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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify factors influencing staff inclusion 
of youth with disabilities in physical activity during after-school programs. One 
hundred and twenty participants completed the Inclusion in After-School Programs 
Staff Survey (IAPSS). The results of a path analysis indicated that 53% of staffs’ 
intention to include youth with disabilities can be explained by attitude, subjective 
norms, and perceived behavioral control, while 8% of behavior is explained by 
staffs’ intention. Subjective norm was the strongest predictor for the participants’ 
intention to include children with disabilities in their programs. The strength of 
the relationship from subjective norms to intention indicates that the expectations 
of others are an important factor in the inclusion of children with disabilities in 
after-school programs. Programs wanting to promote the inclusion of youth with 
disabilities should be clear in presenting the program philosophy and/or their 
partnering organization’s philosophy toward inclusion. 
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Over 8.4 million youth attend af-
ter-school programs nationwide (After-
school Allience, 2011). These programs 
benefit youth in a variety of ways in-
cluding academics, social emotional 
competence, health, peer acceptance, 
physical activity, and character devel-
opment (Apsler, 2009; Mahoney, Lord, 
& Carryl, 2005; Trost, Rosenkranz, & 
Dzewaltowski, 2008; Watts, Witt, & 
King, 2008). Different types of after-
school programs may offer participants 
different opportunities to be active. 
School-age child care programs can 
be unstructured and have a variety of 
activities ranging from recreation, arts 
and crafts, homework time, and just 
“hanging out.” These programs can of-
fer participants opportunity to be phys-
ically active, but activity is likely to be 
self-initiated and unstructured (Riggs 
& Greenberg, 2004). A youth develop-
ment after-school program generally 
contains programming that focuses on 
promoting positive development in 
one or more domains of functioning. 
These after-school programs offer struc-
tured and unstructured programs that 
can provide participants opportunities 
to engage in physical activity that they 
enjoy as well as try new activities that 
are led by staff (Daud & Carruthers, 
2008; Riggs & Greenberg, 2004).  

After-school programs have also 
been categorized by their location. 
Two main categories are school-based 
after-school programs and community-
based after-school programs. School-
based programs can serve either a child 
care or youth development purpose 
and usually appear in three forms: a) 
school-administered program that fo-
cuses primarily on academic success, 
b) programs that partner with commu-
nity-based organizations and hold the 
program on campus, and c) a collabora-

tive approach where the community or-
ganization and the school run the pro-
gram. Community-based afterschool 
programs fit into at least five communi-
ty domains: a) national youth serving 
organizations such as the “Y,” Boys & 
Girls Clubs, and 4-H; b) public agency-
sponsored programs such as libraries; c) 
youth sport programs; d) multiservice 
organizations such as churches or other 
ethnic or religious organizations; and 
e) independent youth organizations 
(Riggs & Greenberg, 2004). These pro-
grams can also serve as either a child 
care or youth development program 
purpose and may or may not collabo-
rate with different organizations or 
agencies to offer programming.  

After-school programs could be of 
particular importance to youth with 
disabilities who often have fewer op-
portunities to participate in physical 
activity in the community and have 
substantially lower levels of physical 
activity during after-school compared 
to their typically developing peers (Fol-
ey et al., 2008; Rimmer, Rowland, & 
Yamaki, 2007). After-school programs 
may provide youth with disabilities a 
variety of opportunities to be active, in 
turn, increasing their potential to par-
ticipate in more physical activity. 

The benefits that youth with dis-
abilities experience in after-school 
programs could be largely influenced 
by the staff that supervise and run the 
programs. Daud and Carruthers (2008) 
revealed that staff influence four major 
outcomes youth from vulnerable popu-
lations experience by attending after-
school programs including  a) exposure 
to a nurturing and enjoyable environ-
ment, b) learning positive behaviors 
and values, c) development of a sense 
of competence by trying and learning 
new things, and d) development of a 
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positive plan for the future. Staff who 
are engaged with youth are a positive 
role model on how to interact and treat 
others, and help youth build positive 
relationships with peers will have a 
positive influence on the outcomes of 
youth attending their programs (Daud 
& Carruthers, 2008). Staff also play an 
important role in the after-school pro-
gram climate. Staff who are trained, 
warm, attentive, and responsive have a 
positive influence on the outcomes of 
programs (Riggs & Greenberg, 2004).

Although sources document that 
the quality of staff can positively im-
pact youth in after-school programs, 
there is no specific evidence on what 
factors influence their intention and 
behavior of including youth with dis-
abilities in such programs. Knowledge 
of these factors will allow for collabora-
tion in the development of staff train-
ings that could increase the amount of 
physical activity youth with disabili-
ties participate in during after-school 
programs. Previous studies (e.g., Jeong 
& Block 2011; Kozub & Lienert, 2003; 
Kudlacek, 2008) have explored factors 
influencing physical education teach-
ers’ inclusion practices using the The-
ory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 
1991). These studies have provided 
valuable understanding on issues asso-
ciated with including youth with dis-
abilities in physical education classes 
(e.g., Conatser, Block, & Gansneder, 
2002; Kozub & Lienert, 2003; The-
odorakis, Bagiatis, & Goudas, 1995). 
However, professional characteristics 
(e.g., educational background, train-
ing) and work environment may limit 
the generalization of findings from 
previous studies of physical education 
teachers to after-school programs with 
therapeutic recreation professionals. 

Therefore, the purpose of this study 
was to identify factors influencing 
staffs’ intention and behavior toward 
the inclusion of youth with disabilities 
in physical activity during after-school 
programs using TPB.

TPB is a psychological theory that 
explains how a desired behavior is in-
fluenced by one’s beliefs and intention 
to perform that behavior (Ajzen, 1991, 
2001; Blanchard et al., 2008; Francis et 
al., 2004; Kudlacek, 2008; Theodorakis, 
et al., 1995). Ajzen (1991) has suggested 
that one’s intention to perform a be-
havior is influenced by three types of 
beliefs: a) behavioral beliefs (attitude), 
b) normative beliefs (subjective norms), 
and c) control beliefs (perceived behav-
ioral control). For example, after-school 
program staff’s inclusion of youth with 
disabilities in physical activity (desired 
behavior) may be directly influenced 
by the staffs’ intentions. Their intent to 
include youth with disabilities is then 
effected by (a) their beliefs about the 
advantages, disadvantages, and con-
sequences about including them; (b) 
the social pressure they feel from oth-
ers; and (c) their beliefs of their ability 
and control. These beliefs are referred 
to as attitude, subjective norms, and 
perceived behavioral control.  By evalu-
ating these beliefs and their impact on 
intention and behavior, we may be able 
to identify the factors  that affect after-
school program staffs’ intensions and 
behavior toward including youth with 
disabilities in after-school programs. 
Once identified the information can 
be used to expand the current knowl-
edge about after-school program staff, 
and develop interventions designed to 
target key factors that will assist in in-
creasing staff inclusion of youth with 
disabilities in physical activity. 
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Method

Participants

A total of 120 after-school staff  
participated in the study. After account-
ing for missing values, 91 surveys were 
included in the main analysis. Partici-
pants for this study included staff from 
16 sites in two western U.S. states. Staff 
were defined as a) over the age of 18, 
b) employed by an after-school pro-
gram, and c) provide direct service to 

the youth in their program. Table 1 in-
cludes detailed demographic informa-
tion on the age, gender, education, and 
disability-related job training as well as 
the types and numbers of youth with 
disabilities in their programs. Fifty-nine 
(65.60%) participants were between 
the ages of 18-24, twenty-six (28.90%) 
between 25-34, and five participants 
(5.50%) were over the age of 35. The 
majority of participants had some level 
of college education or a college de-

 Frequency (N= 91) Percent % 
Gender   

Male 35 39.3 
Female 54 60.7 

Age   
18-24 59 65.6 
25-34 26 28.9 

35+ 5 5.5 
Education   

High school graduate 13 14.3 
Some college 46 50.5 

College graduate 32 33.0 
Graduate school 2 2.2 

Program location   
School site 36 40.0 

Parks & Recreation building 10 11.1 
Community based site 44 48.9 

Disabilities in program   
Physical Disabilities   

Yes 52 59.1 
No 27 30.7 

Not sure 9 10.2 
Cognitive Disabilities   

Yes 76 83.5 
No 6 6.6 

Not sure 9 9.9 
Hidden Disabilities   

Yes 89 97.8 
No 0 0 

Not sure 2 2.2 
Amount of training (disability)   

Never 33 37.5 
Once 25 28.4 

Twice 26 29.5 
More than twice 4 4.5 

 

Table 1

Demographics of After-School Program Staff
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gree, 50.50% and 35.20%, respectively. 
All participants indicated that they did 
have youth with disabilities in their 
programs. Eighty-nine staff (97.80%) 
reported they had youth in their pro-
gram with hidden disabilities (learning 
disabilities, ADD/ADHD, emotional 
disturbance), 76 staff (83.50%) indi-
cated that youth with intellectual dis-
ability (mental retardation, Down syn-
drome, autism) were present in their 
program, and 52 participants (59.10%) 
had youth with physical disabilities 
(amputation, spinal cord injury, ce-
rebral palsy) in their program. The 
amount of previous training on inclu-
sion and/or disabilities varied.  Thirty 
three participants (37.50%) had never 
received training on disabilities while 
25 (28.40%) had received one training 
session although the length and con-
tent were not specifically defined. 

Procedures

After-school program directors 
were contacted by the first author and 
asked if they would allow the researcher 
to come in and speak with staff about 
participation in the study. The TPB 
questionnaire was administered to staff 
during a meeting that was organized by 
the director. Staff’s informed consent 
was obtained prior to data collection. 
The procedure for each survey admin-
istration included an introduction of 
the researcher, review of the informed 
consent document, time for staff to 
look over the survey, and time for the 
researcher to answer any questions that 
staff may have.  Specific test procedures 
were approved by the researchers’ insti-
tutional review board.  All participants 
agreed to participate in the study.

Measures

The instrument for this study was 
developed based on recommendations 

from previous research (Ajzen, 2001; 
Conatser, et al., 2002; Francis, et al., 
2004; Kozub & Lienert, 2003; Kudlacek, 
2008). Items were created based on 
what Francis et al. (2004) refers to as 
direct measures of attitude, subjective 
norms, perceived behavioral control, 
and generalized intention.  Items were 
modified to reflect this study’s popu-
lation and behavior of interest (after-
school program staff, including youth 
with disabilities in physical activity). 
Items were evaluated independently 
by the authors and an independent 
researcher to ensure that a target, ac-
tion context and time were provided 
for each item. Content validity was 
assumed once 100% agreement was 
reached by two independent experts. 
A factor analysis was conducted on all 
items resulting in one factor for each of 
the theory constructs. All factors load-
ed above .60 indicating with good con-
fidence that items did in fact measure 
the intended construct. Internal con-
sistency for all theory constructs was 
estimated through a Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient analysis.

Fifteen demographic questions 
asked about gender, age, education, 
job, types of after-school program, 
and trainings they received about dis-
abilities and physical activity. Attitude 
toward the behavior was assessed by 
a single-stem question with a series of 
bipolar responses. The stem “Including 
a child with disabilities in physical ac-
tivity during my after-school program 
is” was followed by the four bipolar 
pairings (harmful-beneficial, good-bad, 
pleasant (for me)-unpleasant (for me), 
worthless-useful). Each pairing used a 
7-point Likert scale and responses were 
summed to get a total attitude score. 
Internal consistency for these items 
was  = .76.
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Subjective norms were assessed 
with three statements: “It is expected 
of me that I included youth with dis-
abilities in physical activity during my 
after-school program,” “people who are 
important to me want me to include 
youth with disabilities in my after-
school program,” and “people who are 
important to me think I should include 
youth with disabilities in physical ac-
tivity during my after-school program.” 
Each question used a 7-point Likert 
scale from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree. A total score resulted from the 
summing of responses. Internal consis-
tency for these items was  = .75.

Perceived behavioral control con-
sisted of three questions: “The deci-
sion to include youth with disabilities 
in physical activity in my after-school 
program is beyond my control,” “I am 
confident that I could include youth 
with disabilities in physical activity as 
part of my role in my after-school pro-
gram,” and “for me to include youth 
with disabilities in my after-school pro-
gram is.” All three questions followed 
the 7-point likert scale previously men-
tioned, except the first two questions 
were strongly disagree to strongly agree 
and the third question was very hard to 
very easy. Scores were summed for to-
tal score. Internal consistency for these 
items was = .58.

Intention and behavior were esti-
mated based on the total summed score 
of three questions for each construct. 
Intention questions stated: “I intend 
to…,” “I want to…,” and “I expect to 
include youth with disabilities in phys-
ical activity during my after-school pro-
gram. Behavior questions started with 
“In the past 30 days” and continued 
to state “I have facilitated…,” “I have 

incorporated…,” and “I have included 
youth with disabilities in physical ac-
tivity during my afterschool program.” 
Scaling and scoring for both constructs 
followed that of subjective norms. In-
ternal consistency for both intention 
( = .86) and behavior (  = .84) were 
adequate.

Analysis 

Prior to conducting the main anal-
ysis, the data was evaluated for missing 
values on construct items, participants 
with missing data were removed from 
the main analysis. Separate one-way 
ANOVAs were used to assess if age, gen-
der, education, job title, and training 
impacted any of the five TPB constructs 
scores (attitude, subjective norms, per-
ceived behavioral control, intention, 
and behavior). Path analysis was ap-
plied to determine the strength of the 
relationships in the model and also 
provided fit indices to examine if TPB 
is a viable model to assess after-school 
program staffs’ beliefs about including 
youth with disabilities in physical ac-
tivity. The indices used to determine 
model fit were based on recommen-
dations of Brown (2006) and indices 
commonly used in TPB research. These 
included chi-square, Goodness of Fit 
Index (GFI), Root Mean Squared Re-
sidual (RMR), Root Mean Square Error 
of Approximation (RMSEA), and Com-
parative Fit Index (CFI). In the selected 
model fit indices, the CFI and GFI use 
a 0 to 1.0 scale with 1.0 being perfect 
fit. RMR and RMSEA also use the 0 to 
1.0 scale with a higher score indicating 
less of a fit to the model. SPSS 16.0 was 
used for the ANOVA and factor analy-
sis. AMOS16.0 was utilized for the path 
analysis (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, 2008). 
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Results

Descriptive statistics and a zero 
order correlation matrix are presented 
in Table 2. Participants mean scores 
were relatively positive: attitude mean 
was 5.73 (SD= 1.11), subjective norm 
5.53 (SD= 1.21), perceived behavioral 
control was the lowest mean with 5.15 
(SD= 1.12), while intent had the high-
est mean of 6.06 (SD= 1.04) and the 
mean score for participant behavior 
was 5.57 (SD= 1.41). All correlations 
among theory constructs were signifi-
cant to a .05 level except for attitude 
and behavior where no statistically sig-
nificant correlation existed (r = .13, p 
<.05). Results from the ANOVA on TPB 
constructs indicated that age, gender, 
training and education did not have a 
significant influence on any of the the-
ory constructs. 

In terms of the path analysis, re-
sults showed that TPB is an acceptable 
theoretical model to assess after-school 
program staffs’ beliefs about includ-
ing youth with disabilities in physical 
activity. All indices showed adequate 
level of fit, a chi-square of  2(3, N = 91) 
= 3.24, p > .05 CFI= .99, GFI =.98, RMR 
=.06, RMSEA = .03. In addition, the 
path analysis revealed that intention 
was significantly predicted by a direct 
relationship from attitude (  =.17, p < 
.05) and subjective norms ( =.53, p < 
.01). Fifty three percent of intention 
was accounted for by attitude, subjec-
tive norms, and perceived behavioral 
control.  The direct relationship from 
intention to behavior was also statis-
tically significant ( =.37, p< .01), but 
accounted for 7.5% of model variance.  
All relationships can be seen in Figure 
1. 

 

Note.  *p < .05, **p < .01, 

Table 2

Correlation Matrix of Theory of Planned Behavior Constructs with Mean and 
Standard Deviation
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Discussion

The primary purpose of this study 
was to identify factors influencing 
after-school program staffs inclusion 
of youth with disabilities in physical 
activity. To our knowledge, this is the 
first study to utilize the TPB as a theo-
retical framework to explore the beliefs 
of after-school program staff. Previous 
teacher research using TPB indicates 
that teachers and instructor’s (pre-ser-
vice and in-service) control beliefs, nor-
mative beliefs, and behavioral beliefs 
can be used to assess their intention 
to include students with disabilities in 
physical activity (Conatser, et al., 2002; 
Jeong & Block, 2011, Kozub & Lienert, 
2003; Kudlacek, Valkova, Sherrill, My-
ers, & French, 2002; Theodorakis, et al., 
1995). 

The findings revealed that subjec-
tive norms was the largest contributor 
to intention and suggest that after-
school staff are mostly influenced by so-
cial response to expectation from those 
important or close to them. The results 
suggest that organizations should have 
a mission statement or philosophy that 

explicitly identifies the importance of 
inclusion. The current Boys & Girls 
Clubs of America’s mission statement is 
“To inspire and enable all young people 
especially those who need us most to 
become caring, productive, responsible 
citizens” (Boys & Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica, 2010). YMCA’s mission statement 
includes “To put Christian principles 
into practice through programs that 
build healthy spirit, mind, and body for 
all” (YMCA, 2010). While these mission 
statements both have the word “all” in 
them and may imply that they are in-
clusive for everyone, staff are mostly 
influenced by social expectation. After-
school programs should develop clear 
expectations in their program philoso-
phy and mission statements.

The previous studies in teacher 
education indicated perceived behav-
ior control is the most important con-
tributing factor for including children 
with disabilities (Conatser et al., 2002; 
Kudlacek et al., 2002).This study had 
different results. One of the possible 
reasons for the differences is the after-
school program staff may have more 
frequent contact with parents of youth 

 

Attitude 

Subjective 
Norms 

Perceived 
Control  

Intension Behavior 

.17* 

.57** 

.03 

.37** 

R2 =.53** R2 =.08* 

Figure 1. Theory of Planned Behavior Structural Coefficients for 
After-School Program Staff
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that attend their program, while physi-
cal educators may only see parents on 
a limited basis. Having an opportunity 
to speak with parents multiple times a 
week when parents pick up their child 
may affect the staffs’ intention and be-
havior. Frequent communication with 
parents may lead staff to feel that par-
ents expect them to include youth with 
disabilities in physical activity. Under-
standing organizational and parental 
expectations is an important piece of 
information needed to design and de-
velop an after-school program staff 
training that will help staff to include 
youth with disabilities in physical ac-
tivity.  

Findings’ regarding the influence 
of attitude predicting intention are 
similar to Conatser et al. (2002) study of 
aquatics instructor’s beliefs toward in-
clusion. Instructor attitudes were seen 
to have an impact on their intention to 
include youth with mild and severe dis-
abilities. The current study supports the 
importance of staff attitudes. This sug-
gests that trainings designed to help in-
crease staff attitudes about youth with 
disabilities participating in physical 
activity may also help to increase staff 
intention to include these youth. Train-
ings designed to focus on topics such as 
a) understanding some of the disabili-
ties of the youth in their programs and 
b) understanding how to assist youth 
to be active in their programs through  
the APIE process and planning adapta-
tions and modifications, may serve as a 
good starting point for helping staff to 
have a positive attitude about includ-
ing youth with disabilities in physical 
activity.

The results from the current study 
show no statistically significant contri-
bution of perceived behavioral control 

to intention. This finding was contra-
dictory from the previous studies in 
teacher education. Both Conatser et al. 
(2002) and Kudlacek et al. (2002) found 
perceived behavioral control was the 
best predictor of intention in instruc-
tors and pre-service teachers’ beliefs. 
In Kudlacek et. al. (2002), 11% (b= .36, 
p< .01) of the total 23% of variance in 
pre-service teachers from the Czech Re-
public is explained by perceived behav-
ioral control. Ajzen (1991) suggested 
that as perceived behavioral control is 
under someone’s volitional control the 
less it influences behavior. A plausible 
explanation of this unexpected result 
may be related to the staff’s beliefs on 
their ability and control in this con-
struct.  After-school staff feel they have 
no control over whether a youth with 
disabilities is included in their specific 
program. This study asked staff three 
global PBC questions: a) I am confi-
dent that I could include youth with 
disabilities in physical activity as part 
of my role in an after-school program, 
b) the decision to include youth with 
disabilities in physical activity in this 
after-school program is beyond my 
control, and c) for me to include youth 
with disabilities in physical activity 
is part of my role in my current after-
school program. The assumption was 
that staff would answer questions as if 
the youth were already members in the 
program but staff may have felt these 
questions were asking about if they had 
control about youth being enrolled in 
the programs. 

In this study, intention was able to 
predict approximately 8% of behavior.  
The inclusion of self-report of behavior 
in the after-school study allowed for a 
true path analysis and suggests that staff 
are including youth with disabilities in 
physical activity in after-school pro-



310 Inclusion in After-School Programs

grams. Kozub and Lienert (2003) have 
criticized current TPB research relating 
to teaching youth with disabilities for 
its absence of behavior appraisal. Azjen 
(2001) and Francis et al. (2004) indicate 
that in the TPB model behavior can be 
assessed in two ways: a) direct observa-
tion based on identified criteria for the 
behavior, and b) self-report. Conatser et 
al. (2002) confirms this in one of the 
few studies examining the inclusion of 
youth with disabilities. In physical ac-
tivity that assesses behavior by using a 
behavioral self-report of aquatics, in-
structor’s beliefs toward teaching youth 
with mild/moderate to severe disabili-
ties, found a significant direct relation-
ship from intention to behavior. Be-
havior in after-school staff should be 
explored further with specific attention 
on determining if a criterion measure 
or direct observation tool can be used 
to determine if a stronger relationship 
exists between intention and actual be-
havior. 

 To the best of our knowledge, this 
is the first study to examine after-school 
program staff beliefs about including 
youth with disabilities in physical ac-
tivity and although findings from the 
study are promising there are also some 
weaknesses. First, although staff who 
participated in this study were from 16 
different sites in 10 communities, only 
five organizations were represented in 
the study (some organizations had mul-
tiple sites in different communities) 
which might facilitate a cohort effect. 
Second, only 91 after-school program 
staff  participated without any miss-
ing data in the study. This combined 
with the potential cohort effect might 
have created sampling issues. To help 
with these limitations, future research 
should work to increase not only the 

number of participating staff but also 
increase the number of program sites. 
More information is still needed to 
fully understand what influences after-
school program staff to include youth 
with disabilities in physical activity.

Further research is needed to de-
termine possible factors within TPB 
constructs that specifically influence 
after-school staff. First, efforts should 
be made to identify factors influenc-
ing staffs’ perceived control using situ-
ations that are specific to their jobs. 
This may help to uncover if there are 
other factors that may contribute to 
perceived control. Second,  staff train-
ing interventions that are being de-
signed should focus on a) the mission 
or philosophy of the program toward 
inclusion; b) the advantages, disadvan-
tages, and consequences of including 
youth with disabilities in physical ac-
tivity; and c) how people close to staff 
(coworkers, friends, family, boss) can 
influence staff intention and actual 
inclusion of youth with disabilities in 
physical activity. 

The major findings from this study 
indicate that programs promoting 
inclusion of youth with disabilities, 
should focus on how the program 
conveys its expectations of inclusion to 
staff. After-school programs may achieve 
this by having inclusion expectations in 
the employee handbook for new hires, 
including an inclusion policy in the 
agency’s policies and procedures, and 
by offering trainings that convey these 
expectations. Programs that collaborate 
with other entities (schools, churches, 
recreation and therapeutic recreation) 
should affirm an inclusion philosophy 
and/or policy implemented via the 
APIE process, then identify how staff 
will be informed of these expectations.
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