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Introduction: Despite advances in inclusive policies and social awareness, the participation of people with disabilities (PwD) in mainstream sports remains limited due to numerous barriers. This systematic review seeks to identify and critically analyse the main obstacles hindering equitable participation of PwD in conventional sports, while proposing evidence-based strategies to overcome these challenges.



Methods: Following PRISMA guidelines, a comprehensive search was conducted on Web of Science and SCOPUS databases, covering studies published between 2000 and 2024. After applying inclusion and exclusion criteria, 17 studies were selected for analysis.



Results: The findings highlight major barriers, including insufficient training for coaches and sports club managers, negative and discriminatory attitudes, an entrenched ableist mindset, limited access to information, and a lack of accessible facilities. These factors collectively impede the active participation of PwD in sports.



Discussion: To overcome these challenges, a coordinated approach is essential, encompassing attitude transformation, targeted training for sports personnel, the implementation of inclusive policies, economic incentives, and enhanced communication strategies. Additional recommendations include integrating universal design principles into sports facilities, establishing support networks and fostering a cultural shift in societal perceptions of disability.




Systematic Review Registration: PROSPERO (CRD42024544589).
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1 Introduction

The full and equitable inclusion of people with disabilities (PwD) remains a persistent challenge across various societal domains (1). Although progress has been made in raising social awareness about the importance of inclusion, significant challenges persist, hindering the quality of life and full development of PwD (2). This population faces multiple barriers, ranging from a lack of access to inclusive education to discrimination in the workplace. Additionally, the lack of specific regulations continues to perpetuate the exclusion of PwD, limiting their ability to fully contribute to society. Barriers faced by PwD encompass various domains, with the most prevalent being attitudinal, physical environments, transportation, policies, and inadequate support from personnel and service providers (3).

Disability is not a fixed or binary condition; rather, it is flexible and influenced by the individual's or family's strengths and limitations, as well as the supports available within their environment (4, 5). PwD have the same right to be included in the community and live independently, with the same choices as others (6). Therefore, it is essential to design interventions, services, and supports based on collaboration and a comprehensive understanding of disability that stems from both lived experience and specialized knowledge (4, 5).

Social inclusion through sports is a key strategy that ensures the active participation of all people, regardless of their abilities, in sporting activities within mainstream organizations (7). This inclusion significantly impacts quality of life and physical well-being (8), as well as psychological and emotional well-being (9), and contributes to the holistic development of the person (10). Recent studies highlight the unique ability of sports to transcend social barriers, providing inclusive opportunities that simultaneously foster skill development, build support network and independence among PwD (11, 12). This social aspect of sports significantly helps counteract the isolation often experienced by PwD, strengthening community cohesion and fostering a sense of belonging (13). Furthermore, it is vital to empower PwD with the autonomy to choose how, where, and with whom they want to engage in sports activities (14).

Despite some progress in inclusion, PwD still face significant barriers that restrict their access to sports in mainstream settings (6). There is currently no comprehensive synthesis that encompasses the barriers, limitations, and challenges faced by PwD in mainstream sports. This area remains underexplored in sports research, likely reflecting a lack of interest. This gap may stem from ableist perspectives that remain prevalent in academic discourse (15). Existing reviews on the barriers faced by PwD in sports environments include articles focused on contexts where regulatory adaptations are implemented and/or segregated settings are utilised (16–18). Nevertheless, promoting the participation of PwD in mainstream sports could be considered a strategy aligned with the principles of inclusive participation, as established in Article 30 of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) (19).

The present study aims to fill this gap by conducting a systematic review that thoroughly examines these barriers. By identifying and analysing these obstacles, the study will facilitate the development of targeted tools and strategies to overcome them. These solutions will focus on promoting inclusion and fostering equitable participation, ensuring that segregation or regulatory adaptations are not the only alternatives. In doing so, we seek to promote a more inclusive and equitable sports environment, where PwD can participate freely, according to their preferences and without limitations.



2 Methodology

This study follows the methodological guidelines set by the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) (20), recognized for their effectiveness in conducting systematic reviews. The methodology adopted, in line with PRISMA guidelines, is presented as a crucial component to ensure the integrity and transparency of the research.

This systematic approach provides a comprehensive framework for the search, selection, and synthesis of scientific literature, ensuring thoroughness and objectivity in reviewing the available evidence. Applying these methodological guidelines strengthens the validity and reliability of the results obtained in this study. The research was registered in the “International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews” (PROSPERO) in 2024 (CRD42024544589).


2.1 Search strategy

A systematic search was conducted in the Web of Science (WOS) and SCOPUS databases, limiting results to works published from 2000 to the present. This restriction is based on the paradigm shift in human rights that began in the early 21st century, promoting the empowerment of people with disabilities as active members of an inclusive community (21).

The terminology related to “disability” is highly variable across research. To ensure comprehensive coverage, the most commonly used terms were included in the search strategy, such as disability, disabled people, people with disabilities, disabled, and functional diversity. Similarly, the concept of barriers was approached broadly, incorporating terms like limitations, obstacles, and challenges to encompass a wide range of difficulties reported in the literature. Therefore, the systematic search was conducted using Boolean operators (AND and OR) to structure a precise protocol, including the following terms: (“disability” OR “disabled people” OR “people with disabilities” OR “disabled” OR “functional diversity”) AND (“barriers” OR “limitations” OR “obstacles” OR “challenges”) AND (“sport”). This strategy was adopted to capture the diversity of expressions and perspectives present in the field, allowing for the identification of a broad range of results within the selected databases.

Specific exclusion criteria were applied during the selection of studies to ensure the coherence and relevance of the data collected. These criteria were rigorously applied to limit the study's scope to specific areas of interest and avoid including non-pertinent or potentially biased data, such as literature reviews, abstracts, editorial comments, and letters to the editors.

The criteria for inclusion or exclusion of articles were as follows:


Inclusion Criteria:


	1.Articles written in English or Spanish.

	2.Studies addressing perceived barriers to conventional sports environments experienced by people with and without disabilities, such as family members, coaches, therapists, etc., regardless of the sports context.

	3.Research that explores the barriers faced by people with any type of disability, including intellectual, developmental, sensory, or physical disabilities.

	4.Studies published in peer-reviewed journals.



Exclusion Criteria:


	1.Sports aimed at high performance, pedagogical purposes, or segregated purposes (rehabilitation, home training, medical focus, therapies, elite sports, Paralympics, Special Olympics, Global Games).

	2.Adapted sports. However, all support materials or individuals were considered integral to the person and therefore not classified as adapted sports. Any sport that modified the original rules was excluded.

	3.Older adults whose disabilities were primarily acquired due to advanced age.

	4.Systematic reviews, scoping reviews, mapping studies, meta-analyses or bibliometric analyses.





2.2 Procedure

Following the inclusion criteria previously outlined, individual reviews of each record were carried out by two reviewers. This approach provided greater consistency in the analysis and screening process. The selection of studies was independently conducted by the first and second authors of the article, following the predefined criteria. Any discrepancies that arose between the reviewers were resolved through consensus with the third and fourth authors.

During the initial review, articles whose titles and abstract content did not relate to the topic were discarded. Subsequently, a more exhaustive reading of the literature was conducted to decide the inclusion and analysis of the final results. Figure 1 illustrates the four stages of the PRISMA Declaration: identification, screening, eligibility, and inclusion of the documentation (22).
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FIGURE 1
Flow diagram.


The search process took place between March and May 2024. After the initial search and the registration of all identified files in WOS (n = 966) and SCOPUS (n = 928), a total of 1,894 documents were obtained. Duplicate articles were eliminated (n = 279) to avoid duplication problems, resulting in a total of 1,615 files.

The second phase of the protocol, as indicated by the PRISMA Declaration (22), is screening. In this phase, an exhaustive analysis of the documentation was conducted by reading the title and abstract of the articles selected in the first phase (identification). Out of 1,615 articles, after reviewing titles and abstracts, 1,320 were deemed irrelevant to the objectives of this study and were discarded. Subsequently, an in-depth review of the remaining 295 articles was carried out. After applying the eligibility criteria, those articles that did not meet the inclusion criteria were discarded (n = 278). Finally, the total number of documents included in this systematic review was 17 articles.

To analyse the information and data extracted from the 17 articles included in the review, an Excel sheet was created to compile details such as author and year, the number and type of participants, the protocol followed, and the results obtained. Additionally, the articles were categorized based on the characteristics of the barriers, lack of trained staff, lack of accessible programs, inaccurate understanding of inclusion, attitudinal barriers, parental barriers, ableist ideas, overly competitive approaches, emotional and psychological barriers, limited access to information, governmental and community organizations barriers, economic barriers and transport barriers, to address the specific objectives of this review.




3 Results

The sample used and analysed in various studies was highly diverse, encompassing a wide range of participants, including people with physical, intellectual, developmental, and sensory disabilities. Furthermore, the sample encompassed various stakeholders in sports programmes, such as coaches, family members, facility providers, planners and representatives from sports clubs and governing bodies responsible for sports provision and policy. Other participants included staff and volunteers from community organisations, therapists, clinicians, running guides and gym members without disabilities. These studies were conducted across several countries, including the Netherlands (23), Australia (24–27), New Zealand (28), the United Kingdom (29–33), Spain (34), Denmark (35), the United States (36–38), and Germany (39). They covered multiple sports disciplines, including rowing, cricket, boxing, tennis, and golf (30), as well as yoga, dance, judo, horseback riding, and open-water swimming (31). Other sports such as athletics (34, 36, 37, 39) and swimming or triathlon (29) were also included. Regarding the methods employed, the majority of studies (n = 15) adopted qualitative approaches, with semi-structured interviews serving as the principal data collection method. Of these, seven studies utilised individual interviews (24, 27, 29, 33, 34, 36, 37), while four relied solely on semi-structured focus groups (25, 31, 35, 39). Moreover, four studies used both individual interviews and focus groups (28, 30, 32, 38). Furthermore, one study implemented open-ended survey questions (27), and another incorporated observational participation alongside a case study design (30). In addition, mixed-methods approaches were identified in two studies, which integrated qualitative and quantitative methodologies; one combined online surveys with semi-structured individual interviews (26), while the other employed multiple-choice questionnaires, open-ended surveys, and structured individual interviews (23).

The systematic review identified various barriers faced by PwD when participating in mainstream sports. Table 1 presents the 17 documents selected for this analysis, showing the results obtained under the criteria established in the review process. Regarding the temporal distribution of the included studies, it was observed that only one article was published before 2010. Six articles were published between 2010 and 2020, while the remaining ten studies correspond to publications from 2020 onwards. This distribution suggests a growing interest and increased research output in recent years on the barriers PwD face in mainstream sports.


TABLE 1 Summary of selected studies.
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One of the most significant barriers is the lack of trained staff and accessible programs, identified by several authors (23, 24, 28, 29, 31, 34, 35, 39). Additionally, a few several studies highlighted an inaccurate understanding of the concept “inclusion” (29, 30, 39).

Attitudinal barriers also play a crucial role, being cited as one of the main limitations by eleven authors in the sports environment (24–27, 29, 30, 33, 35–38). These include negative attitudes and prejudices, as well as a lack of genuine acceptance. Parental barriers, such as overprotection, were also identified (23, 24, 27, 38). These limitations are reinforced by ableist ideas and overly competitive approaches (23–25, 27, 29–31, 33, 35, 38, 39). Emotional and psychological barriers were also significant, driven by discriminatory attitudes and negative stereotypes (25, 27, 29, 32, 37, 39). Furthermore, ten studies mentioned physical barriers and access to information, such as a lack of accessible facilities and a shortage of inclusive opportunities (24–28, 31–35, 37).

On the other hand, barriers imposed by governmental and community organizations were identified, including the absence of effective inclusive policies and insufficient coordination (28, 29, 32, 39). Finally, economic barriers related to the costs of participation and inadequate transportation also emerged as significant obstacles (25, 27, 31, 32, 37).



4 Discussion

This review sought to identify the barriers that people with disabilities (PwD) face when participating in mainstream sports. To meet this objective, 17 studies were analysed to explore the difficulties these individuals encounter. Understanding these obstacles is essential for reducing existing barriers and fostering inclusive communities. As Lewis and Richardson (40) suggest, communities are spaces for transformation. Therefore, it is crucial to implement the necessary adjustments to ensure they are accessible and inclusive, enabling all individuals to lead full, meaningful lives. In this context, sports clubs must critically reflect on the challenges they present in order to achieve true inclusion (30).

The results of this study reveal a series of barriers that reflect an intersection of challenges requiring a comprehensive approach. Sports clubs often lack the experience and preparation necessary to effectively integrate PwD, a challenge that manifests in various ways. The study found confusion in sports clubs regarding the meaning of inclusion and disability (29, 30, 39). In this sense, families of PwD often perceive that their children are not welcome in mainstream clubs, reinforcing exclusion (39). Moreover, the available sports offerings often fail to consider individual preferences, mistakenly assuming that all participants are interested in the same activities, which are typically offered in segregated environments (31). Pearce & Sanderson (41) argue that although sports activities for PwD are often labeled as “inclusive,” they are not truly so. Offering separate or segregated opportunities, even if they are equitable, does not constitute true inclusion. Furthermore, achieving inclusion in mainstream environments requires active and genuine participation (12).

Moreover, findings indicate that sports facilities often lack appropriate infrastructure and equipment, significantly limiting the participation of PwD (28, 33). Discrimination or restricted access prevents PwD from enjoying the same opportunities as other individuals (24, 27, 31, 35). This exclusion is exacerbated by the surrounding cultural and aesthetic environment (33). To address these barriers, Lid (42) proposes implementing strategies based on universal design, which would ensure more equitable access and improve PwD participation in both sports and social activities. This approach must be interdisciplinary, considering both physical and relational barriers. Similarly, Yi et al. (43) recommend implementing universal design indicators to assess the management of sports facilities, ensuring greater accessibility and improved service quality. Additionally, the lack of public transportation, dependence on others for rides, and the costs associated with participating in sports activities further limit sports inclusion (25, 27, 31, 32, 37). Misener & Darcy (14) suggest that these barriers can be mitigated by establishing strong support networks within sports clubs. Organized systems, such as ride-sharing or volunteer-driven transportation solutions, can effectively address transportation challenges and foster greater participation.

In addition, several studies highlighted the insufficient training and lack of support from coaches, who often lack the skills and knowledge needed to appropriately adjust sports practice (23, 24, 26, 28, 29, 34, 35, 39). This lack of preparation to lead inclusive groups results in negative attitudes or fears towards inclusion (39). Therefore, it is essential for mainstream sports clubs to receive specific training to create supportive environments (44, 45). This support should include understanding and meeting individual needs, fostering goals, ensuring the availability and access to support, knowledge of the support systems, the presence of competent providers, maintaining consistency and stability in supports, and ensuring proper coordination and management (11, 46).

One of the key challenges identified in this study is the presence of attitudinal barriers and a lack of understanding within the sports environment. These barriers include intolerance and insensitivity towards certain behaviours, along with a limited awareness of the specific needs of PwD (26–28, 33, 36). Furthermore, stereotypes and negative attitudes persist, exacerbating these difficulties and significantly affecting inclusion (24, 29). In addition, parental attitudes are often overprotective and exercise constant supervision. In some cases, they fail to adequately encourage their children to participate in sports activities (20) or impose their own preferences without considering their children's desires (27, 38). These dynamics can reduce self-determination, affect self-esteem, and lead to poor performance throughout life (47, 48).

On the other hand, perceptions in the sports environment often align with a charitable view of disability, where non-disabled players assume the role of “volunteers” reinforcing unequal power dynamics (30). For inclusion to be effective, it is crucial that players with and without disabilities are treated as equals, avoiding any patronizing behaviour (19, 44). This approach not only promotes more equitable interaction but also fosters the autonomy and empowerment of all players. In this sense, ableism influences how PwD are perceived and treated in sports settings, often emphasizing charity or paternalism (49). Our results show that an ability-centric approach, lack of acceptance, and prejudice are factors that limit the participation of PwD in sports (25, 33, 35). Sport clubs frequently implement ableist practices that do not represent true inclusion, as they require PwD to meet normative standards (23, 27, 29, 31, 38, 39). As children with disabilities grow, the gap in physical and cognitive abilities compared to their peers widens (24). The study by Dyer and Sandford (30) reveals that some non-disabled people prefer only to “support” players with disabilities without actively participating in sports themselves, as they do not view the sport as “challenging”. This perspective is related to the belief that participants with disabilities would have a “lower” skill level. According to Brittain et al. (49), such ableist perceptions reinforce the idea that PwD cannot fully participate in challenging sports, once again limiting their self-determination in sports environments. Similarly, several studies found that one of the emotional barriers preventing participation was the fear of failure, along with the fear of being socially judged and not being recognized as full individuals (25, 27, 31, 32, 37, 39). Thus, a cultural shift is essential—one that embraces diversity and views individuals based on the qualities, rather than stereotypes, recognizing their full potential for participation. Media, educational institutions, and sports organizations must promote a more positive and authentic representation of PwD (45).

Politically, the creation of a truly inclusive sports environment faces significant obstacles due to the lack of coordination between governmental entities and community organizations, as well as the absence of mandatory inclusive policies with adequate funding (28, 32). The implementation of inclusive policies is often affected by ableist interpretations of disability by those responsible for enforcing them (29). Misener & Darcy (14) argue that the barriers faced by PwD stem from organizational structures and management practices, rather than a lack of interest on their part. There is also a considerable gap between sports associations for PwD and the mainstream sports system, which limits inclusion opportunities and reinforces the exclusion of these groups (39). The management of community sports must be a shared responsibility between organizations specialized in PwD and mainstream sports organizations (50). Therefore, local governments must implement sports policies that support these organizations within their communities (51). Moreover, national councils and bodies must go beyond accessibility regulations, adopting a comprehensive approach that operates at all levels of society. This approach should focus on inclusive strategies that eliminate discriminatory behaviours and promotes full participation (29, 45). In addition, it is essential that these measures developed in close collaboration with PwD, to ensure they are tailored effectively to meet their needs (45).

Finally, access to information about inclusive sports opportunities represents a significant barrier. The lack of clear and accessible information, both in physical and digital formats, makes it difficult for PwD to become aware of the opportunities available (31). The studies by Ives et al. (32) and Kappelides et al. (25) highlight that difficulties accessing information online and the lack of advertising in accessible formats leave many PwD dependent on third-party knowledge. This hinders self-determination processes (46). Similarly, Tsai and Fung (52) argue that organizations fail to manage and provide the necessary information on how and where to participate. In this sense, our findings show that ineffective communication and inadequate advertising contribute to limited awareness of the available sports offerings (32, 34, 37). This information deficit leads to feelings of exclusion and reinforces the social barriers faced by PwD (31). Comella et al. (53) suggest that sports organizations should establish stronger collaborations between national, state, and local levels to provide more accessible information.



5 Limitations

Among the limitations identified in this study is the predominance of research with a qualitative focus, which, while providing a deep understanding of individual experiences, may limit the generalizability of the findings to broader populations. Only two studies utilized mixed methods, which restricts the integration of qualitative and quantitative data.

Another significant limitation is the geographical diversity of the included studies, with a substantial concentration in countries like the United Kingdom and Australia, and limited representation from other regions, especially low-income countries.

These limitations underscore the need for future studies to adopt mixed methods approaches and consider a more diverse geographical representation to offer a more comprehensive and generalizable perspective on the barriers faced by PwD in mainstream sports.



6 Conclusions

This systematic review reveals the complex and multifaceted barriers faced by PwD in mainstream sports, showing that these challenges go well beyond mere physical access. The findings emphasize the significant impact of societal attitudes, structural inequalities, and policy gaps that contribute to ongoing exclusion. To foster true inclusion, sports organizations must adopt comprehensive strategies addressing diversity, equity and accessibility. Education and training for sports staff, coaches, and administrators are crucial in creating environments that enable full participation of PwD.

Equally important are effective communication strategies to ensure PwD have access to clear and accessible information about inclusive sports opportunities, by empowering them to make informed decisions about their involvement. At the policy level, governments must enforce mandatory inclusive policies and provide adequate funding to support initiatives aimed at increasing accessibility and inclusion in mainstream sports. Furthermore, collaboration between governmental bodies, mainstream sport clubs and associations for PwD is essential to ensure consistent implementation of these policies across national and local levels. By tackling these interconnected barriers through coordinated efforts across all levels, sport can open the door to a more inclusive and equitable society, empowering PwD to reach their full potential as integral and active members of the community. Finally, future studies should focus on developing tools and strategies that make mainstream sports environments truly inclusive for PwD. This involves identifying effective interventions to address the barriers highlighted in this study, while ensuring accessibility and equity.



Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are included in the article/Supplementary Material, further inquiries can be directed to the corresponding author.



Author contributions

PE-L: Writing – original draft, Conceptualization, Data curation, Resources, Validation. PD-F: Conceptualization, Validation, Writing – original draft, Investigation. BR-L: Writing – original draft, Formal Analysis, Methodology, Software. SL-G: Investigation, Resources, Supervision, Visualization, Writing – review & editing.



Funding

The author(s) declare that financial support was received for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. Ministry of Science, Innovation, and Universities. General State Administration. Government of Spain (Grant PID2022_1400533OA-100 funded by MICIU/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and, where applicable, by ESF+). Supported by the first author's predoctoral contract, with reference: PREP2022-000971.



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Generative AI statement

The author(s) declare that no Generative AI was used in the creation of this manuscript.



Publisher's note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



References

1. Sandford R, Beckett A, Giulianotti R. Sport, disability and (inclusive) education: critical insights and understandings from the playdagogy programme. Sport Educ Soc. (2021) 27(2):1–17. doi: 10.1080/13573322.2021.1902299

2. Schalock R, Verdugo MA. El concepto de calidad de vida en los servicios y apoyos para PcD intelectual. Rev Esp Discapacidad Intelect. (2007) 38(224):21–36.

3. Anaby D, Hand C, Bradley L, DiRezze B, Forhan M, DiGiacomo A, et al. The effect of the environment on participation of children and youth with disabilities: a scoping review. Disabil Rehabil. (2013) 35(19):1589–98. doi: 10.3109/09638288.2012.748840

4. Gómez LE, Schalock RL, Verdugo MÁ. A new paradigm in the field of intellectual and developmental disabilities: characteristics and evaluation. Psicothema. (2021) 33(1):28–35. doi: 10.7334/psicothema2020.385

5. Thompson JR, Schalock RL, Agosta J, Teninty L, Fortune J. How the supports paradigm is transforming the developmental disabilities service system. Inclusion. (2014) 2:86–99. doi: 10.1352/2326-6988-2.2.86

6. Robertson J, Emerson E, Baines S, Hatton C. Self-reported participation in sport/exercise among adolescents and young adults with and without mild to moderate intellectual disability. J Phys Act Health. (2018) 15(4):247–54. doi: 10.1123/jpah.2017-0035

7. Pečnikar OV, Campos MJ, Lemos S, Rocha M, Ljubotina P, Poteko K, et al. Narrowing the definition of social inclusion in sport for people with disabilities through a scoping review. Healthcare. (2023) 11(16):2292. doi: 10.3390/healthcare11162292

8. Diaz R, Miller EK, Kraus E, Fredericson M. Impact of adaptive sports participation on quality of life. Sports Med Arthrosc. (2019) 27(2):73–82. doi: 10.1097/JSA.0000000000000242

9. Bauman AE, Reis RS, Sallis JF, Wells JC, Loos RJ, Martin BW. Correlates of physical activity: why are some people physically active and others not? Lancet. (2012) 380(9838):258–71. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60735-1

10. Pegah D, William CM, Bundon A, Delphine L, Bolt T, Mortenson WB. Adaptive outdoor physical activities for adults with mobility disability: a scoping review. Front Rehabil Sci. (2024) 4:1331971. doi: 10.3389/fresc.2023.1331971

11. Darcy S, Lock D, Taylor T. Enabling inclusive sport participation: effects of disability and support needs on constraints to sport participation. Leis Sci. (2017) 39(1):20–41. doi: 10.1080/01490400.2016.1151842

12. Kiuppis F. Inclusion in sport: disability and participation. Sport Soc. (2018) 21(1):4–21. doi: 10.1080/17430437.2016.1225882

13. Darcy S, Maxwell H, Edwards M, Onyx J, Sherker S. More than a sport and volunteer organisation: Investigating social capital development in a sporting organisation. Sport Manag Review. (2014) 17(4):395–406. doi: 10.1016/j.smr.2014.01.003

14. Misener L, Darcy S. Managing disability sport: from athletes with disabilities to inclusive organisational perspectives. Sport Manag Rev. (2014) 17(1):1–7. doi: 10.1016/j.smr.2013.12.003

15. Albrecht J, Elmose-Østerlund K, Klenk C, Nagel S. Sports clubs as a medium for integrating people with disabilities. Eur J Sport Soc. (2019) 16(2):88–110. doi: 10.1080/16138171.2019.1607468

16. Jaarsma EA, Dijkstra PU, Geertzen JH, Dekker R. Barriers to and facilitators of sports participation for people with physical disabilities: a systematic review. Scand J Med Sci Sports. (2014) 24(6):871–81. doi: 10.1111/sms.12218

17. Klenk C, Albrecht J, Nagel S. Social participation of people with disabilities in organized community sport: a systematic review. German J Exerc Sport Res. (2019) 49(4):365–80. doi: 10.1007/s12662-019-00584-3

18. Olasagasti-Ibargoien J, Castañeda-Babarro A, León-Guereño P, Uria-Olaizola N. Barriers to physical activity for women with physical disabilities: a systematic review. J Funct Morphol Kinesiol. (2023) 8(2):82. doi: 10.3390/jfmk8020082

19. Valet A. About inclusive participation in sport: cultural desirability and technical obstacles. Sport Soc. (2016) 21(1):137–51. doi: 10.1080/17430437.2016.1225920

20. Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG. Ítems de referencia para publicar revisiones sistemáticas y metaanálisis: la declaración PRISMA. Rev Esp Nutr Hum Diet. (2014) 18(3):172–81. doi: 10.14306/renhyd.18.3.114

21. Dalmeda MEP, Chhabra G. Modelos teóricos de discapacidad: un seguimiento del desarrollo histórico del concepto de discapacidad en las últimas cinco décadas | theoretical models of disability: tracing the historical development of disability concept in the last five decades. Rev Esp Discapacidad. (2019) 7(1):7–27. doi: 10.5569/2340-5104.07.01.01

22. Beltrán OA. Revisiones sistemáticas de la literatura. Rev Colomb Gastroenterol. (2005) 20(1):60–9. https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=337729264009

23. Adams IL, Broekkamp W, Wilson PH, Imms C, Overvelde A, Steenbergen B. Role of pediatric physical therapists in promoting sports participation in developmental coordination disorder. Pediatr Phys Ther. (2018) 30(2):106–11. doi: 10.1097/PEP.0000000000000485

24. Barr MASN, Shields N. Identifying the barriers and facilitators to participation in physical activity for children with down syndrome. J Intellect Disabil Res. (2011) 55(11):1020–33. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2788.2011.01425.x

25. Kappelides P, Bould E, Bigby C. Barriers to physical activity and sport participation for people with intellectual disabilities from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. Res Pract Intellect Dev Disabil. (2021) 8(2):157–69. doi: 10.1080/23297018.2021.1939114

26. Shuttleworth H, Hickey L, Toovey R. Pathways to participation in gymnastics for children with disability. Disabil Rehabil. (2024) 46(11):2365–73. doi: 10.1080/09638288.2023.2221460

27. Wright A, Roberts R, Bowman G, Crettenden A. Barriers and facilitators to physical activity participation for children with physical disability: comparing and contrasting the views of children, young people, and their clinicians. Disabil Rehabil. (2019) 41(13):1499–507. doi: 10.1080/09638288.2018.1432702

28. Mulligan H, Miyahara M, Nichols-Dunsmuir A. Multiple perspectives on accessibility to physical activity for people with long-term mobility impairment. Scand J Disabil Res. (2017) 19(4):295–306. doi: 10.1080/15017419.2016.1167772

29. Christiaens M, Brittain I. The complexities of implementing inclusion policies for disabled people in UK non-disabled voluntary community sports clubs. Eur Sport Manag Q. (2023) 23(4):1046–66. doi: 10.1080/16184742.2021.1955942

30. Dyer J, Sandford R. ‘Just another outing in a boat’: findings from the evaluation of the mixed ability sport development programme. Disabilities. (2023) 3(3):335–51. doi: 10.3390/disabilities3030022

31. Hillan O, Smith L, Bishop S, Allen PM. Barriers to and facilitators of physical activity: a qualitative study from the perspective of individuals living with sight loss in Cambridgeshire. Vision. (2023) 7(4):70. doi: 10.3390/vision7040070

32. Ives B, Clayton B, Brittain I, Mackintosh C. ‘I’ll always find a perfectly justified reason for not doing it’: challenges for disability sport and physical activity in the United Kingdom. Sport Soc. (2021) 24(4):588–606. doi: 10.1080/17430437.2019.1703683

33. Richardson EV, Smith B, Papathomas A. Disability and the gym: experiences, barriers and facilitators of gym use for individuals with physical disabilities. Disabil Rehabil. (2018) 39(19):1950–7. doi: 10.1080/09638288.2016.1213893

34. Alcaraz-Rodríguez V, Caballero-Blanco P, Fernández-Gavira J, Sáenz-López Buñuel P. Perception of visually impaired athletes and trail running guides toward barriers in the organization of competitions. J Phys Educ Sport. (2018) 18(3):1248–55. doi: 10.7752/jpes.2018.s3186

35. Nikolajsen H, Richardson EV, Sandal LF, Juul-Kristensen B, Troelsen J. Fitness for all: how do non-disabled people respond to inclusive fitness centres? BMC Sports Sci Med Rehabil. (2021) 13:1–12. doi: 10.1186/s13102-021-00303-2

36. Ball LE, Lieberman LJ, Beach P, Perreault M, Rich J. Exploring the experiences of runners with visual impairments and sighted guides. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2022) 19(19):12907. doi: 10.3390/ijerph191912907

37. Hall DL, Allen-Collinson J, Jackman PC. ‘The agenda is to have fun’: exploring experiences of guided running in visually impaired and guide runners. Qual Res Sport Exerc Health. (2023) 15(1):89–103. doi: 10.1080/2159676X.2022.2092200

38. Jones DB. “Denied from a lot of places”: barriers to participation in community recreation programs encountered by children with disabilities in Maine: perspectives of parents. Leis/Loisir. (2003) 28(1-2):49–69. doi: 10.1080/14927713.2003.9649939

39. Pochstein F. “Sports for all”—an evaluation of a community based physical activity program on the access to mainstream sport for children with intellectual disability. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2022) 19(18):11540. doi: 10.3390/ijerph191811540

40. Lewis O, Richardson G. The right to live independently and be included in the community. Int J Law Psychiatry. (2020) 69:101499. doi: 10.1016/j.ijlp.2019.101499

41. Pearce S, Sanderson J. The myth of a “human right to sport”: how human rights can lead to true inclusion for children with disability. Int Sports Law J. (2024) 24:223–46. doi: 10.7752/jpes.2018.s3186

42. Lid IM. Universal design and disability: an interdisciplinary perspective. Disabil Res. (2014) 366(16):1344–9. doi: 10.3109/09638288.2014.931472

43. Yi E, Jongseob S, Oh A. Developing indicators to evaluate instructor management of sports centers for people with disabilities based on universal design principles in South Korea. Front Public Health. (2022) 10:871468. doi: 10.3389/fpubh.2022.871468

44. Corazza M, Dyer JC. A new model for inclusive sports? an evaluation of participants’ experiences of mixed ability rugby. Soc Incl. (2017) 5(2):130–40. doi: 10.17645/si.v5i2.908

45. Fitzgerald H. Disability and barriers to inclusion. In: Brittain I, Beacom A, editors. The Palgrave Handbook of Paralympic Studies. Palgrave Macmillan (2018). p. 55–70.

46. Verdugo MÁ, Schalock RL, Gómez LE. The quality of life supports model as a major component in applying the quality of life paradigm. J Policy Pract Intellect Disabil. (2023) 21(1):e12468. doi: 10.1111/jppi.12468

47. Meral BF, Wehmeyer ML, Palmer SB, Ruh AB, Yilmaz E. Parenting styles and practices in enhancing self-determination of children with intellectual and developmental disabilities. Am J Intellect Dev Disabil. (2023) 128(4):282–301. doi: 10.1352/1944-7558-128.4.282

48. Sanders KY. Overprotection and lowered expectations of persons with disabilities: the unforeseen consequences. Work. (2006) 27(2):181–8. doi: 10.3233/WOR-2006-00561

49. Brittain I, Biscaia R, Gérard S. Ableism as a regulator of social practice and disabled peoples’ self-determination to participate in sport and physical activity. Leis Stud. (2020) 39(2):209–24. doi: 10.1080/02614367.2019.1694569

50. Bouttet F. Inclusion as a norm. Multiscalar influences on the recognition of people with disabilities in French national sports organizations. Soc Leis. (2016) 39(2):274–89.

51. Jeanes R, Spaaij R, Mageeb J, Farquharsond K, Gormane S, Lusher D. ‘Yes, we are inclusive’: examining provision for young people with disabilities in community sport clubs. Sport Manag Rev. (2018) 21(1):38–50. doi: 10.1016/j.smr.2017.04.001

52. Tsai EH, Fung L. Parents’ experiences and decisions on inclusive sport participation of their children with intellectual disabilities. Adapt Phys Act Q. (2009) 26(2):151–71. doi: 10.1123/apaq.26.2.151

53. Comella A, Hassett L, Hunter K, Cole J, Sherrington C. Sporting opportunities for people with physical disabilities: mixed methods study of web-based searches and sport provider interviews. Health Promot J Austr. (2019) 30:180–8. doi: 10.1002/hpja.31



OPS/images/fspor-07-1520962-g001.jpg
INCLUSION | | ELIGIBILITY “ SCREENING “ IDENTIFICATION

Referencesidentified from
databases (n=1894)

WOS (n=966)
SCOPUS (n=928)

Duplicates (n=279)

References after removing
duplicates (n=1615)

L »  Records excluded by title and abstract (n=
1320)

Records excluded (n=278)

Exclusion criteria:

- Non-empirical study (n=24)

Full-text references
reviewed (n=295)

- Does not address disability (n=12)

- Does not explore sports-related barriers

Stud;

(n=44)

- Does not focus on the sports context (n=41)
- School-based sports context (n=97)

- Segregated sports (n=34)

- Adapted sports (n=8)

. iitation. focused (n=4)

- Other languages (n=10)






OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Barriers faced by people with disabilities in mainstream sports: a systematic review

		1 Introduction



		2 Methodology



		2.1 Search strategy



		2.2 Procedure











		3 Results



		4 Discussion



		5 Limitations



		6 Conclusions



		Data availability statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Generative AI statement



		Publisher's note



		References



















OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers ‘ Frontiers Sports and Active Living

Barriers faced by people with
disabilities in mainstream sports:
a systematic review









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
(®) Check for updates.





OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers ‘ Frontiers in Sports and Active Living





OPS/images/fspor-07-1520962-t001.jpg
Reference
Adams et al. (23)

Quantitatively: Therapists (n = 243).
Qualitatively: Therapists (n = 10),
children with disabilities (= 9) and
their parents.

Methodology/instruments
Mixed-methods approach (multiple-choice
questionnaire and open-ended survey and
structured individual interviews).

Results of barriers encountered
LAP: Sessions not adjusted to the children’s disabilities.
PB: Parents did not encourage their children to participate
in sports.
LTS: Lack of opportunities in clubs and lack of knowledge
by coaches.

Alcaraz
Rodriguez et al.
(€]

People with visual disabilities
(n=26) and guides (n =23).

Qualitative study (semi-structured
individual interviews).

LAP and LAI: Lack of accessibility in the information provided by
the organizers.

EB: Financial difficulty associated with registration fees.

LTS: Lack of specific training for organizing staff and support.

Ball et al. (36)

Runners with visual disabilities
(n=7) and guides (n = 4).

Qualitative study (semi-structured
individual interviews).

LAP: Difficulty finding suitable guides.
AB: Negative attitudes and lack of sensitivity from other runners.

Barr & Shields | Parents of children with intellectual | Qualitative study (semi-structured ~ FB: Family overprotection.
[en) disabilities (1 =26) individual interviews). ~ LAP: Lack of clubs that accept and incorporate al levels
- LTS: Insufficiently trained coaches.
~ AB: Preconceived notions, stereotypes, and the implications of
using the term “disability."
Christiaens & | Organizations responsible for sports | Qualitative study (semi-structured ~ LAP and IUL: Lack of a strategic and proactive approach to

Brittain (29)

provision and policy (1 =22) and
individuals with physical, sensory,
and intellectual disabilities (n = 9).

individual interviews).

inclusion by clubs.
LAP: Tendency towards segregation.

AB: Stereotypes and negative attitudes within clubs.

LTS: Lack of knowledge from coaches and club staff.

AL Only those deemed capable of meeting non-disabled standards,
typically individuals with mild disabilities, are considered

for inclusion.

Dyer & Sandford
(30)

Participants of MA, family
members, coaches, club
representatives, IMAS
representatives, and government
sports bodies (n = 142).

Qualitative study (active and observational
participation in 85 sessions, three
workshops, a case study, semi-structured
individual interviews and one focus group).

LAP and EPB: Lack of adequate social spaces due to the perception
of difference and fear of participation.

IUL: Charitable approach to their participation.

OCA: Competitive and traditional image.

IUL: Negative language use.

Hall et al. (37)

Runners with visual disabilities
(n=5) and guides (n=5).

Qualitative study (semi-structured
individual interviews).

AB: Exclusionary messages within running groups.

LAP: Tnaccessible spaces.

EB: Financial difficulty.

AB: Negative attitudes and behaviours from non-disabled runners.

Hillan et al. (31)

People with visual disabilities
(n=7).

Qualitative study (semi-structured focus
groups).

TB: Lack of reliable and frequent public transportation.
EPB: Negative past experiences in spors that influenced their
willingness to actively participate in the future.

LAI: Informational barriers.

Tves et al. (32)

People with physical, intellectual,
developmental and sensory
disabilities (1 =24).

Qualitative design (semi-structured
individual interviews and focus groups).

EB and TB: High cost of activities and transportation.

OCA: Preconceived images of sport as compelitive and critical.
LAI: Lack of knowledge about available offerings.

LAI: Poor communication and ineffective modes of advertising.
GCOB: Lack of coordination between local government entities
and community organizations.

EPB: Low self-esteem due to fear of social judgment.

Jones (38)

Parents of children with physical
and developmental disabilities
(n=37).

Qualitative study (semi-structured
individual and focus groups interviews).

OCA: Highly competitive sports.

LAP and AB: Exclusion due to lack of behavioural and social skills.
Lack of programmes aimed at fostering friendships.

LTS and AB: Negative attitudes of sport staff.

LTS: Lack of staff awareness about disabilities.

PB: Parents making decisions on behalf of PwD.

Kappelides et al.
25)

People with intellectual disabilities
(n=81) and staff and volunteers
from community organizations
(n=10).

Qualitative study (semi-structured focus
groups).

LAIL Lack of access to information about sports programs due to
cultural barriers.

LA Difficulty navigating computers.

AB and EPB: Discriminatory attitudes towards them had either
caused discomfort or prevented their full participation.

EB and TB: Prohibitive costs and transportation limitations
LAP: Insufficient support.

GCOB and AB: Discriminatory attitudes within organizations.
AB and OCA: PwD are excluded from opportunities if it is
assumed their partici might lead to the tean’s defeat.

Mulligan et al.
(28)

People with physical disabilities
(n=21), facility providers (n=17),
planners (1 =15).

Qualitative study (semi-structured
individual and focus groups interviews).

EB and TB: High transportation and activity costs.
LTS: Qualified professionals.

LAP: Inaccessible facilities.

GCOB: Lack of inclusion policies.

Nikolajsen et al.
35)

Gym members without disabilities
(n=18),

Qualitative study (semi-structured focus
groups)

AB and LAP: Discrimination or restricted access.
AB and AI Prejudices and ableist perceptions.
AB and IUL: Conflicting attitudes toward inclusion.

Pochstein (39)

Parents of children with intellectual
disabilities (n =25) and
representatives of conventional
clubs (n=4).

Qualitative study (semi-structured focus
groups).

LAP and AB: Negative experiences when attempting to participate
in sports clubs.

LAP: Lack of preparation and resources by clubs.

LTS and IUL: Unqualified coaches and lack of inclusion

in programs.

Richardson et al.
(33)

People with physical disabilities
(n=21).

Qualitative study (semi-structured
individual interviews).

LAP: Lack of accessibility in sports centres and

inadequate equipment.

LAP and IUL: Cultural and aesthetic environment that is

not inclusive.

AB and GCOB: Restrictive health standards and

insitutionalized ableism.

AB and EPB: Negative emotional and social experiences, including
perceived judgment and lack of acceptance by others.

Shuttleworth
etal. (26)

Wright etal. (27)

Quantitatively: Parents of children
with physical, intellectual and
developmental disabilities, and
other syndromes (= 58).
Qualitatively: Same parents (1= 8).

Clinicians (= 6) and youth with
disabilities (1 =28).

Mixed-methods study design (online survey
and semi-structured individual interviews).

Qualitative study (semi-structured
individual interviews and open-ended
survey questions).

LAP: High staff tumover.

LTS: Coaches with low tolerance.

LTS and LAP: Sessions not tailored to individual needs.

LTS: Challenges related to the need of support.

AB: Poor attitudes from peers.

OCA: Pressure to move toward competitive gymnastics widened

the gap between those with and without disabilities.

EPB: Embarrassment, fear of failure, and fear of standing

out negatively.

EPB: Low self-esteem and lack of motivation.

PB: Parental pressure.

LAP: Lack of inclusive and appropriate opportunities.

OCA and LAP: Difficulties with rules and the high level

of competition.

AB and LTS: Poor attitude from peers and coaches.

‘TB and EB: Limitations with distance to sports centres, activity
costs, and reliance on transportation.

LTS, lack of trained staff; LAP, lack of accessible programs; IUI, inaceurate understanding of inclusion; AB, attitudinal barriers; PB, parental barrie

Al ableist ideas; OCA, overly competitive

approaches; EPB, emotional and psychological barriers; LAL limited access to information; GCOB, governmental and community organizations barriers; EB, economic barriers; TB,

i Baitiens





