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Adventure training programs have been offered to corporations in a range of settings and 
with a variety of durations. Short programs of one or two days have been common to 
hotel or office boardrooms, middle length programs of several days have been held at 
resorts or camps, and long programs of a week or more have typically been conducted in 
"wilderness" settings.  

Purpose  

The purpose of this study was to determine whether program setting (camp versus hotel) 
and program duration (five 1day sessions or a single 5day session) had any impact on the 
development of teamwork in a corporate adventure training program.  

Methodology  

Seventy-eight subjects, employed by an American software company, were randomly 
assigned to four groups. The four groups received combined overlapping treatments. 
Group A (n=17) had one 5-day program in a camp setting; group B (n=20) had one 5-day 
program in a hotel setting; group C (n=22) had five 1day programs at the camp; and 
group D (n=19) had five 1-day programs at the hotel. All programs had the same two 
facilitators who used the same standard group initiative tasks, such as Spider's Web, 
Nuclear Reactor, Traffic Jam, The Wall, Rail Walk, and so forth. The single 5-day 
program was identical to the five 1-day programs, except that the former had all the 
activities back to back and the latter spread the training over three months with about 
three weeks between each session. The hotel was a four-star holiday resort. The camp 
was a two-star rustic retreat. Rooms and cabins were both double occupancy.  

The instrument in this study was the long version of the Team Development Indicator 
(TDI-1). The TDI-l measured frequency of teamwork behaviors and was scored by 
averaging responses to 100 items. Responses were made by placing a mark (X) on a 
visual analogue scale between the extremes of 0% and 100% of the time that each 
teamwork behavior was exhibited. Therefore, the average score for the TDI-l could also 
range between these same limits. This instrument had an established face validity, 
equivalent reliability of 0.91 between two alternate versions, criterion related validity of 



0.93 with these other versions of the TDI (Bronson, 1991; Kormanski & Mozenter, 1987; 
Bronson, Gibson, Kichar, & Priest, 1992; and Priest & Lesperance, 1994).  

The TDI-l was given once before the treatment began (-1 month) and twice after the 
treatment had started (+2 and +6 months). Data were subjected to 3 X 2 X 2 (test by 
setting by duration) three factor ANOVAs. Fisher tests were used for post hoc analysis 
where necessary.  

Results  

No interactions were noted and no main effects were present for setting. This suggests 
that programming in a hotel or camp had no additional influence on the outcomes of this 
study. The situation was quite different for program duration observed over the three test 
times (see Figure 1).  

All four groups experienced significant gains in teamwork, but the two groups getting all 
the training in a single 5-day session had a very different profile from the two groups 
getting their training over five 1-day sessions. The "all at once" groups showed profiles 
typical of groups engaged in this type of training. Levels of teamwork rose significantly 
to become highest about one month after the adventure program. Six months later, these 
levels were returned to near baseline values without any follow-up procedures (Priest & 
Lesperance, 1994). However, the "bit at a time" groups showed significantly lesser gains 
at one month and significantly greater gains at six months than the other two groups. The 
lesser gains at one month were likely due to the fact that their training was still underway 
at this time (two of the five sessions had been completed). The greater gains at six 
months were likely due to the chance to practice teamwork at the office and use the latter 
sessions as a form of follow-up, thus reducing the atrophy of learning by keeping 
teamwork under ongoing development. Although both durations met the client's needs for 
team building, the small multiple sessions were more effective than the one shot large 
session at raising teamwork levels in the long run.  

Conclusions  

According to these findings, program setting had no effect on the development of 
teamwork. Therefore the choice of hotel versus camp can evidently be made without 
concern for program effectiveness, but attention should be paid to client comfort. 
Program duration evidently does have an effect on teamwork development. Several short 
programs appear to provide slower, but greater overall gains in teamwork; while one long 
program gives quicker, but lesser gains over time. Companies interested in getting the 
best value for their team development dollar ought to consider the use of multiple short 
duration programs as opposed to a single long program. However, the likelihood exists 
that a very short program could be ineffective, because a minimum amount of time is 
needed to "loosen" client's resistance and generate motivation to change. Future research 
might examine the optimal program length in relation to teamwork gains, although this 
will vary greatly on the basis of clients and learning objectives.  
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