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Introduction: Educational inclusion remains one of the foremost challenges in 

schools, where fostering inclusive attitudes towards disability is essential for 

building fairer and more participatory environments. School-based 

interventions are a key strategy for raising awareness among pupils.

Methods: The impact of an inclusive educational intervention was assessed with 

287 pupils in Years 4 to 6 of primary education from six schools in the Basque 

Country. A quasi-experimental pre–post design was employed. Attitudes toward 

disability were measured using a validated Basque-language scale comprising 

10 items assessing cognitive, affective, and behavioural dimensions. Data were 

analysed using non-parametric statistical procedures. The programme lasted 

10 hours and included five sessions addressing inclusion, sensory, physical, 

and cognitive disabilities, as well as rare diseases, using testimonial videos, 

comic-style materials, and awareness-raising games.

Results: A significant improvement was observed in the cognitive dimension and in 

overall awareness. However, no notable changes were found in the affective and 

behavioural dimensions. Girls scored higher across all dimensions of the scale.

Discussion: The intervention proved effective in improving pupils’ knowledge 

and understanding of disability. It is recommended that similar programmes 

be integrated into school guidance and counselling frameworks to further 

enhance affective and behavioural dimensions of inclusion.
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1 Introduction

Educational inclusion has become one of the core principles of today’s school systems, 
aiming to ensure quality education for all pupils, regardless of their personal 

characteristics or specific needs (Jardinez and Natividad, 2024). In general terms, 

inclusion refers to the process of responding to learner diversity by removing barriers 
to learning and participation, ensuring equitable access to educational opportunities, 

and promoting the active participation of all students within mainstream educational 

settings (Ainscow, 2020). It involves not only structural adjustments but also cultural 
and pedagogical changes that recognise diversity as a natural and enriching feature of 

educational communities (Bindhani and Gopinath, 2024). In line with contemporary 

perspectives, inclusion is understood not merely as physical placement or access to 

TYPE Original Research 
PUBLISHED 08 April 2026 
DOI 10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627

Frontiers in Education 01 frontiersin.org

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-03-12
mailto:naroa.uria@deusto.es
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/education
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627


mainstream settings, but as the development of a meaningful sense 
of belonging and participation within the group (Haegele and 

Maher, 2023). From this standpoint, inclusive education involves 

ensuring that all students, including those with disabilities, feel 
valued, respected, and socially integrated in everyday school life.

However, for inclusion to transcend the normative and 

structural levels, it is essential to promote a change in the 
attitudes of the educational community towards people with 

disabilities (Ramírez-Solórzano and Herrera-Navas, 2024). 

Attitudes towards disability begin to form in childhood and can 
be in3uenced through meaningful educational experiences 

(Aguado et al., 2004). The period of childhood is crucial for 

instilling social values, as the first notions of justice, empathy, 
and acceptance of difference are developed during this stage 

(Aguado et al., 2008). Therefore, early intervention within the 

school environment is essential to prevent the reinforcement of 
stereotypes and prejudices against those with disabilities, while 

encouraging the development of positive and prosocial attitudes.

Encouraging inclusive attitudes from an early age aligns with 
international guidelines on inclusive education, such as those 

established by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization (Organización de las Naciones Unidas 
para la Educación la Ciencia y la Cultura [Unesco], 2020), 

which emphasise the need to provide equitable, inclusive, and 

quality education (Organización de las Naciones Unidas para la 
Educación la Ciencia y la Cultura [UNESCO], 2020). In the 

Spanish context, Organic Law 3/2020 of 29 December, 

amending the Organic Law on Education (LOMLOE, Article 
1.b), reinforces this commitment, highlighting the importance of 

promoting values of respect, coexistence, and diversity in 

education. However, for these principles to be put into practice 
in schools, educational programmes must be designed that are 

capable of generating real changes in attitudes, i.e., in the way 

pupils perceive, feel about, and act towards disability.
The literature has established that attitudes towards disability 

have a three-dimensional structure, involving three interrelated 

components (Babik and Gardner, 2021; Freer, 2022; González- 
Rojas and Triana-Fierro, 2018). The cognitive component refers 

to the knowledge, beliefs, and perceptions that individuals hold 

about people with disabilities, indicating their level of 
understanding and the presence of stereotypical or realistic ideas. 

The affective component is tied to the emotions and feelings— 

such as empathy, fear, or discomfort—that those with disabilities 
elicit in others. Finally, the behavioural component encompasses 

the willingness to interact or engage with individuals with 

disabilities, including both intentions and observable behaviours 
in social or educational contexts. It is essential to understand this 

structure when designing educational interventions that 

comprehensively address the different dimensions of attitude, 
fostering not only knowledge but also emotional engagement and 

an active disposition towards inclusion.

Schools, which are considered privileged spaces for 
socialisation, thus offer a unique opportunity to in3uence these 

attitudes, provided that appropriate pedagogical strategies are 

applied (Álvarez-Delgado et al., 2021). In this context, disability 
awareness is defined as the educational process through which 

greater understanding, empathy, and an inclusive attitude 

towards people with disabilities are promoted among pupils 
(Kelen et al., 2025). This process involves challenging 

stereotypes, reducing prejudice, and encouraging a fairer and 
more respectful perception of disability (Pelleboer-Gunnink 

et al., 2021; Rohmer and Louvet, 2018). Beyond merely 

providing information, awareness-raising seeks to evoke 
emotions and promote an active disposition towards inclusion, 

making it an indispensable tool for creating more equitable and 

supportive educational environments (Lindsay and Edwards, 
2013). The literature has recognised the importance of this 

approach, especially when framed within an experiential and 

participatory method adapted to pupils’ development (Luarte- 
Rocha et al., 2023; Uria-Olaizola et al., 2025). School 

programmes designed to raise awareness about disability can 

serve as a basis for creating strategies and approaches that 
encourage the inclusion of pupils with disabilities (Kelen et al., 

2025), which is essential for developing an inclusive mindset.

Along these lines, Felipe et al. (2018) highlight five pedagogical 
approaches that have the potential to positively in3uence how 

disability is perceived: (1) facilitating direct or indirect contact 

with people with disabilities; (2) providing accurate and adapted 
information; (3) using persuasive messages that foster critical 

re3ection; (4) implementing simulations that allow participants 

to experience the barriers faced by these individuals; and (5) 
promoting group re3ection through participatory dynamics. 

According to the available empirical evidence, although 

interventions in school settings tend to improve the cognitive 
understanding of disability, their effects on the affective and 

behavioural dimensions are more modest and less sustainable 

over time (Víquez et al., 2020). Moreover, many programmes 
have been developed for secondary or higher education (Uria- 

Olaizola et al., 2025), with less focus given to primary 

education, despite this being a crucial stage for shaping attitudes.
Despite the growing body of research on attitudes toward 

disability in childhood (Wüthrich et al., 2024), there is still 

limited empirical evidence examining the impact of structured, 
school-based awareness interventions implemented in real 

educational contexts, particularly in primary education. 

Moreover, previous studies have reported mixed findings 
regarding the in3uence of personal and contextual variables on 

children’s attitudes toward disability. In response to these gaps 

in the literature, the present study explores the impact of a 
structured educational intervention aimed at raising disability 

awareness among primary school pupils. Specifically, the study 

addresses the following research questions: Does a structured 
educational intervention aimed at raising disability awareness 

lead to significant changes in primary school pupils’ attitudes 

toward people with disabilities, considering the cognitive, 
affective, and behavioural dimensions of attitude? To what 

extent are post-intervention levels of disability awareness 

associated with personal and contextual variables such as 
gender, school year, type of school, family characteristics and 

prior contact with people with disabilities?

Within this framework, and given the need to continue 
researching how children’s attitudes towards disability are formed 

(Bárcena et al., 2018), this study aims to assess the impact of an 

inclusive educational intervention on the awareness about 
disability among primary school pupils in Years 4 to 6, exploring 

the three components of attitude: cognitive, affective, and 

behavioural. For this purpose, two specific objectives were 
established. The first involved implementing a multi-component 
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educational intervention that combined information, indirect 
contact, simulations, group re3ection, and an analysis of its 

impact. The second objective was to examine the role that 

personal and contextual variables such as sex, family type, school 
year, type of school, and prior contact with people with 

disabilities played in in3uencing awareness after the intervention, 

to better understand previous study findings (Aguado et al., 
2008). Thus, the aim is to provide a comprehensive overview of 

the factors that foster the development of inclusive attitudes 

among primary school pupils in the Basque Country.

2 Materials and methods

2.1 Participants

The sample comprised 287 pupils aged 9 to 12 (M = 9.7) from 
six schools in two locations in the Basque Country, Spain. It was 

obtained through convenience sampling, according to the 

availability of schools and their willingness to participate 
(Gertler et al., 2017; Vehobar et al., 2016). Specifically, the 

sample came from six Model D schools, where Basque is the 

main language. Of the total number of participants, 157 were 
girls (54.7%) and 130 were boys (45.3%). Regarding educational 

levels, 154 pupils were in Year 4 of primary education (53.7%), 

69 in Year 5 (24%), and 64 in Year 6 (22.3%). Table 1 offers 
further information about the sample.

The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the 
university to which the research team belongs (code ETK-68/ 

23-24). Prior to data collection, written informed consent was 

obtained from the families of all participating pupils. 
Confidentiality, anonymity, and voluntary participation were 

guaranteed at all times, in accordance with ethical standards for 

research involving minors.

2.2 Instruments

Attitudes towards people with disabilities were assessed using 

a combined scale adapted and validated into Basque (Uria- 

Olaizola et al., in press), consisting of items from the CATCH- 
TSG (Chedoke-McMaster attitudes towards children with 

handicaps scale for traditional sporting games; March-Llanes 

et al., 2023) and EAADEF-EP (Attitudes toward students with 
disabilities in physical education: Validation of the EAADEF-EP 

to the stage of primary education; Abellán et al., 2020). The 

final version of the instrument consisted of 10 items. The scale 
includes three dimensions, of which the first represents the 

cognitive aspect. This measures knowledge and beliefs about 

people with disabilities and consists of four items, such as: “I 
would like to have a classmate with a disability in my group.” 

The second is the affective dimension, which measures emotions 

and feelings towards people with disabilities, and includes three 
items, for instance: “When doing schoolwork, I would try to 

stay away from a child with a disability.” The last dimension 

concerns the behavioural component and measures the 
willingness to interact or engage with people with disabilities. It 

consists of three items, for example: “I would avoid doing 

classwork with a person with a disability.”
The items are presented in a 5-point Likert format 

(1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) and have demonstrated 

adequate psychometric properties in previous studies (Abellán 
et al., 2020; March-Llanes et al., 2023). In the present study, 

confirmatory factor analysis indicated an acceptable overall fit: 

χ2 = 104, p < .001; CFI = 0.903; TLI = 0.864; SRMR = 0.0578; 
RMSEA = 0.088, supporting the internal consistency and 

construct validity of the scale for the sample analysed.

In addition to the attitude scale, various personal and 
contextual variables relevant to the analysis of awareness were 

collected: prior contact with people with disabilities in various 

contexts (family member, friends, classmates, and leisure or free 
time activities), sociodemographic variables such as sex, school 

year, family type (only child or with siblings), and type of 

school (state or state-subsidised).

2.3 Procedure

The intervention was designed by an association of families 

committed to the inclusion of people with disabilities, with the 

guidance of researchers in the field. First, the programme was 
proposed to the town councils of the participating 

municipalities, which approved and supported the initiative. 

Next, it was presented to the six schools involved, which 
voluntarily agreed to implement it.

TABLE 1 Description of the sample.

Variable N = 287 %

Sex

Femenine 157 54.7%

Masculine 130 45.3%

School year

Year 4 154 53.7%

Year 5 69 24%

Year 6 64 22.3%

Type of school

State 187 65.2%

State-subsidised 100 34.8%

Family

Only child 26 9.1%

Siblings 261 90.9%

Prior contact

Family member: Yes 64 22.3%

Family member: No 223 77.7%

Classmate: Yes 122 42.5%

Classmate: No 165 57.5%

Friend: Yes 98 34.1%

Friend: No 189 65.9%

Leisure: Yes 95 33.1%

Leisure: No 192 66.9%
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Following the institutional validation phase, fieldwork began. 
The schools were informed of the research objectives, and 

informed consent was obtained from the families. Data 

collection was conducted using an online questionnaire (Google 
Forms) at two points in time: before the programme began 

(pre-test) and after the last session (post-test).

The information was gathered from September to December 
2024, with the research team present at all sessions to ensure 

conditions were applied consistently and to resolve any technical 

issues. The programme was implemented by two specialised 
professionals, who had been previously trained by the 

association responsible for designing the intervention. The class 

teacher was also present at all sessions.
The intervention lasted a total of 10 h, divided into five two- 

hour sessions per day. A specific topic related to disability was 

the focus of each session: (1) inclusion, (2) sensory disability, 
(3) physical disability, (4) cognitive and developmental 

disability, and (5) rare diseases. Each session was structured 

into two complementary blocks. The first was a theoretical- 
re3ective block featuring the screening of a video specifically 

created for the project, where people with disabilities or their 

family members shared personal accounts and everyday 
experiences related to the theme of the day. To accompany 

these materials, each pupil received an individual educational 

guide, presented in a comic-style format that was accessible 
and visually appealing. It provided simple, structured 

information on each disability, alongside questions for 

re3ection designed to encourage critical thinking and empathy. 
The second part of each session included a practical- 

experiential block, consisting of awareness-raising activities and 

games that allowed pupils to experience, in a fun and 
participatory way, some of the barriers faced by people with 

disabilities. The intervention drew on the awareness-raising 

approaches proposed by Felipe et al. (2018), combining 
indirect contact, adapted information, persuasive messages, 

disability simulations, and group re3ection (see Table 2).

All activities were tailored to pupils’ cognitive, emotional, and 
social development stage, using accessible language, relatable 

examples, and play-based methodologies that facilitated 

understanding and meaningful learning. The goal of the 
intervention was therefore to enhance knowledge, engage 

emotions, and foster a willingness to act inclusively, which are 

cornerstones of awareness-raising in schools.

2.4 Data analysis

A quasi-experimental design was used (Montero and León, 

2007) with pre-test and post-test measures and without a 

control group, to evaluate the impact of an inclusive educational 
intervention on pupils’ attitudes towards people with disabilities. 

Data were coded, cleaned, and analysed using the Jamovi 

statistical programme (version 2.3.18.). After data collection, the 
consistency of responses was verified, and cases with missing 

post-test values were eliminated, resulting in a final sample of 

287 participants, representing a loss of 8.6% compared to the 
pre-test (N = 314), primarily due to absences during the 

second measurement.

First, descriptive analyses were conducted to characterise the 
sample and examine the distribution of the main personal and 

contextual variables (sex, year group, type of school, family type, 

and prior contact). Next, the impact of the educational 
intervention was evaluated by comparing the scores obtained in 

the pre-test and post-test across the three dimensions of attitude 

(cognitive, affective, and behavioural) and overall awareness. The 
assumption of normality was assessed using the Kolmogorov– 

Smirnov test, which evaluates the null hypothesis that the data 

follow a normal distribution (Lilliefors, 1967). Results showed 
significant deviations from normality in all variables (p ≤ .05), 

indicating that the distributions differed significantly from 

normality. Consequently, non-parametric procedures were 
applied. Specifically, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test for related 

TABLE 2 Structure and content of the 10-hour educational intervention.

Session Topic Educational Objective Theoretical–Reflective 

Component

Practical–Experiential Component

1 Inclusion To introduce the concept of inclusion 

and promote re3ection on diversity 

and individual differences.

Group discussion and guided 

re3ection on diversity and 

uniqueness.

Personal-identification dynamic in which pupils stepped 

forward when identifying with specific characteristics, 

illustrating that everyone is different and that inclusion 

involves valuing diversity.

2 Sensory 

disability

To increase understanding of visual 

and hearing impairments and 

associated communication barriers.

Viewing of testimonial videos about 

visual and hearing disabilities, 

followed by guided discussion.

Adapted “broken telephone” game using sign language 

through a pre-recorded video; orientation activities 

using a directional bar to simulate visual impairment.

3 Physical 

disability

To raise awareness about mobility 

limitations, accessibility, and 

autonomy.

Video presentation and discussion on 

reduced mobility and architectural 

barriers.

Relay races using crutches and football played with knee 

restraints to simulate mobility restrictions.

4 Cognitive 

disability

To promote understanding of learning 

difficulties and the need for 

educational support.

Testimonial videos and re3ection on 

cognitive disability.

Pictogram-based communication activities simulating 

comprehension barriers.

5 Rare 

diseases

To foster empathy toward individuals 

with rare diseases and complex health 

conditions.

Viewing of testimonial videos and 

discussion of personal experiences.

Wheelchair relay activities to experience physical and 

social barriers associated with mobility impairments.
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samples was used to analyse changes between the two dependent 
measurements (pre- and post-test).

In a second phase, the possible in3uence of personal and 

contextual variables on post-intervention awareness was 
explored. The Mann–Whitney U test was used to compare 

independent groups in dichotomous categorical variables (sex, 

family type, type of school, and prior contact with people with 
disabilities in different contexts). Likewise, the Kruskal–Wallis 

test was applied to examine differences across school years 

(Years 4, 5, and 6 of primary education). When the Kruskal– 
Wallis test yielded statistically significant results, post hoc 

pairwise comparisons were conducted using Wilcoxon tests with 

Bonferroni correction to control for multiple comparisons.
Each analysis reports the statistical values obtained, the 

significance levels (p < .05), and the corresponding effect sizes 

(Molina, 2017) so as to assess both the statistical significance 
and the practical relevance of the results.

3 Results

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the intervention in 
raising awareness about people with disabilities, the scores 

obtained before and after the programme were compared in 

three dimensions (cognitive, behavioural, and affective) and in 
the overall awareness score (mean of the 10 items) (see Table 3).

The results indicated a significant improvement in the 

cognitive dimension following the intervention. Post-test scores 
were considerably higher than pre-test scores (pre-test 

mean = 3.61; post-test mean = 3.81; W = 9,539, p < .001), with a 

moderate effect size (r = .31), suggesting a meaningful increase 
in knowledge and understanding about people with disabilities. 

Regarding the affective dimension, although a slight increase in 

scores was observed after the intervention (Mpre = 4.26; 
Mpost = 4.36), the difference did not reach statistical significance 

(W = 7,256, p = .132), and the effect size was small (r = .13). 

Similarly, the behavioural dimension showed no significant 

differences between pre- and post-intervention scores 
(Mpre = 4.27; Mpost = 4.21; W = 8,719, p = .339), with a 

negligible effect size (r = .08). Finally, a statistically significant 

increase was found when analysing total awareness (Mpre = 4.00; 
Mpost = 4.09; W = 12,971, p = .010), although the magnitude of 

change was small (r = .19), indicating a modest practical effect.

The second phase of the analysis involved examining levels of 
awareness after the intervention across various personal and 

contextual variables to determine possible factors associated with 

greater or lesser awareness about people with disabilities.
When comparing the sexes, the results demonstrated notable 

differences in all the dimensions evaluated. In the cognitive 

dimension, girls obtained a mean of 3.97 (SD = 0.76), 
significantly higher than that of boys (M = 3.61; SD = 1.07), with 

a small effect size (U = 8,459, p = .012, r = 0.17). Similarly, girls 

obtained a mean of 4.32 (SD = 0.97) in the behavioural 
dimension while boys obtained 4.08 (SD = 1.04), also a 

significant difference (U = 8,800, p = .034, r = 0.14). Regarding 

the affective dimension, girls’ scores (M = 4.46; SD = 0.73) 
exceeded those of boys (M = 4.24; SD = 0.88), a difference that 

was statistically significant (U = 8,794, p = .034, r = 0.14). Finally, 

in the overall awareness index, girls scored a mean of 4.22 
(SD = 0.60), which was higher than boys’ (M = 3.94; SD = 0.85), 

with a statistically significant difference (U = 8,515, p = .016, 

r = 0.17). In general, as illustrated in Table 4, these findings 
show that girls had higher levels of awareness than boys in all 

dimensions assessed following the intervention. Despite the 

small effect sizes, the consistency of the results points to a clear 
trend associating females with greater awareness towards people 

with disabilities.

Possible variations in awareness levels were explored based on 
the type of school (state or state-subsidised). The results did not 

show statistically significant differences between state and 

state-subsidised schools in any of the measured dimensions (see 
Table 4).

Also examined were differences in post-intervention 

awareness levels according to whether the pupils were only 

TABLE 3 Descriptive statistics for pre- and post-intervention.

Statistic Behavioural 

(Pre)

Behavioural 

(Post)

Cognitive 

(Pre)

Cognitive 

(Post)

Affective 

(Pre)

Affective 

(Post)

Overall 

Awareness 

(Pre)

Overall 

Awareness 

(Post)

N 287 287 287 287 287 287 287 287

Mean 4.27 4.21 3.61 3.81 4.26 4.36 4.00 4.09

Pre-post difference −0.06 0.20 0.10 0.09

Standard deviation 0.958 0.994 0.986 0.928 0.871 0.805 0.704 0.733

Minimum 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.40

Maximum 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

Kolmogorov–Smirnov D 0.247 0.254 0.092 0.101 0.205 0.230 0.105 0.128

Kolmogorov–Smirnov 

p value

< .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001

Wilcoxon W 8,719 9,539 7,256 12,971

Wilcoxon p value 0.339 < .001 0.132 0.010

Effect size r 0.082 0.306 0.129 0.182
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children (0) or had siblings (1). The results showed a significant 
difference in the cognitive dimension, where only children 

obtained higher scores (M = 4.13, SD = 0.84) compared to those 

who had siblings (M = 3.78, SD = 0.93), (U = 2,550, p = .381, 
r = 0.10) as well as in the behavioural dimension (Monly 

child = 4.45, SD = 0.70) (Msiblings = 4.18, SD = 1.02), (U = 3,011, 

p = .046, r = 0.24). Conversely, no significant differences were 
found in the affective dimension (U = 2,928, p = .276, r = 0.12) 

or in total awareness (U = 2,622, p = .070, r = 0.22), although in 

the latter case the difference was close to statistical significance. 
As can be seen in Table 4, these results suggest there might be a 

link between being an only child and a greater level of cognitive 

awareness about disability after the intervention. However, given 
the highly uneven size of the groups (26 only children vs. 261 

with siblings), these findings warrant cautious interpretation.

In order to examine in greater depth how prior contact 
in3uences disability awareness, four types of relationship were 

analysed separately: contact with a family member, friends, 

classmates, and in leisure contexts (Table 5). With regard to 
prior contact within the family environment, the results showed 

no statistically significant differences in awareness levels between 

pupils who reported having had family contact with people with 
disabilities and those who had not. Total awareness scores were 

slightly higher in the group with family contact (M = 4.13, 

SD = 0.78) than in the group with no contact (M = 4.08, 
SD = 0.72), although the difference was not significant 

(U = 6,634, p = .391, r = .07). The analysis by dimension showed 

marginally higher mean values in the cognitive dimension 
(U = 6,123, p = .082, r = .14), while the behavioural dimension 

(U = 6,808, p = .554, r = .05) and affective dimension (U = 6,852, 

p = .610, r = .04) presented no relevant differences.
Regarding prior contact with friends with disabilities, the 

analyses did not reveal statistically significant differences in any 

of the dimensions of awareness or in the total score. Pupils who 

reported having been friends with a person with disabilities 
scored slightly higher on overall awareness (M = 4.16, SD = 0.60) 

than those without such contact (M = 4.06, SD = 0.79), albeit 

with a statistically non-significant difference (U = 9,035, p = .735, 
r = .02). Similarly, comparisons by dimension yielded non- 

significant results: the cognitive dimension (U = 8,517, p = .262, 

r = .08), the affective dimension (U = 9,164, p = .879, r = .01), and 
the behavioural dimension (U = 9,184, p = .903, r = .01).

In terms of prior contact with classmates with disabilities, the 

results showed marginal differences in pupils’ awareness, with 
small effect sizes. In general, the group that had shared a 

classroom with someone with disabilities obtained slightly 

higher mean scores in all dimensions and in overall awareness 
(M = 4.19, SD = 0.67) than those who lacked such an experience 

(M = 4.02, SD = 0.77). In fact, the difference reached statistical 

significance only in the behavioural dimension (U = 8,681, 
p = .035, r = .14), suggesting that having studied alongside a 

classmate with a disability could encourage a greater willingness 

to act inclusively. Conversely, no significant differences were 
observed in the cognitive (U = 8,868, p = .084, r = .12) and 

affective (U = 9,435, p = .341, r = .06) dimensions, or in overall 

awareness (U = 8,928, p = .101, r = .11).
Concerning prior contact with people with disabilities in 

leisure contexts, the results revealed no statistically significant 

differences in any of the awareness dimensions or in the overall 
score. While the group that reported having had this type of 

contact had slightly higher mean scores in all dimensions 

(M = 4.12, SD = 0.72 in overall awareness) than those who had 
not (M = 4.08, SD = 0.74), the differences were not statistically 

significant. The Mann–Whitney U test confirmed the absence of 

marked differences between groups in the cognitive (U = 8,742, 
p = .566, r = .04), behavioural (U = 8,810, p = .621, r = .03), and 

affective dimensions (U = 8,887, p = .712, r = .03) as well as in 

overall awareness (U = 8,869, p = .704, r = .03).

TABLE 4 Level of awareness by sex, type of school and type of family.

Variable Dimension Girls 

(M ± SD) N = 157

Boys 

(M ± SD) N = 130 m

Mann–Whitney U p r

Sex Cognitive 3.97 ± 0.76 3.61 ± 1.07 8,459 0.012 0.171

Behavioural 4.32 ± 0.97 4.08 ± 1.04 8,800 0.034 0.138

Affective 4.46 ± 0.73 4.24 ± 0.88 8,794 0.034 0.138

Overall Awareness 4.22 ± 0.60 3.94 ± 0.85 8,515 0.016 0.166

Type of School State 

(M ± SD) N = 187

State-subsidised 

(M ± SD) N = 100

Cognitive 3.77 ± 0.95 3.88 ± 0.88 8,821 0.427 0.057

Behavioural 4.18 ± 0.96 4.26 ± 1.05 8,598 0.236 0.080

Affective 4.34 ± 0.82 4.38 ± 0.79 9,067 0.658 0.030

Overall Awareness 4.07 ± 0.73 4.14 ± 0.74 8,711 0.340 0.068

Type of family Only child 

(M ± SD) N = 26

Siblings 

(M ± SD) N = 261

Cognitive 4.13 ± 0.84 3.78 ± 0.93 2,550 0.381 0.099

Behavioural 4.45 ± 0.70 4.18 ± 1.02 3,011 0.046 0.237

Affective 4.47 ± 0.84 4.35 ± 0.80 2,928 0.276 0.124

Overall Awareness 4.33 ± 0.65 4.07 ± 0.74 2,622 0.070 0.215
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Awareness levels were compared according to school year, 
with the results demonstrating that statistically significant 

differences between years were only observed in the cognitive 

dimension (χ2 = 6.094, p = .047) (Table 6). Year 5 pupils 
obtained the highest mean in this particular dimension 

(M = 3.99, SD = 0.87); however, the very small effect size 

(ϵ2 = 0.021) indicates that the practical differences between 
groups are slight. Post hoc pairwise comparisons were conducted 

using Wilcoxon tests with Bonferroni correction to control for 

multiple comparisons. These analyses did not reveal statistically 
significant differences between any specific pair of school years 

(all adjusted p > .05). Although a marginal trend was observed 

between Year 5 and Year 6 (p = .052), this difference did not 
reach the established significance threshold. In contrast, no 

significant differences emerged in either the behavioural 
(χ2 = 0.204, p = .903) or affective dimensions (χ2 = 1.122, 

p = .571), nor in overall awareness (χ2 = 3.154, p = .207).

4 Discussion

This study sought to assess the impact of an inclusive 

educational intervention designed to raise disability awareness 

among primary school pupils, considering both the 
programme’s overall effect and the in3uence of personal and 

contextual variables. The results show that the intervention was 

effective in significantly enhancing awareness in the cognitive 
dimension and in the overall awareness score. This finding 

TABLE 5 Level of awareness depending on prior contact with people with disabilities.

Variable Dimension Contact 

(M ± SD) N = 64

No contact 

(M ± SD) N = 223

Mann–Whitney U p r

Family member Cognitive 3.96 ± 0.93 3.76 ± 0.93 6,123 0.082 0.14

Behavioural 4.24 ± 1.01 4.20 ± 0.99 6,808 0.554 0.05

Affective 4.26 ± 0.94 4.39 ± 0.76 6,852 0.610 0.04

Overall Awareness 4.13 ± 0.78 4.08 ± 0.72 6,634 0.391 0.07

Friend Contact 

(M ± SD) N = 98

No contact 

(M ± SD) N = 189

Cognitive 3.94 ± 0.78 3.74 ± 0.99 8,517 0.262 0.08

Behavioural 4.20 ± 1.02 4.21 ± 0.98 9,184 0.903 0.01

Affective 4.41 ± 0.65 4.33 ± 0.88 9,164 0.879 0.01

Overall Awareness 4.16 ± 0.60 4.06 ± 0.79 9,035 0.735 0.02

Classmate Contact 

(M ± SD) N = 122

No contact 

(M ± SD) N = 165

Cognitive 3.93 ± 0.88 3.72 ± 0.96 8,868 0.084 0.12

Behavioural 4.29 ± 1.04 4.15 ± 0.96 8,681 0.035 0.14

Affective 4.43 ± 0.71 4.30 ± 0.87 9,435 0.341 0.06

Overall Awareness 4.19 ± 0.67 4.02 ± 0.77 8,928 0.101 0.11

Leisure Contact 

(M ± SD) N = 95

No contact 

(M ± SD) N = 192

Cognitive 3.85 ± 0.94 3.79 ± 0.93 8,742 0.566 0.04

Behavioural 4.23 ± 1.03 4.20 ± 0.98 8,810 0.621 0.03

Affective 4.36 ± 0.85 4.35 ± 0.79 8,887 0.712 0.03

Overall Awareness 4.12 ± 0.72 4.08 ± 0.74 8,869 0.704 0.03

TABLE 6 Level of awareness by school year.

Dimension Year 4 

(M ± SD) N = 154

Year 5 

(M ± SD) N = 69

Year 6 

(M ± SD) N = 64

Kruskall–Wallis

X2 p ϵ2

Cognitive 3.82 ± 0.90 3.99 ± 0.87 3.58 ± 1.01 6.094 0.047 0.021

Behavioural 4.2 ± 1.05 4.27 ± 0.85 4.17 ± 1.00 0.204 0.903 0.001

Affective 4.36 ± 0.77 4.41 ± 0.86 4.29 ± 0.84 1.122 0.571 0.003

Overall awareness 4.10 ± 0.70 4.20 ± 0.72 3.97 ± 0.81 3.154 0.207 0.011
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aligns with earlier studies that highlight that the cognitive 
dimension of attitudes is more easily modified than affective 

and behavioural aspects (Trufero, 2021). From the perspective of 

the three-dimensional model of attitudes, cognitive components 
are more likely to change in the short term, while emotions and 

behavioural predispositions require more prolonged and 

meaningful experiences (Maynard et al., 2017; Yazdani et al., 
2016). In light of the results obtained, it may be inferred that 

while the duration and intensity of the intervention were 

sufficient to generate conceptual learning, they were insufficient 
to bring about emotional or behavioural changes, which require 

higher-quality contact, repetition, and prolonged immersive 

experiences. Furthermore, high pre-test scores and the possible 
in3uence of social desirability reduce the likelihood of detecting 

significant improvements after an intervention, a common bias 

where people respond based on what is deemed socially 
acceptable rather than their true attitudes (Paunonen and LeBel, 

2012).

It is also important to consider that baseline scores were already 
relatively high across the three dimensions, indicating generally 

favourable initial attitudes towards disability (Castillo and Larson, 

2020). This potential ceiling effect may have limited the 
magnitude of observable change between pre- and post- 

intervention measurements (Godeau et al., 2010). In this context, 

even moderate improvements, particularly in the cognitive 
dimension and overall awareness, become meaningful. Although 

the affective and behavioural dimensions did not reach statistical 

significance, the descriptive results (see Table 2) show a slight 
increase in affective scores and stability in behavioural responses. 

These patterns suggest that the intervention may have helped 

consolidate already positive attitudes, even if the duration was 
insufficient to generate statistically significant changes in the 

emotional and behavioural components. Including informative, 

testimonial, and re3ective activities seems to have fostered the 
acquisition of more accurate knowledge and beliefs about 

disability, which is consistent with recent research that underlines 

the effectiveness of combining information with practical 
awareness-raising experiences (Aguado et al., 2008; Aparicio and 

Polo, 2024; Giuntoli et al., 2024).

When considering personal variables, sex emerged as a 
differentiating factor in that girls showed higher levels of 

awareness across all dimensions following the intervention, with 

small but consistent effect sizes. This pattern mirrors the 
findings from previous research, which reported greater empathy 

and a stronger predisposition towards inclusion among female 

pupils (Pan et al., 2023; Rillotta and Nettelbeck, 2007). Similarly, 
the fact that only children had higher cognitive scores invites 

re3ection on family dynamics and how socialisation in3uences 

the perception of diversity, given that the individualised 
attention they receive could encourage greater cognitive 

receptivity towards diversity. However, the small size of the 

group of only children suggests that these data should be 
interpreted cautiously.

In terms of contextual variables, no differences were observed 

between state and state-subsidised schools, which reinforces the 
idea that the programme’s effectiveness does not depend on the 

type of school, but rather on the characteristics of the 

intervention itself. Likewise, differences between school years 
were minimal: only in the cognitive dimension did Year 5 show 

a slight advantage, albeit with a very small effect size. While 
prior studies have demonstrated that awareness levels are higher 

at younger ages and tend to decrease with age (De Boer et al., 

2013; Uria-Olaizola et al., 2025), this study suggests that neither 
age nor school year is a determining factor in short-term 

awareness about disability.

One particularly relevant aspect was the analysis of prior 
contact with people with disabilities. Contrary to expectations, 

given the emphasis in the literature on its positive role (Felipe 

et al., 2018; Rillotta and Nettelbeck, 2007), the findings did not 
show any notable differences in overall awareness or its 

dimensions based on contact with a family member, friends, or 

in leisure contexts. Only contact with classmates with disabilities 
was slightly but significantly associated with the behavioural 

dimension, indicating that daily school life could promote a 

greater tendency to act inclusively. Furthermore, not all types of 
contact were found to produce positive effects, with the 

determining factors being the quality, frequency, and willingness 

of the interaction (Alhumaid et al., 2023; Alnahdi et al., 2021).

4.1 Practical implications

The findings of this study have several practical implications 

for schools and educational practitioners. First, the significant 

improvement observed in the cognitive dimension demonstrates 
that relatively short, structured, and developmentally appropriate 

interventions can effectively enhance pupils’ knowledge and 

understanding of disability. Even in contexts where baseline 
attitudes are already positive, structured awareness programmes 

can reinforce inclusive perspectives and consolidate favourable 

beliefs. Second, the absence of statistically significant changes in 
the affective and behavioural dimensions highlights the need for 

sustained and systematic implementation. Short-term 

interventions may initiate re3ection, but fostering deeper 
emotional engagement and behavioural transformation likely 

requires ongoing opportunities for meaningful interaction, 

guided re3ection, and inclusive practices embedded in everyday 
school life. Therefore, integrating disability awareness 

programmes into school guidance and counselling plans or 

tutorial action programmes may be particularly beneficial. 
Embedding such initiatives within the curriculum would allow 

for continuity, repetition, and progressive development across 

school years. This sustained approach could strengthen not only 
cognitive understanding but also emotional responsiveness and 

inclusive behaviours, contributing to the development of a more 

coherent and long-term culture of inclusion. Finally, 
implementing structured awareness interventions may benefit 

not only pupils but also teachers and the wider educational 

community, supporting schools in moving from a model of 
access to one of genuine belonging and participation.

4.2 Limitations

Among the limitations of the study are the use of a quasi- 

experimental design without a control group, which prevents 

changes from being attributed exclusively to the intervention, 
and the use of self-reported measures, which are susceptible to 
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social desirability bias (Andrade, 2021). In addition, there are 
significant limitations concerning the variable representing prior 

contact with people with disabilities, namely, that the type of 

disability, the nature of the relationship, and the frequency of 
interactions were not specified. This implies that the subjective 

perception of what pupils consider to be a “disability” may have 

in3uenced their responses, and that occasional contact is not 
equivalent to daily interaction. Furthermore, the sample 

distribution was not entirely balanced. The number of pupils 

with siblings was substantially higher than that of only children, 
which may have in3uenced comparisons related to family 

structure. Likewise, there were notable differences in the number 

of participants across grade levels, with Year 4 students 
representing more than half of the total sample. This imbalance 

may have affected the sensitivity of analyses examining 

differences between school years and should be considered when 
interpreting the results. Finally, although the programme’s 

length was appropriate for the educational context, the short 

duration of the intervention may have been insufficient to foster 
lasting changes in the affective and behavioural dimensions, 

which typically require longer, more immersive processes.

Consequently, aligning with previous studies, future research 
should include control group designs, analyse the quality and 

frequency of contact with people with disabilities, and 

implement longitudinal follow-ups to assess the stability and 
generalisation of changes (Álvarez-Delgado et al., 2021; 

Qandeel et al., 2025; Reina et al., 2022). It would also be 

advisable to work with larger, more balanced samples, which 
would allow a more accurate analysis of the possible role 

family dynamics play in the development of inclusive attitudes 

towards disability. In addition, it is recommended that this 
type of intervention be integrated into school guidance and 

counselling programmes, ensuring its continuity and systematic 

development throughout the academic year. This incorporation 
would not only serve to consolidate learning, but it would also 

reinforce affective and behavioural components, helping to 

develop a more coherent and sustainable inclusive culture in 
schools over time.

5 Conclusion

This study confirms that a 10-h inclusive educational 
intervention can improve awareness about disability among 

primary school pupils, especially in the cognitive dimension and 

in the overall awareness score. The findings show that 
knowledge and understanding are the aspects most likely to 

change in the short term, whereas the affective and behavioural 

dimensions require longer, more immersive experiences for their 
consolidation. Girls also presented higher levels of awareness. 

However, other personal and contextual variables, such as 

school year, type of school, or prior contact with people with 
disabilities, had a limited in3uence on the results. These 

findings reinforce the importance of incorporating structured, 

experiential, and re3ective programmes into the school 
curriculum, combining information, meaningful contact, and 

active participation. Integrating these interventions into school 

guidance and counselling programmes would ensure their 
continuity, strengthen the emotional and behavioural 

dimensions of attitudes, and consolidate a more coherent and 
lasting culture of inclusion. Their sustained implementation 

would benefit not only pupils, but also teachers and the 

educational community as a whole.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be 
made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by University of 

Deusto ETK-68/23-24. The studies were conducted in accordance 

with the local legislation and institutional requirements. Written 
informed consent for participation in this study was provided by 

the participants’ legal guardians/next of kin.

Author contributions

NU-O: Formal analysis, Conceptualization, Writing – original 

draft, Data curation, Methodology, Project administration, 
Investigation. GY: Conceptualization, Writing – review & 

editing, Investigation, Supervision, Software, Visualization. 

PL-G: Data curation, Validation, Supervision, Resources, 
Investigation, Writing – review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declared that financial support was not received 

for this work and/or its publication.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank the Association Marea Urdina for 
creating and implementing the intervention that led to this 
research. We would also like to acknowledge the collaborating 
schools and pupils whose participation made this study possible.

Conflict of interest

The author(s) declared that this work was conducted in the 

absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could 

be construed as a potential con3ict of interest.
The author PL-G declared that they were an editorial board 

member of Frontiers, at the time of submission. This had no 

impact on the peer review process and the final decision.

Generative AI statement

The author(s) declared that generative AI was used in the 
creation of this manuscript. The authors declare that Gen AI 

Uria-Olaizola et al.                                                                                                                                                  10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627

Frontiers in Education 09 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627


was used in the creation of this manuscript. We used ChatGPT to 
generate assistance in editing, which we reviewed, edited, and take 

full responsibility for. All final wording re3ects my own edits 

and judgment.
Any alternative text (alt text) provided alongside figures in this 

article has been generated by Frontiers with the support of 

artificial intelligence and reasonable efforts have been made to 
ensure accuracy, including review by the authors wherever 

possible. If you identify any issues, please contact us.

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

Abellán, J., Ferriz, R., Sáez-Gallego, N. M., and Reina, R. (2020). Attitudes toward 
students with disabilities in physical education: validation of the EAADEF-EP to 
the stage of primary education. Cult. Cienc. Deporte 15 (44), 235–243. doi: 10. 
12800/ccd.v15i44.1465

Aguado, A., Alcedo, M. A., and Arias, B. (2008). Cambio de actitudes hacia la 
discapacidad con escolares de Primaria. Psicothema 20 (4), 697–704.

Aguado, A. L., Flórez, M. Á., and Alcedo, M. Á. (2004). Programas de cambio de 
actitudes ante la discapacidad. Psicothema 16 (4), 667–673.

Ainscow, M. (2020). Promoting inclusion and equity in education: lessons from 
international experiences experiences. Nord. J. Stud. Educ. Policy 6 (1), 7–16. 
doi: 10.1080/20020317.2020.1729587

Alhumaid, M. M., Alfozan, S. K., Alobaid, M. A., AlNajjar, N. A., Allah, B. A. A., and 
Said, M. A. (2023). Effects of disability type, prior contact, and school setting on 
attitudes toward peers with disabilities among Saudi female students aged 7 to 12 
years. PLoS One 18 (9), 1–25. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0291274

Alnahdi, G. H., Schwab, S., Elahdi, A., and Alnahdi, A. H. (2021). The positive impact 
of joint activities on students attitudes toward peers with disabilities. Front. Psychol. 
12, 1–7. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.690546

Álvarez-Delgado, J., León-del-Barco, B., Polo-del-Río, M. I., López-Ramos, V. M., 
and Mendo-Lázaro, S. (2021). Improving adolescents’ attitudes towards persons 
with disabilities: an intervention study in secondary education. Sustainability 
(Switzerland) 13 (8), 4545. doi: 10.3390/su13084545

Andrade, C. (2021). The limitations of quasi-experimental studies, and methods for 
data analysis when a quasi-experimental research design is unavoidable. 
Indian. J. Psychol. Med. 43 (5), 451–452. doi: 10.1177/02537176211034707

Aparicio, M., and Polo, M. T. (2024). Differences in the effectiveness of three techniques 
for modifying children’s attitudes towards disability in early childhood education. 
Eur. J. Spec. Needs Educ. 40 (1), 144–160. doi: 10.1080/08856257.2024.2334538

Babik, I., and Gardner, E. S. (2021). Factors affecting the perception of disability: a 
developmental perspective. Front. Psychol. 12, 1–26. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.702166

Bárcena, S. X., Cruz, C. E., and Jenkins, B. C. (2018). Actitudes y estereotipos en 
estudiantes del área de la salud hacia personas con discapacidad motriz. Rev. Esp. 
Discapac. 6 (1), 199–219. doi: 10.5569/2340-5104.06.01.10

Bindhani, S., and Gopinath, G. (2024). Inclusive education practices: a review of 
challenges and successes. Int. J. Multidiscip. Res. 6 (2), 1–9. doi: 10.36948/ijfmr. 
2024.v06i02.17341

Castillo, Y. A., and Larson, A. (2020). Attitudes towards people with disabilities: a 
systematic review of intervention effectiveness. Int. J. Counsel. Educ. 5 (2), 40–57. 
doi: 10.23916/0020200526120

De Boer, A., Pijl, S. J., Minnaert, A., and Post, W. (2013). Evaluating the effectiveness 
of an intervention program to in3uence attitudes of students towards peers with 
disabilities. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 44 (3), 572–583. doi: 10.1007/s10803-013-1908-6

Felipe, C., Garoz, I., and Tejero, C. M. (2018). Análisis comparativo del efecto de tres 
programas de sensibilización hacia la discapacidad en educación física. Retos 34, 
258–262. doi: 10.47197/retos.v0i34.59889

Freer, J. R. R. (2022). The tripartite intervention: breaking down attitudinal barriers 
in education. J. Disabil. Stud. Educ. 2 (1), 50–76. doi: 10.1163/25888803-bja10006

Gertler, P. J., Martínez, S., Premand, P., Rawlings, L. B., and Vermeersch, C. M. J. 
(2017). La Evaluación de Impacto en la Práctica. 2a ed. Washington: Grupo Banc. 
doi: 10.1596/978-1-4648-0888-3

Giuntoli, G., Idle, J., Newman, C., Fisher, K. R., Edwards, Y., and Robinson, S. (2024). 
Towards a more inclusive society: a scoping review of interventions and policies for 
changing attitudes towards people with disability. Scand. J. Disabil. Res. 26 (1), 
315–334. doi: 10.16993/sjdr.1084

Godeau, E., Vignes, C., Sentenac, M., Ehlinger, V., Navarro, F., Grandjean, H., et al. 
(2010). Improving attitudes towards children with disabilities in a school context: a 
cluster randomized intervention study. Dev. Med. Child. Neurol. 52, 236–242. 
doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8749.2010.03731.x

González-Rojas, Y., and Triana-Fierro, D. A. (2018). Actitudes de los docentes frente 
la inclusión de estudiantes con necesidades educativas especiales. Educ. Educadores 
21 (2), 200–218. doi: 10.5294/edu.2018.21.2.2

Haegele, J. A., and Maher, A. J. (2023). Toward a conceptual understanding of 
inclusion as intersubjective experiences. Educ. Res. 52 (6), 385–393. doi: 10.3102/ 
0013189X231176287

Jardinez, M. J., and Natividad, L. R. (2024). The the advantages and challenges of 
inclusive education: striving for equity in the classroom. Shanlax Int. J. Educ. 12 
(2), 57–65. doi: 10.34293/education.v12i2.7182

Kelen, A., Lowthian, T., Doherty-Kirby, A., Marini, H., Shivnauth, M., and Noyek, S. 
(2025). Towards more inclusive schools: a scoping review of school-based disability 
awareness programs. Disabil. Rehabil., 47 (23), 1–22. doi: 10.1080/09638288.2025. 
2493219

Lilliefors, H. W. (1967). On the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test for normality with mean 
and variance unknown. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 62 (318), 399–402. doi: 10.1080/01621459. 
1967.10482916

Lindsay, S., and Edwards, A. (2013). A systematic review of disability awareness 
interventions for children and youth. Disabil. Rehabil. 35 (8), 623–646. doi: 10. 
3109/09638288.2012.702850

Luarte-Rocha, C., López-Casanova, L., Navarro-Gajardo, V., Pleticosic, Y., Sagredo- 
Aravena, R., de Campos, L. F. C. C., et al. (2023). Awareness programs towards 
people with disabilities in the school context, physical education and health. A 
systematic review of the last 10 years. Retos 50, 1281–1288. doi: 10.47197/retos.v50.99529

March-Llanes, J., Mas-Ruiz, L., Moya-Higueras, J., Rius-Torrentó, J., Estrada-Plana, 
V., Bañeres, J., et al. (2023). Chedoke-McMaster attitudes towards children with 
handicaps scale for traditional sporting games (CATCH-TSG): initial validation in 
7 different languages in adult and young populations. Front. Psychol. 14, 1–9. 
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1254580

Maynard, B. R., Solis, M. R., Miller, V. L., and Brendel, K. E. (2017). Mindfulness- 
based interventions for improving cognition, academic achievement, behavior, and 
socioemotional functioning of primary and secondary school students. Campbell 
Syst. Rev. 13 (1), 1–144. doi: 10.4073/csr.2017.5

Molina, M. (2017). Lectura crítica en pequeñas dosis: ¿cuál es el significado real del 
valor p?  Rev. Pediatr. Aten. Prim. 19 (76), 377–381.

Montero, I., and León, O. G. (2007). A guide for naming research studies in 
psychology. Int. J. Clin. Health. Psychol. 7 (3), 847–862.

Organización de las Naciones Unidas para la Educación la Ciencia y la Cultura 
[UNESCO]. (2020). “Inclusión y educación: todos y todas sin excepción,” in 
Inclusión y Educación: Todos y Todas Sin Excepción. ed. Equipo del Informe de 
Seguimiento de la Educación en el Mundo, 1–251. Paris: Informe de Seguimiento 
de la Educación en el Mundo 2020. doi: 10.54676/WWUU8391

Pan, C. C., Bittner, M., and Chou, C. C. (2023). Developing an inclusive culture 
through unified champion schools programs: a pilot study on school awareness 
and attitudes toward students with intellectual disabilities among general students 
in Taiwan. Int. J. Dev. Disabil., 71 (2 
), 1–14. doi: 10.1080/20473869.2023.2231215

Paunonen, S. V., and LeBel, E. P. (2012). Socially desirable responding and its elusive 
effects on the validity of personality assessments. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 103 (1), 
158–175. doi: 10.1037/a0028165

Pelleboer-Gunnink, H. A., van Weeghel, J., and Embregts, P. J. C. M. (2021). Public 
stigmatisation of people with intellectual disabilities: a mixed-method population 
survey into stereotypes and their relationship with familiarity and discrimination. 
Disabil. Rehabil. 43 (4), 489–497. doi: 10.1080/09638288.2019.1630678

Qandeel, N., Mariam, A. A., Al-Natsheh, N., Shlool, H., and Oudah, A. (2025). 
Evaluating the effectiveness of disability awareness programs on in3uencing 
university Students’ attitudes. Disabilities 5 (3), 1–12. doi: 10.3390/disabilities5030065

Ramírez-Solórzano, F. L., and Herrera-Navas, C. D. (2024). Inclusión educativa: 
desafíos y oportunidades para la educación de estudiantes con necesidades 
especiales. Rev. Cient. Zambos 3 (3), 44–63. doi: 10.69484/rcz/v3/n3/57

Uria-Olaizola et al.                                                                                                                                                  10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627

Frontiers in Education 10 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.12800/ccd.v15i44.1465
https://doi.org/10.12800/ccd.v15i44.1465
https://doi.org/10.1080/20020317.2020.1729587
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0291274
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.690546
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13084545
https://doi.org/10.1177/02537176211034707
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2024.2334538
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.702166
https://doi.org/10.5569/2340-5104.06.01.10
https://doi.org/10.36948/ijfmr.2024.v06i02.17341
https://doi.org/10.36948/ijfmr.2024.v06i02.17341
https://doi.org/10.23916/0020200526120
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-013-1908-6
https://doi.org/10.47197/retos.v0i34.59889
https://doi.org/10.1163/25888803-bja10006
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-0888-3
https://doi.org/10.16993/sjdr.1084
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2010.03731.x
https://doi.org/10.5294/edu.2018.21.2.2
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X231176287
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X231176287
https://doi.org/10.34293/education.v12i2.7182
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2025.2493219
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2025.2493219
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1967.10482916
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1967.10482916
https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2012.702850
https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2012.702850
https://doi.org/10.47197/retos.v50.99529
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1254580
https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2017.5
https://doi.org/10.54676/WWUU8391
https://doi.org/10.1080/20473869.2023.2231215
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028165
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2019.1630678
https://doi.org/10.3390/disabilities5030065
https://doi.org/10.69484/rcz/v3/n3/57
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627


Reina, R., Íñiguez-Santiago, M. C., Ferriz-Morell, R., Martínez-Galindo, C., Cebrián- 
Sánchez, M., and Roldan, A. (2022). The effects of modifying contact, duration, and 
teaching strategies in awareness interventions on attitudes towards inclusion in 
physical education. Eur. J. Spec. Needs. Educ. 37 (1), 57–73. doi: 10.1080/08856257. 
2020.1842973

Rillotta, F., and Nettelbeck, T. (2007). Effects of an awareness program on attitudes of 
students without an intellectual disability towards persons with an intellectual 
disability. J. Intellect. Dev. Disabil. 32 (1), 19–27. doi: 10.1080/13668250701194042

Rohmer, O., and Louvet, E. (2018). Implicit stereotyping against people with 
disability. Group Process. Intergroup Relat. 21 (1), 127–140. doi: 10.1177/ 
1368430216638536

Trufero, L. (2021). Sensibilización hacia la discapacidad a través de la simulación en 
educación física. El Guiniguada 30, 207–225. doi: 10.20420/elguiniguada.2021.415

Uria-Olaizola, N., Yurrebaso Atutxa, G., and León-Guereño, P. (2025). The impact of 
programs aimed at raising awareness about children with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities in schools: a systematic review. Educ. Sci. 15 (2), 1–17. 
doi: 10.3390/educsci15020151

Uria-Olaizola, N., Yurrebaso Atutxa, G., and León-Guereño, P. (in press). Adaptación 
y validación al euskera de una escala para evaluar actitudes hacia la discapacidad en 
Educación Primaria. Siglo Cero.

Vehobar, V., Topepoel, V., and Steinmetz, S. (2016). “Non-probability sampling,” 
in The Handbook of Survey Methods, eds C. Wolf, D. Joye, T. Smith and Y. Fu 
(New York: Sage), 329–345. doi: 10.4135/9781473957893.n22

Víquez, F., Quirós, S., Rodríguez-Méndez, D., and Solano, L. (2020). The inclusion of 
people with disabilities in a multi-sport school: effect of attitudes on children, youth, 
parents, and instructors towards disability. Mov. Hum. Salud 17 (2), 1–13. doi: 10. 
15359/mhs.17-2.3

Wüthrich, S., Sahli, C., Lüthi, M., and Wicki, M. (2024). Changing students’ explicit 
and implicit attitudes toward peers with disabilities: effects of a curriculum-based 
intervention programme. Soc. Psychol. Educ. 27, 935–953. doi: 10.1007/s11218-023- 
09837-4

Yazdani, F., Yazdani, N., and Nobakht, L. (2016). Re3ective self-awareness exercise; 
steps towards changing students’ attitudes towards disability. Int. J. Therap. 
Rehabil. Res. 5 (2), 25. doi: 10.5455/ijtrr.000000122

Uria-Olaizola et al.                                                                                                                                                  10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627

Frontiers in Education 11 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2020.1842973
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2020.1842973
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668250701194042
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216638536
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216638536
https://doi.org/10.20420/elguiniguada.2021.415
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15020151
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473957893.n22
https://doi.org/10.15359/mhs.17-2.3
https://doi.org/10.15359/mhs.17-2.3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-023-09837-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-023-09837-4
https://doi.org/10.5455/ijtrr.000000122
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2026.1765627

	Raising awareness about people with disabilities among primary school pupils: impact of an educational intervention
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Participants
	Instruments
	Procedure
	Data analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Practical implications
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict of interest
	Generative AI statement
	Publisher's note
	References


