .221 .150 
Verbal persuasion -.054 .727 
Emotional arousal .168 .276 
 
 
 
Research Question Two  

The second research question focused on if relationships existed between students’ 

gender and students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy.  Research question two was 

examined using four independent t-tests (α=.05).   

No statistically significant relationships were found between students’ gender and any 

of their perceived sources of social self-efficacy for base camp programs.  Boys on average 

had greater, but not statistically significant, personal mastery experiences and vicarious 

experiences subscores than girls, though differences were minimal.  Girls on average had 

greater, but not statistically significant, verbal persuasion and emotional arousal subscores 

than boys.  Table 9 displays base camp program results for research question two. 

  



63 

 

Table 9  
Independent t-test Results for Relationships between Student’s Gender and Student’s 
Perceived Sources of Social Self-efficacy for Students that Completed a Base Camp 
Program 
 Boys Girls t p 

 n M SD n M SD   

Personal mastery experiences 57 4.01 .52 54 4.01 .54 -.01 .996 

Vicarious experiences 57 4.20 .59 54 4.18 .57 .23 .816 

Verbal persuasion 57 3.61 .71 53 3.70 .66 -.72 .472 
Emotional arousal 57 2.12 .82 54 2.27 .57 -1.13 .261 

 
 
 
No statistically significant relationships were found between students’ gender and 

their personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion subscores 

for residential program students.  Boys on average had greater personal mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion subscores than girls, though differences 

between genders were not statistically significant.  A statistically significant relationship was 

found between students’ gender and their emotional arousal subcores for residential program 

students.  Girls on average had statistically significant greater emotional arousal subscores 

than boys.  Table 10 displays residential program results for research question two. 
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Table 10  
Independent t-test Results for Relationships between Student’s Gender and Student’s 
Perceived Sources of Social Self-efficacy for Students that Completed a Residential 
Program 
 Boys 

(n=26) 
Girls 

(n=18) 
  

 M SD M SD t p 
Personal mastery 
experiences 

3.92 .57 3.69 .59 1.28 .206 

Vicarious experiences 3.76 .61 3.68 .79 .38 .709 
Verbal persuasion 3.42 .63 3.29 .62 .68 .498 
Emotional arousal 2.29 .64 2.69 .54 -2.20* .033 
*p < .05       
 
 
 
Research Question Three   

The third research question for my study asked if a relationship existed between 

students’ gender and students’ social self-efficacy outcomes.  One independent t-test was 

conducted to determine the answer to research question three.   

No statistically significant relationship was found between students’ gender and their 

social self-efficacy outcomes for base camp program students.  Girls, on average, had greater 

social self-efficacy outcomes than boys, though differences were not statistically significant.  

Table 11 displays base camp program results for research question three. 
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Table 11  
Independent t-test Results for the Relationship between Student’s Gender and 
Student’s Social Self-efficacy Outcomes for Students that Completed a Base Camp 
Program 
 Boys 

(n=57) 
Girls 

(n=54) 
  

 M SD M SD t p 
Social self-efficacy 
outcomesa 

.26 .36 .31 .37 -.66 .512 

aOutcomes were determined by subtracting participants’ retrospective pretest score 
from their posttest score.  Possible outcomes could range from -10 to 10. 

 
 
 
No statistically significant relationship was found between students’ gender and their 

social self-efficacy outcomes for residential program students.  Girls, on average, had greater 

social self-efficacy outcomes than boys, though differences were not statistically significant.  

Table 12 displays residential program results for research question three. 
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Table 12  
Independent t-test Results for the Relationship between Student’s Gender and 
Student’s Social Self-efficacy Outcomes for Students that Completed a Residential 
Program 
 Boys 

(n=26) 
Girls 

(n=18) 
  

 M SD M SD t p 
Social self-efficacy 
outcomesa 

.29 .30 .55 .70 -1.71 .094 

aOutcomes were determined by subtracting participants’ retrospective pretest score 
from their posttest score.  Possible outcomes could range from -10 to 10. 
 
 
 
Results Summary 

 Pearson’s correlation coefficients and independent t-tests were used to analyze data to 

answer my study’s three research questions.  Data analyses were performed separately by 

program type.  Weak, positive, and statistically significant correlations were found between 

base camp program students’ personal mastery experiences and their social self-efficacy 

outcomes and between their verbal persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  A 

statistically significant relationship was found between residential program students’ gender 

and students’ emotional arousal.  Girls reported statistically significant greater emotional 

arousal than boys during the residential program.  No other statistically significant 

relationship was found. 
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Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to determine how students’ perceptions of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  I summarize and interpret my study’s findings in this final chapter.  I 

also discuss the study’s limitations, implications, and future research suggestions.  The self-

efficacy theory, which posits that self-efficacy expectations are domain specific and are 

derived from four principal sources of information (i.e. personal mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal), provided the theoretical 

framework for the development of my study’s three research questions:  

1. Do relationships exist between students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy and 

social self-efficacy outcomes? 

2. Do relationships exist between students’ gender and students’ perceived sources of social 

self-efficacy? 

3. Does a relationship exist between students’ gender and students’ social self-efficacy 

outcomes? 

Conclusions and Interpretations 

This section explains how the study achieved its purpose and contributed to the 

literature on social environments in adventure-based education.  I also describe how my 

findings add insight to the how students’ gender relates to adolescents’ perceptions of social 

environments and their perceived growth in interpersonal skills in adventure-based 

education. 
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 Research question one.  The first research question determined if relationships 

existed between students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy and their social self-

efficacy outcomes.  The four sources of self-efficacy were one’s personal mastery 

experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal (Bandura, 1977; 

1997).  Conclusions are separated by program-type.   

 Statistically significant relationships were found between base camp program 

students’ personal mastery experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes and between 

their verbal persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  A statistically significant, 

weak positive relationship was found between students’ personal mastery experiences and 

their social self-efficacy outcomes. The relationship between students’ vicarious experiences 

and their social self-efficacy outcomes was weak positive, but not statistically significant.  

The relationship between students’ verbal persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes 

had statistical significance and was weak positive.  A slight negative, but not statistically 

significant, relationship was found between students’ emotional arousal and their social self-

efficacy outcomes.   

Results from the residential program indicated no statistically significant relationships 

between any of the students’ four perceived sources of social self-efficacy and students’ 

social self-efficacy outcomes.  A weak positive, but not statistically significant, relationship 

was found between students’ personal mastery experiences and their social self-efficacy 

outcomes.  The relationship between students’ vicarious experiences and their social self-

efficacy outcomes also was weak positive without statistical significance.  Results showed a 
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slight negative, but not statistically significant, relationship between students’ verbal 

persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  A weak positive, but not statistically 

significant, relationship was found between students’ emotional arousal and their social self-

efficacy outcomes.   

Interpretations first are given for possible reasons only weak positive relationships or 

no statistically significant relationships existed between students’ perceived sources of social 

self-efficacy and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Interpretations then are given 

individually for the relationship between each of the four sources of social self-efficacy and 

students’ social self-efficacy outcomes.  Individual interpretations are separated by program-

type (i.e., residential, base camp) when results varied. 

 Interpretation of the lack of strong relationships between the four sources of social 

self-efficacy and social self-efficacy outcomes for base camp and residential programs.  

Relationships between each of the four sources of social self-efficacy and social self-efficacy 

outcomes may have had either weak statistical significance or no statistical significance 

because the programs were short in duration, students had previous socialization with their 

peers prior to their programs, students may have had pre-established social norms, students 

were young, and students were required to attend.  Program differences also may have led to 

dissimilarities between base camp and residential program findings.  

 Overall, the programs’ short durations may have negated stronger relationships 

between students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy and their social self-efficacy 

outcomes.  Research has suggested that program length may influence the relationship 
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between students’ perception of aspects of their adventure program and their perceived 

growth (Ewert, 1982; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007).  Studies that have discovered 

significant relationships between students’ perception of program elements and their 

perceived outcomes were programs that lasted over two weeks (Sibthorp, 2003; Sibthorp, 

Paisley, Gookin, 2007).  The programs in my study were 3-5 days long.  These programs’ 

short duration compared to previous studies may have negated stronger relationships between 

students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  

 Students’ previous socialization with their peers prior to their program may have 

suppressed the influence of their sources of social self-efficacy on their social self-efficacy 

outcomes. The difference between the Outward Bound process model social environments 

and the programs’ social environments examined in this study may be due to students’ 

previous socialization with their peers.  

The Outward Bound process model was originally postulated for Outward Bound and 

similar programs (Walsh & Golins, 1976).  Most Outward Bound groups have had 

individuals with no prior social contact (Walsh & Golins, 1976).  According to the Outward 

Bound process model, many students initially doubt their ability to succeed in the unique 

social environments (i.e. experience emotional arousal) in Outward Bound and other similar 

programs (McKenzie, 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  Students eventually adapt and become 

comfortable in their new social environments (i.e. experience personal mastery experience). 

Students’ perception of their interpersonal skills is thought to increase when students’ adapt 

and succeed in their new social environments (McKenzie, 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).   
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 The programs in my study were school groups.  Thus, individuals likely had previous 

social contact with their peers.  Students may not have been significantly influenced by their 

emotional arousal because they may have never doubted their ability to succeed in their 

programs’ social environments.  Students’ personal mastery experiences may have had weak 

or no statistically significant influences on their social self-efficacy because students may not 

have perceived their successes as overcoming great challenges because they had previous 

social interactions with their peers prior to their program. 

  Students’ probable pre-established social norms also may have limited the influence 

of students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy on their social self-efficacy outcomes in 

my study.  Social norms are informal rules that groups use to regulate individuals’ behaviors 

(Feldman, 1984).  For example, a girl, Beth, may be quiet in social situations at school 

because her comments often are laughed at or ignored.  Another student, John, may 

frequently tell inappropriate jokes because his peers laugh at him.  School students often are 

told to be quiet during school lessons to listen to their teacher. 

 Students may have transferred their social norms from their school to adventure 

settings.  Students may not have been significantly influenced by their vicarious experiences 

because they observed their peers’ typical social behaviors.  With the examples, Beth may 

have been quiet and John may have told inappropriate jokes on the program. Students may 

not have been strongly influenced by their verbal persuasion because they were told to be 

quiet during the program or they assumed they needed to be quiet.  Studies that have found 

students’ observations of group members’ behaviors (McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; 
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Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007) and verbal persuasion (Martin & Leberman, 2005; 

McKenzie, 2003; Propst & Koesler, 1998; Schumann et al., 2009) influenced students’ 

perceived social competence have examined groups with no previous social history and thus 

no pre-established social norms.  

 Students’ young age (e.g., 11-12 years) may have suppressed the influence of their 

adventure program participation on their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Studies have found 

that adults experienced greater gains from their participation in adventure-based education 

programs than adolescents (Hattie, et al., 1997; McKenzie, 2000; 2003; Sibthorp, 2003).  

Most participants in adventure-based education studies have been over 14 years old (Ewert & 

Heywood, 1991; Martin & Leberman, 2005; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007; Sibthorp, et 

al., 2008).  Thus, the influences of adventure-based education programs on younger 

participants are relatively unknown.     

 Students’ participation requirement also may have minimized the influence of their 

perceived sources of social self-efficacy on their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Participants 

in my study were required to attend their school’s program.  Students’ in other studies 

participated in open-enrollment programs and likely chose to participate voluntarily (Ewert 

& Heywood, 1991; Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Sibthorp, 

Paisley, & Gookin, 2007; Sibthorp, et al., 2008). 

 Program differences were also evident between base camp and residential program 

findings.  Base camp program students may have been more positively influenced by their 

personal mastery experiences and verbal persuasion than residential program students 
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because their programs had greater discord with their school structure.  Base camp programs 

were unlike school because students slept in tents, ate meals outside, and had lessons outside.  

Activities and lessons could have been disruptive by foul weather, as students and instructors 

sought shelter.  The discord between base camp programs and school settings may have 

helped create unique social environments.  For example, students needed to cooperate with 

their peers to pitch tents for shelter. 

Residential programs were more similar to school settings because students ate meals 

and slept inside and could have had lessons inside during inclement weather.  Residential 

students did not work together to pitch tents because cabins were used for shelter.  

Interpretations are separated by program-type for the influence of students’ personal mastery 

experiences and verbal persuasion in the next sections. 

  The relationship between base camp program students’ personal mastery 

experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  The weak positive relationship between 

base camp program students’ personal mastery experiences and their social self-efficacy 

outcomes may have resulted from the transfer of newly acquired skills or learning from the 

adventure environment to another setting (i.e., home or school). The Outward Bound process 

model postulates that students’ perception of their ability to succeed at challenges increases 

when they accomplish tasks that they originally thought were unachievable (McKenzie, 

2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  This increase in self-perception has been thought to transfer 

to other settings and result in outcomes such an increase in perceived interpersonal skills 

(Garst et al., 2001; Goldenberg & Pronsolino, 2008; Hattie et al., 1997; Martin & Leberman, 
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2005; Paisley, Furman, Sibthorp, Gookin, 2008; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, 2007; Sibthorp et 

al., 2008).  Students’ social self-efficacy may have increased during their program because 

students were successful in social situations.  Students’ personal mastery experiences may 

have positively related to their social self-efficacy outcomes because students may have 

thought they could be successful in social situations at school because they were successful 

in social situations on their program.   

Base camp program findings supported previous studies that discovered students’ 

perceived successes on their adventure-based education programs positively influenced 

students’ self-perception.  Literature has suggested students grow through their successful 

completion of challenges on adventure-based education programs (Martin & Leberman, 

2005; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  In particular, McKenzie 

(2003) reported that students linked achieving success with an increase in their interpersonal 

skills on Outward Bound programs.  Base camp program findings supported McKenzie’s 

findings because a statistically significant relationship was found between base camp 

program students’ personal mastery experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes. 

The relationship between residential program students’ personal mastery 

experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Residential program students’ personal 

mastery experiences may not have significantly influenced their social self-efficacy outcomes 

because students’ change in social self-efficacy at the end of the program may not have 

transferred to their school setting.  Students may not have transferred their change in social 

self-efficacy from their program back to school because students did not perceive major 
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differences between their program’s social situations and their school’s social situations.  As 

previously mentioned, students’ familiarity with their peers and the similarity between the 

residential program and school structure may have helped social situations feel comfortable 

to students. 

Residential program findings did not support previous studies that discovered 

students’ perceived successes on adventure-based education programs positively influenced 

their perceived interpersonal skills.  Literature has suggested students grow through their 

successful completion of challenges on their adventure programs (Martin & Leberman, 2005; 

McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  Findings did not support previous 

research because a positive, but not statistically significant, relationship was found between 

students’ personal mastery experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes.   

The relationship between students’ vicarious experiences and their social self-

efficacy outcomes for base camp and residential programs.  The lack of statistically 

significant relationship between base camp and residential program students’ vicarious 

experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes suggested students’ perceived gains in 

social self-efficacy were not significantly influenced by their vicarious experiences.  The 

reason for this lack of influence was not straightforward to interpret.  One possible reason 

was students attended programs with the same teachers and peers from their schools.  Thus, 

students may not have been influenced by their vicarious experiences because they were 

witnessing the same social models on their program that they did during school.  Students’ 

teachers and peers also may have been influential social models at school prior to the 
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program.  Therefore, students may not have been influenced by their social models during 

their programs.  Another possible reason was students’ instructors may not have been 

influential social models because they only interacted with students for three or five days.  

The above are just possible reasons students’ social self-efficacy outcomes were not 

significantly influenced by their vicarious experiences during the base camp and residential 

programs.  

My findings contradicted previous research that suggested students were positively 

influenced by their vicarious experiences.  For example, previous studies have contended that 

instructor role modeling positively influenced students’ personal growth in adventure-based 

education programs (McKenzie, 2003; Paisley, et al., 2008; Sibthorp et al., 2011).  This 

study’s results did not align with previous literature because no statistically significant 

relationship was found between students’ vicarious experiences and their social self-efficacy 

outcomes for both base camp and residential programs. 

 The relationship between base camp program students’ verbal persuasion and their 

social self-efficacy outcomes.  A weak positive relationship between base camp program 

students’ verbal persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes suggested that students’ 

verbal persuasion positively influenced their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Students’ verbal 

persuasion may have been influential to their social self-efficacy outcomes because students 

may have received new and/or more verbal persuasion during their program than they did 

previously at school.  Receiving verbal persuasion during their program may have given 
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students new insights on and increased their perceptions of their ability to communicate and 

cooperate with others.              

Base camp program findings supported previous research.  Research has indicated 

students’ verbal persuasion, or feedback, they received on their adventure-based education 

programs positively influenced their perceived interpersonal skills (Martin & Leberman, 

2003; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Propst & Koesler, 1998; Witman, 1995).  Base camp 

program findings supported previous research because a weak positive relationship was 

discovered between students’ verbal persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes.   

The relationship between residential program students’ verbal persuasion and their 

social self-efficacy outcomes.  The lack of statistically significant relationship between 

residential program students’ verbal persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes 

suggested students’ social self-efficacy outcomes were not significantly influenced by their 

verbal persuasion.  The exact reason for this was not straightforward to interpret.  One 

possibility is students may have received a lot of verbal persuasion on their social skills at 

school prior to their program.  Students also may not have received much verbal persuasion 

during their program.  Students’ social self-efficacy outcomes also may not have been 

influenced by their verbal persuasion because students may not have viewed their instructors 

as reliable sources.  The self-efficacy theory posits that verbal persuasion is most influential 

when received from a reliable source (Bandura, 1997).  Students may not have viewed their 

instructors as reliable sources because the residential program was only three days long.    
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Residential program findings did not support previous research.  Studies have 

indicated students’ perceived interpersonal skills were positively influenced by the verbal 

encouragement and feedback they received during their adventure-based education programs 

(Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Propst & Koesler, 1998; 

Witman, 1995).  Residential program findings did not support previous research because no 

statistically significant relationship was discovered between students’ verbal persuasion and 

their social self-efficacy outcomes.      

The relationship between students’ emotional arousal and their social self-efficacy 

outcomes for base camp and residential programs.  Students’ familiarity with their peers 

may have suppressed the influence of base camp and residential program students’ emotional 

arousal on their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Students may have been comfortable during 

social situations because they knew their peers prior to the program.  Students’ emotional 

arousal may not have significantly influenced their social self-efficacy outcomes if students 

were comfortable and experienced minimal emotional arousal during social situations.  

Findings were not consistent with previous literature. Studies have found that 

emotional arousal had a direct negative influence on individuals’ self-efficacy expectations 

(Britner & Pajares, 2006; Usher & Pajares, 2008).  The Outward Bound process represents 

emotional arousal with adaptive dissonance, or students’ initial fear that they will not be able 

to adapt to new environments and succeed at given challenges during adventure-based 

education programs (McKenzie, 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  Students’ perceptions of 

their ability to tackle subsequent problems are uplifted when they adapt to their new 
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environments and master challenges they originally thought could not be accomplished 

(Walsh & Golins, 1976).  Findings did not support literature because no statistically 

significant relationship was found between students’ emotional arousal and their social self-

efficacy outcomes.  

Research question two.  The second research question focused on the relationships 

that existed between students’ gender and their perceived sources of social self-efficacy.  

Conclusions are separated by program type.   

No statistically significant relationships were found between students’ gender and 

their personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional 

arousal for base camp programs.  Results indicated boys on average perceived greater, but 

not statistically significant, personal mastery experiences and vicarious experiences than 

girls.  Girls on average perceived greater, but not statistically significant, verbal persuasion 

and emotional arousal to social situations than boys.  Differences between boys’ and girls’ 

perceived sources of self-efficacy were minimal for base camp programs. 

No statistically significant relationships were found between students’ gender and 

their personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion for the 

residential program.  A statistically significant relationship, however, was discovered 

between students’ gender and their emotional arousal.  Results indicated boys on average 

perceived greater, but not statistically significant, personal mastery experiences, vicarious 

experiences, and verbal persuasion than girls.  Girls on average reported statistically 

significant greater emotional arousal in social situations than boys. 
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Interpretations for the relationships between students’ gender and their personal 

mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion are given together because 

similar results were found.  Interpretations for the relationships between students’ gender and 

their emotional arousal are separated by program type because results varied.    

The relationships between students’ gender and their personal mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion for base camp and residential programs.  The 

lack of relationships between students’ gender and their personal mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion suggested boys and girls perceived comparable 

levels of personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion during 

the base camp and residential programs.  It is indeterminable from my findings if the lack of 

relationships were due to chance or intentional programming.  Boys and girls may have had 

comparable opportunities to be successful in social situations.   Instructors and 

accompanying teachers may have been comparable social models for both boys and girls.  

They also may have given comparable amounts of verbal persuasion to boys and girls.   

Findings did not support previous studies.  Research has suggested gender influenced 

how students perceived and valued aspects of their social environments in adventure-based 

education programs (Estes & Ewert, 1988; Ewert, et al., 2013; McKenzie, 2003; Witman 

1995).  Findings contradicted research because no statistically significant relationships were 

found between students’ gender and their perceived personal mastery experiences, vicarious 

experiences, and verbal persuasion.        
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The relationship between base camp program students’ gender and their emotional 

arousal.  Base camp program findings suggested boys and girls perceived comparable levels 

of emotional arousal during social situations on their programs.  As previously explained, 

students may have been comfortable in social situations because they knew their peers from 

school.  Results suggested boys and girls were comparably comfortable in social situations.   

 Base camp findings did not support previous research.  Research has suggested 

adolescent girls often experienced more anxiety during social interactions than boys (Doyle, 

Lawford, and Markiewicz, 2009; Perry & Pauletti, 2011).  Base camp program findings did 

not suggest girls perceived significantly more emotional arousal during social situations than 

boys.        

The relationship between residential program students’ gender and their emotional 

arousal.  Residential program findings suggested girls’ perceived statistically significant 

greater emotional arousal during social situations that boys.  Research has suggested 

differences in how boys and girls interact depended on context (Brown, 2004; Duex & 

Major, 1987; Perry & Pauletti, 2011).  It is indeterminable from my findings if girls’ greater 

emotional arousal during social situations was an extension of the school’s social 

environments or a result of the program.  One possibility, girls may have been more 

emotionally aroused by social situations at school than boys.  Girls’ greater emotional arousal 

may have transferred from school to the program.  Another possibility, girls may have 

experienced greater emotional arousal to social situations because the program’s structure or 

activities made girls more emotionally aroused than boys.  For example, spending 
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significantly more time on male-preferred autonomous activities (Estes & Ewert 1988; 

Witman, 1995) than female-preferred group-oriented activities (Estes & Ewert, 1988; 

McKenzie, 2003; Witman, 1995) may have caused females to be more emotionally aroused 

by social situations than boys.  

Residential program findings supported previous research.  Research has suggested 

adolescent girls often experienced more anxiety during social situations than boys (Doyle et 

al., 2009; Perry & Pauletti, 2011).  Residential program findings supported the notion 

because girls reported significantly more emotional arousal during social situations than 

boys.   

Research question three.  The third research question asked if a relationship existed 

between students’ gender and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Results showed no 

statistically significant relationship between students’ gender and their social self-efficacy 

outcomes for base camp and residential programs.  Girls on average reported greater, but not 

statistically significant, social self-efficacy outcomes than boys after both programs.   

No statistically significant gender differences in social self-efficacy outcomes may 

have been impacted by boys’ and girls’ similar levels of perceived personal mastery 

experiences, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion.  Self-efficacy theory suggests that 

changes in self-efficacy expectations rely on an individual’s personal mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal (Bandura, 1977; 1997).  

Boys’ and girls’ similar levels of perceived personal mastery experiences, vicarious 
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experiences, and verbal persuasion may have caused boys and girls to have similarly reported 

social self-efficacy outcomes.    

Findings backed previous adventure-based education studies that found no 

relationship between students’ gender and their perceived growth in interpersonal skills 

(Sibthorp, 2003; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, 2007).   Previous outcome studies have either not 

reported results by gender (Hattie et al., 1997; Neill, 1997) or have found mixed results 

(Estes & Ewert, 1988; McKenzie, 2003; Neill, 1997; Sibthorp, 2003).  The study’s results 

supported the notion that students’ gender may not be related to students’ perceived gains in 

interpersonal skills.   

 Overall, my research contributed to the body of knowledge on students' social skill 

development on adventure-based education programs.  The study also demonstrated that the 

self-efficacy theory is a useful framework to examine how students’ perceptions of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills. 

Application to Self-efficacy Theoretical Framework 

 Self-efficacy theory was an adequate framework for my study.  The self-efficacy 

theory was selected as this study’s framework because each of the four sources of self-

efficacy (i.e., personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and 

emotional arousal) was found within the Outward Bound process, the study’s foundation.  

Previous adventure-based education studies used self-efficacy theory as a framework (Propst 

& Koesler, 1998; Sibthorp, 2003).  Self-efficacy theory was appropriate for this study 
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because it provided sound reasoning for variable selection, the link between students’ 

perceptions of social environments social self-efficacy outcomes, and the transfer of student 

learning back to school environments.   

Self-efficacy framework provided theoretical support for variable selection.  The 

purpose of this study was to determine how students’ perceptions of social environments in 

an adventure-based education program related to their perceived growth in interpersonal 

skills.  The four sources of social self-efficacy (i.e., personal mastery experiences, vicarious 

experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal) were used to operationalize students’ 

perceptions of social environments in adventure-based education programs.  Social self-

efficacy outcomes represented students’ perceived growth in interpersonal skills.       

 The self-efficacy framework was a good fit for this study because perceived gains in 

social self-efficacy could be outcomes associated with students’ perceptions of social 

environments on their adventure-based education programs.  Self-efficacy expectations are 

domain specific (Bandura, 1977; 1997).  Therefore, students’ perceived growth in social self-

efficacy may have been influenced by their perceptions of the programs’ social 

environments, or their personal mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal 

persuasion, and emotional arousal.  

The self-efficacy framework also was advantageous because social self-efficacy 

outcomes could be used to predict how students’ perceived growth in interpersonal skills 

may have transferred from their adventure experience to their school environments.  Self-

efficacy expectations are thought to be key personal resources in self-development and 
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successful adaptation to new environments (Bandura, 1997).  Similarly, literature has 

suggested the transfer of student learning from adventure-based education relies on students’ 

belief in their ability to make changes in their lives outside their adventure experience 

(Martin & Leberman, 2005; Priest & Gass, 2005).      

Overall the self-efficacy framework was a functional container for investigating how 

students’ perceptions of social environments related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  However, the study had limitations. 

Limitations 

The study’s findings need to be interpreted with several limitations.  The limitations, 

their influences on the study, and any steps taken to minimize their effects are described.  

Limitations included: (a) groups’ pre-socialization, (b) researcher’s absence during data 

collection, (c) measurement concerns for self-report pretest posttest measurements, (d) lack 

of a control group.   

The groups’ pre-socialization limited the study’s findings.  Walsh and Golins (1976) 

originally posited the Outward Bound process for groups of adventure-based education 

students that had no previous social contact. Students examined in this study likely knew 

their group mates prior to their program because they attended school together.  Therefore, 

students may have been familiar with their social environments and had pre-established 

social norms.  Groups’ pre-socialization limits the comparison of this study’s findings to 

other studies that examine adventure-based education groups with no previous social contact.   

My absence from data collection also was a limitation.  I resided in North Carolina.  

All surveys were administered during the same ten-day span in three schools throughout 
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California.  Therefore, it was not feasible for me to be present during data collection.  

Detailed written directions were approved by the North Carolina State University 

Institutional Review Board (Appendix A) and emailed to school teachers to outline proper 

data collection procedures and minimize the influence of my absence (Appendix K).  

Teachers administered surveys to students following the written directions.  I spoke with 

teachers on the telephone prior to survey administrations to clarify survey directions. 

Response shift bias, pre-course anxiety, post-course euphoria, and social desirability 

were measurement concerns associated with self-report pretest posttest measurement 

typically used to determine outcomes in adventure-based education research.  The 

Adolescent Social Self-efficacy Instrument was converted into a retrospective-pretest posttest 

format to minimize response shift bias.  Students completed surveys a few days after their 

programs’ completion to help mitigate the influence of pre-course anxiety and post-course 

euphoria on results.  Lie scales were added to instruments to detect dishonest responses and 

to respond to social desirability.   

My study did not have a control group that did not participate in a school-based 

adventure program.  Working with school groups may be an ideal situation to conduct 

experiments to compare perceived growth of students that participated in adventure programs 

to students that did not participate in adventure programs.  Findings may be confounded by 

other variables (i.e., physical environment) without comparison to a control group.  The self-

efficacy framework gave theoretical support to my research methods.  Self-efficacy theory 

states that self-efficacy expectations are domain-specific (Bandura, 1977; 1997).  Thus, 
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students’ perceptions of their four sources of social self-efficacy on their programs may be 

linked to their social self-efficacy outcomes.  

Limitations may have influenced findings, but steps were taken to mitigate their 

impact.  The following implications were written within the aforementioned limitations in 

mind.   

Implications 

 Intentional adjustments to particular aspects of social environments in adventure-

based education programs can help maximize the relationship between students’ perceived 

sources of social self-efficacy and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  The following 

program recommendations are based on literature and this study’s findings.  

Recommendations are written for adventure-based education programs that work with school 

groups.   

School teachers could facilitate small-group discussions and activities before and 

after adventure-based education programs to elongate programs’ influence on students’ 

perceived social skills.  Research has suggested that program length may impact how 

students’ perceptions of their adventure program influence their perceived growth (Ewert, 

1982; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 2007).  Increasing the length of time students spend out 

of the classroom on adventure programs would be impractical.  Teachers can facilitate small 

group discussions and activities in lieu of longer programs to allow students more time for 

social interactions. 
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 School teachers and adventure-based education administrators have the potential to 

work together to place students in groups with others they do not know well.  This study’s 

findings suggested that students’ previous social interaction might have suppressed the 

influence of students’ sources of social self-efficacy on their social self-efficacy outcomes.  

Studies that discovered positive relationships between students’ perceptions of program 

elements and their perceived growth in social competence have examined groups with no 

previous social history (McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Sibthorp, Paisley, & Gookin, 

2007).  Placing students in groups with others they do not know well potentially can create 

unfamiliar social environments, decrease pre-established social norms, and increase the 

relationship between students’ sources of social self-efficacy and their social self-efficacy 

outcomes.  

School administrators should consider their program type and structure.  This study’s 

findings suggested that program-type might have impacted how students’ personal mastery 

experiences and verbal persuasion influenced their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Aspects of 

base camp programs may have been more influential to students’ social self-efficacy gains 

because there was a greater dissonance between students’ school and program environments.  

School administrators could consider choosing base camp programs over residential 

programs.  School administrators, teachers, and adventure educators also can collaborate to 

create dissonance between residential program environments and school environments.  For 

example, students can eat meals outside on picnic blankets instead of inside at tables.     
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 Instructors can designate time for social interactions during adventure-based 

education programs.  Students have opportunity to experience social success during 

designated time for social interactions.  Base camp findings indicated students’ personal 

mastery experiences positively influenced their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Literature also 

has suggested students grow through their successful completion of challenges on their 

adventure programs (Martin & Leberman, 2005; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Walsh & 

Golins, 1976).  Instructors can role model effective social skills and give students feedback 

on their social skills to help students experience success during designated time for social 

interactions.   

 Adventure-based education instructors should role model positive and effective social 

skills to help students learn how to succeed in social environments.  For examples, instructors 

can speak assertively to others, communicate with students respectfully, and include all 

students in activities and conversations.  Literature has suggested adventure-based education 

students learn by observing their instructors’ behaviors (Schumann et al., 2009; Walsh & 

Golins, 1976).   Instructors can role model positive social skills to teach students how to 

communicate and cooperate with others effectively.  

 Instructors also can give students feedback on their social skills during adventure-

based education programs.  Base camp findings and previous research have indicated 

students’ verbal encouragement and feedback they received on their adventure-based 

education program positively influenced their perceived interpersonal skills (Martin & 

Leberman, 2003; McKenzie, 2003; Sibthorp, 2003; Propst & Koesler, 1998; Witman, 1995).  
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Feedback can give students new insights on their social skills.  For example, instructors could 

tell John, who tells inappropriate jokes, that his jokes are hurtful to others and he should 

refrain from telling his jokes in a group setting.  John may learn that his jokes are hurtful to 

others from such feedback.  John further may be encouraged to refrain from telling 

inappropriate jokes in the future. 

 School teachers and adventure-based education instructors have the potential to 

collaborate to create appropriate stress and anxiety for students during adventure-based 

education programs.  The Outward Bound process model has suggested that students’ 

perceived ability to succeed at future challenges increases when they overcome their initial 

anxiety (i.e. emotional arousal; McKenzie, 2003; Walsh & Golins, 1976).  This study’s 

findings suggested students might not have been influenced by their emotional arousal 

because they were familiar with their peers and/or because they took on their normal social 

roles.  Teachers can create dissonance for students by placing them in groups with students 

they do not know well.  Teachers and instructors also can encourage students to assume a 

new social role to help create emotional arousal for students.  For example, Beth can be a 

designated leader for an activity.  Beth’s leadership role may create anxiety for her because 

she is comfortable being quiet.  Instructors’ role modeling and verbal encouragement can 

help Beth be successful as a leader.  Beth success as a leader may positively influence her 

perceived social self-efficacy because she may have initially doubted her leadership ability 

(i.e. experienced emotional arousal).   
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 This study’s findings and previous research also have implications for programming 

to meet gender differences and non-differences.  As suggested by Estes and Ewert (1988), 

adventure educators should strive to meet the needs of both males and females.  For example, 

adventure-based education instructors can strive to be comparable social models to both boys 

and girls.  Also, instructors can give comparable amounts of verbal persuasion to both boys 

and girls.  Instructors can work to meet the needs of both males and females equally on 

adventure-based education programs.  

 Instructors may be able to address females’ greater emotional arousal in social 

situations by initially addressing and discussing students’ fears.  Residential program 

findings and previous research have determined that adolescent girls experienced greater 

emotional arousal to social situations than boys (Doyle et al., 2009).  Instructors can address 

students’ fears by asking students to write their fears anonymously on a piece of paper.  

Instructors can collect the pieces and read the fears aloud to the group.  Students, instructors, 

and teachers then can comfort students on their fears and suggest ways to overcome their 

fears.  This activity can be done in mixed-gender or single-sex groups.   

Suggestions for Future Research 

 This study’s conclusions, interpretations, and limitations can provide direction for 

future adventure-based education research.  Researchers can build on this study by: 

investigating how students’ pre-socialization and program-type influence student outcomes, 

using different methods to examine how students’ perceptions of adventure-based education 

social environments influence their perceived growth in interpersonal skills, and examining 
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how programs can intentionally create unfamiliar social environments and address suggested 

adolescent gender differences.       

 Research should investigate how students’ pre-socialization impacts student 

outcomes.  My study’s findings compared with other studies suggested students’ pre-

socialization may have impacted the influence of students’ perceived sources of social self-

efficacy on their social self-efficacy outcomes.   

 Future research also should investigate the impact of program type on student 

outcomes.  Differing results from base camp and residential programs suggested program 

type may have impacted how students’ perceptions of their experience influenced their social 

self-efficacy outcomes. 

Future research might use experiments to investigate the impact of groups’ pre-

socialization and program type on student outcomes.  Numerous confounding variables in 

adventure-based education programs have complicated interpretations of which specific 

variables influenced student outcomes (Ewert & Sibthorp, 2009).  Future studies might be 

able to more confidently suggest possible causes for student outcomes through experiments 

that control for different confounding variables.  For example, one experiment can control for 

program length and program location then compare student outcomes from groups with 

previous socialization to groups without previous socialization.  Another example, 

experiments can compare student outcomes from different program types of the same length 

within a single organization.  Few previous studies have successfully used experimental 

techniques in adventure-based education settings (Ewert, 1982; Shellman & Ewert, 2010) 
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 Future studies might employ different methods to determine how students’ perception 

of adventure-based education social environment influences their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills. Numerous measurement concerns have been associated with self-report 

pretest posttest measurements (Ewert & Galloway, 2006; Ewert & Sibthorp, 2009; Hattie, et 

al., 1997; Marsh, Richards, & Barnes, 1986; Sibthorp, Paisley, Gookin, & Ward, 2007) 

typically used to determine student outcomes from adventure-based education programs.  

Researchers can use observational techniques, have parents and/or teachers complete 

surveys, or use a combination of methods to determine how students’ perceptions of social 

environments influence their perceived interpersonal skills.  

 Studies can investigate how programs can create unfamiliar social environments 

when forming groups without pre-socialization is not feasible i.e., all students know each 

other).  My study’s findings compared with other studies suggested students’ familiarity with 

their social environments may have influenced students’ perceived sources of social self-

efficacy on their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Unfamiliar social environments may be 

imperative for maximal influence of social environments on student outcomes.  Studies can 

ask research questions to determine how different activities help create unfamiliar social 

environments and impact the influence the social environments on student outcomes.  One 

question could read: Does encouraging students to assume unfamiliar social roles impact the 

influence of their emotional arousal on their social self-efficacy outcomes?   

Future studies can determine how adolescent boys and girls are impacted by different 

instructional styles, techniques, and activities.  Research has suggested adolescent boys and 
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girls vary in their abilities, interests, and preferred learning styles (Perry & Pauletti, 2011).  

Studies can determine if different instructional styles, techniques, and activities influence 

boys and girls differently. 

Discussion Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine how students’ perception of social 

environments in adventure-based education programs related to their perceived growth in 

interpersonal skills.  The self-efficacy theory provided the framework for the development of 

my study’s three research questions: Do relationships exist between students’ perceived 

sources of social self-efficacy and social self-efficacy outcomes?  Do relationships exist 

between students’ gender and students’ perceived sources of social self-efficacy?  Does a 

relationship exist between students’ gender and students’ social self-efficacy?  Students, aged 

11-12 years, from structured school-based base camp and residential programs were the 

examined population.  Weak positive relationships were found between base camp program 

students’ personal mastery experiences and their social self-efficacy outcomes and between 

their verbal persuasion and their social self-efficacy outcomes.  Girls perceived statistically 

significant greater emotional arousal to social situations on the residential program than boys.  

No other statistically significant relationship was found.  Interpretations of findings, 

application to self-efficacy theory, program implications, and suggestions for future research 

were discussed.  
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