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1. INTRODUCTION 2. METHODS

The purpose of the study was to examine the effectiveness of an international 
adaptive sport training program sponsored by the U.S. Department of State, 
implemented in Chiang Mai Thailand. 

Interviews with 
Coaches & Admin

Pre & Post 
Questionnaires

Observations & 
Field Notes

N = 37 participants completed the Multidimensional Attitudes 

Scale Toward Persons with Disabilities (MAS) and a program-specific 
evaluation before and after exposure to the adaptive sport training. 

Two one-way ANOVAs and descriptive statistics were utilized to 
compare participant scores across time.

3. RESULTS

4. DISCUSSION

Data 
Triangulated

The study explored the following research questions: 
1. Did the program increase participants’ ability to implement an adaptive sports?
2. Did the program change participants’ perceptions towards disability?
3. Did the program increase participant interest in working with people with 
disabilities in the future? 

Table 1. MAS Descriptive Statistics and ANOVA Results
Pre Mean 

(SD)
(n=29)

Post Mean 
(SD)

(n=29)
F-value P-value

Negative Emotions
2.33

(0.83)
2.37 

(1.02)
0.20 .889

Interpersonal Stress
2.30

(0.86)
2.30 

(0.88)
0.00 .997

Calm
3.33

(1.09)
3.20 

(1.04)
0.20 .655

Positive Cognitions
2.55

(0.99)
2.40 

(0.95)
0.30 .582

Distancing Behaviors
1.65

(0.73)
1.71 

(0.78)
0.08 .767

Table 2. Program Evaluation Descriptive Statistics and ANOVA 
Results

Pre 
Mean 
(SD)

(n=28)

Post 
Mean 
(SD)

(n=22)

F-
value

P-
value

I feel comfortable teaching 
an adaptive sport.

3.43
(0.99)

4.32
(0.71)

12.43 0.001

I feel comfortable training 
someone else to teach an 
adaptive sport.

3.54
(0.96)

4.32
(0.71)

10.31 0.003

I believe all people should 
be given opportunities in 
life. 

4.21
(1.16)

4.68
(0.47)

3.11 0.084

I believe people with 
disabilities should be given 
opportunities in life.  

4.29
(1.11)

4.55
(0.59)

0.96 0.330

I believe people with 
disabilities should be 
integrated into the 
community.

3.93
(1.12)

4.32
(0.89)

1.77 0.189

I am interested in providing 
adaptive sport programs to 
people with disabilities in 
the future. 

3.43
(1.03)

4.32
(0.56

13.13 0.001

I want to work with people 
with disabilities in the 
future. 

3.61
(0.91)

4.09
(0.68)

4.29 0.044

Note: Sample size differences at pre and post-test were due 
to unreturned evaluations and individuals who left the 
training early.

Table 2. Program Evaluation Descriptive Statistics and ANOVA Results

Pre Mean 
(SD)

(n=28)

Post Mean 
(SD)

(n=22)
F-value P-value

I am familiar with person-first 
language.

2.79 
(0.91)

4.18
(0.85)

30.34 0.000

I feel confident using person-first 
language.

3.04 
(0.92)

4.05
(0.65)

18.89 0.000

I understand what disability means.
3.39

(1.13)
4.27

(0.63)
10.63 0.002

I have spent time around people with 
physical disabilities.

3.18
(0.98)

4.23
(0.92)

14.79 0.000

I have spent time around people with 
visual impairments.

3.07
(1.15)

4.18
(0.73)

15.47 0.000

I feel comfortable around people with 
physical disabilities.

3.29
(1.11)

4.36
(0.72)

15.33 0.000

I feel comfortable around people with 
visual impairments.

3.15
(1.13)

4.23
(0.68)

15.33 0.000

I feel confident adapting a sport to the 
unique needs and abilities of a person 
with a disability.

3.21
(1.10)

4.09
(0.75)

10.2 0.002

Interestingly, the findings from the two different measures were somewhat contradictory. 
 There were no significant differences in attitudes as measured by the MAS.
 The program evaluation measured significantly positive changes in abilities, interest in working with people with 

disabilities, AND attitudes towards disability. 

Regression to the mean; Evolving internal metrics; General (Societal level) v. program specific (individual level) answers; 
etc. may explain discrepancies between the two measures. 

More targeted  
instructional & 

discussion components 
related to disability

Greater consideration 
of the cultural context 

of the program

Address measurement issues 
related to sample size, evolving 

internal metrics, scale 
adaptation, etc. 

 Students (n = 32) & faculty (n= 5) at the 
Institute for Physical Education Chiang Mai.

 Predominantly cis-gendered male (82.8%), 
 Average age of 24.89 years (SD = 5.77). 
 Located in rural areas (82.8%).
 Most did not have a disability (96.6%), nor 

did they have a family member with a 
disability (89.7%). 

 Interaction with an individual with a 
disability (never= 28.6%, daily = 7.1%, 
weekly 14.3%, monthly = 32.1%, yearly = 
17.9%). 

5. IMPLICATIONS


