	
	
	



[image: ]
DISSERTATION
A Critical Evaluation of Accessibility and Inclusive Visitor Experiences at Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort for Guests with Disabilities.
Dissertation - BMMB7003
[image: ]




Mia Johnson - 2205387
September 2026
University of Wales Trinity Saint David

Executive Summary
This study looks at inclusive visitor experiences and accessibility at two popular theme parks in Orlando, Florida: Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort. In addition to examining how company policies, staff interactions, communication, and the physical environment affect the overall visitor experience, the study examines whether current accessibility provisions allow visitors with disabilities to participate independently and fairly. Semi-structured interviews and questionnaire responses were combined in a mixed-methods approach. While open-ended questionnaire responses and interview data were subjected to thematic analysis, quantitative data were examined using descriptive statistics and comparative tests.
The results show that people have a favourable opinion of both resorts' accessibility. Higher overall accessibility ratings at both resorts were significantly correlated with the availability of accessibility services. The qualitative results, however, show that favourable overall evaluations do not imply the removal of accessibility obstacles. Eligibility for accessible services, invisible and fluctuating disabilities, staff communication, physical endurance, walking distances, lines, crowds, and sensory surroundings were among the issues mentioned by respondents. These results show that accessibility encompasses the entire visitor journey and goes beyond the technical accessibility of certain attractions.
The study concludes that rather than being a set compliance requirement, accessibility should be viewed as an ongoing activity. Overall, the results point to the need for more than just official support or physical access for effective accessible tourism.
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[bookmark: _Toc1684657192]Chapter 1: Introduction 
[bookmark: _Toc1683966815]1.1 Background to the Study
As a major social, cultural, and economic activity, tourism offers chances for leisure, relaxation, cultural engagement, and personal satisfaction. But not everyone has the same experience when it comes to tourism (Buhalis, and Darcy, 2011). Throughout the travel process, people with disabilities may run across obstacles in the areas of transportation, lodging, information supply, attraction access, queuing systems, communication, and contacts with tourist staff. As a result, accessibility has grown in importance in tourist policy, industry practice, and study (Eichhorn, and Buhalis, 2011)
Approximately 1.3 billion people, or 16% of the world's population, are estimated by the World Health Organization (WHO, 2023) to be significantly disabled. This illustrates the sizeable portion of the population for whom accessibility may affect travel and leisure activity participation. However, disability shouldn't be seen just as a personal health issue. According to Oliver (1990) and Barnes and Mercer (2010), the social model of disability suggests that social, organisational, and environmental impediments may be the cause of a person's disability rather than just an impairment. This viewpoint is especially important to tourism, as interactions between people, physical surroundings, organisational procedures, and interpersonal connections all influence the tourist experience.
As a result, accessible tourism has grown in importance as a topic of research. Studies have found obstacles in the areas of lodging, transportation, attractions, and information (McKercher, Packer, and Yau, 2003; Yau, McKercher, and Packer, 2004), but more recent research has seen accessibility as a systemic problem that affects the whole travel experience (Darcy and Dickson, 2009). Inadequate staff training, rigid processes, inaccessible information, and inappropriate sensory surroundings can all continue to create obstacles, therefore accessible infrastructure by itself cannot ensure inclusion (Darcy and Buhalis, 2011).
Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort were chosen as case studies because they are both significant worldwide producers of immersive tourism and leisure experiences, with a large and diverse international visitor population. They are suitable companies to critically analyse how top tourist providers handle disability inclusion, because of their significance in the theme park sector and their wide range of accessible offerings (Snow-Brine, 2018). The question of whether high-quality visitor experiences routinely extend to visitors with disabilities, is further raised by their position as the industry's top experience providers (Voss, and Zomerdijk, 2007)
According to Hamraie (2018), the varied and unique needs of individuals with disabilities make it impossible to address accessibility with a single solution. Therefore, inclusive visitor experiences at Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort are critically examined in this study. With a record 76.7 million visitors in 2025 (Visit Orlando, 2026), Orlando's main theme park resorts have important accessibility policies for a sizable and varied foreign tourist base.
[bookmark: _Toc866128935]1.2 Accessibility and Inclusive Tourism
While legislation establishes guidelines for tourism operators, the term 'inclusion' is used to examine whether people may participate in worthwhile activities and enjoy experiences like those of other tourists (Moura et al., 2023). Therefore, visitors may still face barriers that restrict their freedom, dignity, and enjoyment even if an institution complies with formal accessibility criteria (United Nations, 2006)
Darcy and Buhalis (2011) describe accessible tourism as providing delightful and accessible travel experiences for people with a range of access requirements. It should be considered at every point of the journey, including housing, transportation, attractions, information, and support services, claim Darcy and Dickson (2009). Because the experiences of visitors depend on integrated settings and services, this whole-of-journey perspective is particularly relevant to large theme park resorts. Therefore, accessibility involves identifying and removing barriers, and inclusion also involves participation, acceptance, and a feeling of community (Shaw and Coles, 2004; Small and Darcy, 2011).
Accessible tourism is also important economically since individuals with disabilities are a substantial customer demographic, and in addition often travel with friends, family, or caretakers. However, accessibility's importance shouldn't be restricted to monetary rewards, because it is intrinsically tied to equality, participation, and the opportunity to enjoy travel without needless prejudice (Tao et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc316998003]1.3 Theme Parks as Complex Tourism Environments
Unlike many independent tourist attractions, large-scale theme park resorts integrate entertainment, lodging, transportation, retail, and attraction services into enormous physical locations. Long walks, several attractions, long queues, restaurants, shops, transit systems, and live entertainment may all be included in a single visit (Milman, 2009). These interactions include things like buying tickets, travelling to the resort, entering the park, travelling between attractions, waiting in line, communicating with personnel, and participating in rides or entertainment. Because of this, barriers to accessibility might arise at different points during the tourist experience (Allan and Park, 2026).
Crowded areas, loud noises, flashing lights, and other sensory stimulation may also affect those with neurodevelopmental problems or sensory sensitivity. Additionally, the availability and clarity of accessible information before arrival may affect tourists' capacity to effectively plan their vacation. The experience includes the physical environment as well as communication, technology, employee training, organisational policies, and the availability of appropriate support systems. Kastenholz, Eusébio, and Figueiredo (2015) contend that accessibility should be considered in relation to the whole tourism experience rather than only a location's physical accessibility.
[bookmark: _Toc1825456070]1.4 Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort
Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort, which combine theme parks with lodging, eating, shopping, and entertainment opportunities, are major integrated tourism attractions in the United States. Walt Disney World has four major theme parks and a sizable resort infrastructure in addition to offering accessibility services like mobility equipment, accessible transportation, information about attractions, and support for sensory, communication, cognitive, and developmental needs (Walt Disney World Resort, 2026a). Walt Disney World Resort (2026b) claims that by providing a return time, its Disability Access Service (DAS) removes the need for eligible guests who are unable to wait in queue. Although both resorts include formal processes designed to reduce waiting-related barriers, differences in eligibility, communication, and implementation may influence how these elements are seen.
[bookmark: _Toc1377414052]1.5 Rationale for the Study
The rationale for this study is the need to consider visitors' experiences in relation to existing policies. Current research indicates that social interactions, organisational practices, and physical environments all have an impact on accessibility; however, individual experiences may vary based on the kind of impairment and personal requirements (Darcy et al., 2020).
This is particularly true when it comes to queuing and attraction access, where various approaches may reduce the barriers caused by lengthy wait periods but may not necessarily guarantee equitable participation (Domínguez-Gómez et al., 2025). Eligibility requirements, administrative procedures, staff contacts, and communication may all have an impact on visitors' opinions of these systems as beneficial, trustworthy, and respectful of their autonomy and dignity. Consequently, examining these variables clarifies the relationship between formal accessibility provision and lived experience (Tao et al., 2025).
The study is equally relevant in the larger context of Orlando's tourism industry. The destination's 76.7 million visitors in 2025 indicate the scale of the market in which both resorts operate (Visit Orlando, 2026). As legislation, technology, and attitudes toward disability change, it is still vital to assess the use of accessible techniques. Therefore, in addition to being an operational or economic factor, accessibility is considered in this study as a question of equality, dignity, participation, and social inclusion.
[bookmark: _Toc1605681037]1.6 Research Aim
In addition to identifying ways to improve accessibility within expansive theme park settings, the aim of this study is to critically assess the degree to which Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort offer inclusive and accessible visitor experiences for visitors with disabilities. The aim to go beyond a descriptive evaluation of current policy is shown in the usage of the word "critically evaluate." Rather, the study looks at the efficiency, advantages, and disadvantages of accessible services as well as the degree to which formal institutions support inclusive visitor experiences.
[bookmark: _Toc1876232298]1.7 Research Objectives
Five objectives have been set to accomplish the research. 
· Assess Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort's accessibility frameworks, policies, and support systems critically, paying special attention to how well they can accommodate guests with physical, sensory, cognitive, and invisible disabilities.
· Examine the use of accessibility measures, such as staff assistance, assistive devices, queuing systems, and attraction adjustments, and consider their impact on visitor safety, equity, and pleasure.
· Investigate the experiences and difficulties faced by visitors with impairments and those travelling with someone who has accessibility needs. Issues with independence, dignity, communication, waiting periods, sensory needs, and participation obstacles receive special consideration.
· Compare the accessibility programs of Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort to find service gaps, variations in offerings, and instances of successful implementation.
· Investigate how operational limitations, industry expectations, and accessibility needs affect the creation and execution of accessibility policies. This will allow for the development of evidence-based recommendations for more inclusive visitor experiences.
When taken as a whole, these objectives consider both the organisational and experiential aspects of accessibility and offer an organised framework for the investigation.
[bookmark: _Toc1167105173]1.8 Research Question
The research is guided by the following question:
To what extent do Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort provide accessible and inclusive visitor experiences for guests with disabilities, and what factors influence the effectiveness of their accessibility provision?
By linking legal accessibility provisions with visitors' experiences, this question represents the main aim of the study. By making it possible to look at the similarities and differences between the two resorts, it also aids the comparison aspect of the study.
[bookmark: _Toc1634278298]1.9 Scope and Focus of the Study
The Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort in Florida, USA, are the subjects of this study. From the viewpoints of tourists with disabilities and those who have travelled with someone who has accessibility needs, the study explores accessibility and inclusiveness (Bellucci et al., 2024). Physical (Mobility, wheelchair user), Sensory (Visual, hearing loss), Cognitive (Autism, ADHD), Hidden disability (Anxiety, chronic illness), are among the many disability experiences it considers.
Due to the study's geographical focus, US accessibility laws and policies receive special consideration within the larger dissertation. However, because accessible tourism research has emerged via an international body of scholarship, pertinent academic literature from the UK and other countries is also taken into consideration (Darcy et al., 2020). The theoretical and conceptual foundation for investigating accessibility as a multifaceted issue encompassing physical surroundings, organisational procedures, and visitor experiences is provided by this larger body of work.
Instead of trying to assess every facet of either organization's business operations, the research focuses mainly on accessibility provision and visitor experience (Sugden et al., 2026). Based on the experiences and viewpoints of the individuals who participate to the main research, the study offers a targeted comparison evaluation (McKercher and Darcy, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc1514528986]1.10 Structure of the Dissertation
There are five chapters in this dissertation.
Chapter 1; Introduction, lays forth the background and purpose of the study. It presents the importance of accessible travel, describes the intricacy of theme park settings, and gives background details on Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort. The research aim, objectives, research question, and study scope are also presented in this chapter.
Chapter 2; Literature Review, thoroughly analyses scholarly works pertaining to inclusive visitor experiences, accessible tourism, and disability inclusion. The evolution of accessibility in tourism, theories of disability, the connection between accessibility and tourist experience, and the legislative and policy environment impacting accessible provision are all covered in this chapter. Additionally, it looks at previous studies relevant to theme parks and offers the theoretical framework for comparing Disney and Universal.
Chapter 3; Methodology, provides an explanation and rationale for the study's methodological choices. Before describing the sampling strategy, population, data collecting methods, and data analysis techniques, it looks at the study philosophy, research methodology, and mixed methods design. The chapter also examines methodological constraints, study reliability, and ethical concerns.
Chapter 4; Findings and Analysis, presents and analyses the primary research findings. While semi-structured interview data offer more in-depth understanding of individual experiences, questionnaire responses are used to spot patterns and trends in participants' opinions of accessibility. The results are arranged according to topics that are pertinent to the study's purpose and the comparison of the two resorts.
Chapter 5; Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations, interprets the findings in relation to the research question and existing literature. The chapter outlines the main results of the study, admits its limits, and offers suggestions for further research and practice. It also examines the significance of the findings for accessible tourism and theme park management.









[bookmark: _Toc1321885300]Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Located in Orlando, Florida, Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort are two of the biggest theme parks in the world, drawing millions of tourists each year. In 2024, Orlando had over 75.3 million tourists (Visit Orlando, 2025). Given that 16% of people worldwide have a disabled, accessible travel is especially crucial at popular locations where visitor interactions, organisational structures, and physical surroundings all influence experiences (World Health Organization, 2023). According to Darcy and Buhalis (2011), both resorts offer accessible information, mobility aid, attraction access, and sensory support; nonetheless, this does not ensure an inclusive experience.
This literature review considers US accessibility regulations alongside UK and international research. Although laws serve as a basis, organisational procedures, employee interactions, environmental design, communication, and customer service all have an impact on accessibility (McKercher and Darcy, 2018). In order to assess accessibility and inclusion at both resorts, the review looks at important laws, theoretical frameworks, and research.
[bookmark: _Toc818865569]2.1 Introduction
As expectations for equality, participation, and social inclusion grow, accessibility and inclusion become more crucial in tourist research (World Health Organization, 2011). People with disabilities still face obstacles to engaging in leisure and travel, despite advancements in legislation and awareness (Darcy and Dickson, 2009). To promote autonomy, dignity, and equal participation, accessibility is therefore considered to go beyond physical access to incorporate operational, environmental, social, and attitudinal variables (Devile, Kastenholz and Eusébio, 2018; Mace, 1985).
Given the long queues, crowds, ride limitations, and sensory surroundings that may present obstacles for guests with disabilities, theme parks offer a crucial environment (Loi and Kong, 2017; Steinfeld and Maisel, 2012). Even if accessibility has increased, there are still concerns regarding whether it promotes fair experiences while striking a balance between operational and safety requirements (Oliver, 1990; Shakespeare, 2013). Consequently, using the Social Model of Disability, the Capabilities Approach, and Universal Design Theory, this chapter explores accessible travel and inclusive recreation (Nussbaum, 2000).
[bookmark: _Toc1061980057]2.2 Understanding Disability, Accessibility and Inclusive Tourism 
[bookmark: _Toc1960323355]2.2.1 Understanding disability and changing perspectives
To comprehend accessibility in tourism, one must be aware of the evolution of disability theory. According to Barnes and Mercer (2010), early perspectives viewed disability as an individual constraint centred on impairment and the importance of medical or personal adjustment. Instead, then focusing on larger systems, surroundings, or services, this approach tended to identify limitations inside the person (Linton, 1998). 
Subsequent research refuted this, contending that social attitudes and inaccessible settings, rather than disability alone, are the main causes of exclusion. According to Finkelstein (1980) and Goodley (2017), disability is socially, politically, and culturally created, and exclusion can result from both physical restrictions and inaccessible transportation, signs, communication systems, and operational design. 
This is further supported by more recent research that connects accessibility to lived experience, emphasising that inclusion necessitates not just physical adaption but also autonomy, dignity, confidence, and equitable engagement (Gillovic and McIntosh, 2020). Given the variation in disabilities including sensory, cognitive, neurological, mental health, and invisible impairments, this is especially pertinent (De La Fuente-Robles et al., 2020).
However, studies indicate that the tourist and hospitality industries frequently place a higher priority on minimal conformity than true inclusion. According to Hua, Jordan, and Rutkowski (2025), standardised systems may inadvertently perpetuate exclusion by presuming consistent user demands. 
[bookmark: _Toc492806181]2.2.2 Accessible tourism and inclusive participation
As stakeholders understand the social and economic benefits of accessible tourism, especially in terms of enabling people with disabilities to engage in tourist activities, its significance has grown (Cockburn-Wootten and McIntosh, 2020). As travellers with disabilities and their companions contribute significantly to destination economies and frequently travel with higher levels of discretionary spending, research is increasingly showing that accessibility also represents a significant commercial opportunity (Darcy, Cameron and Pegg, 2010; European Commission, 2015). 
According to this "business case" viewpoint, accessibility is not only a social obligation but also a factor in the competitiveness and expansion of the tourist industry (UNWTO, 2016; Small and Darcy, 2011). According to Gillovic and McIntosh (2020), it is the process of creating settings, services, and experiences that allow people with physical, sensory, cognitive, and mobility disabilities to participate independently, safely, and with dignity. Modern viewpoints encompass communication, information, staff support, and emotional well-being in addition to physical access (Eichhorn et al., 2008).
These business motivations interact with operational choices about accessibility solutions in the setting of major theme parks like Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort. The design and qualifying requirements of the Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP) and the Disability Access Service (DAS) show how capacity management, efficiency, and demand regulation, in addition to inclusion ideals, influence accessible provision (Goodley, 2017). The literature on disability tourism and service management emphasises how these systems frequently rely on operational interpretation and discretionary judgement, which can result in access variability and raise concerns about equity and consistency in implementation (Randle and Hardy, 2017).
These conflicts highlight the necessity of comprehending accessibility as a multifaceted idea influenced by organisational, social, and economic aspects. Wider populations, such as older people, families with small children, neurodivergent people, and those with transitory disabilities, are increasingly seen as benefiting from accessibility (De La Fuente-Robles et al., 2020). This is indicative of a larger movement away from mere conformity and toward equality, inclusiveness, and social engagement.
According to Daruwalla and Darcy (2005), tourism is linked to increased confidence, independence, and well-being for those with disabilities. However, obstacles including insufficient environmental design, inconsistent staff assistance, and inadequate information still exist (Gillovic and McIntosh, 2020).
These problems are exacerbated in theme parks and comparable settings, where crowds, waits, ride limitations, and sensory stimulation create difficult accessibility problems (Liang and Li, 2021). Depending on how inclusion is applied, these environments can either facilitate or limit participation. There are conflicts between accessibility, safety, and operational efficiency since many businesses still prioritise compliance above genuine inclusion (Cornelis, Strijbosch, and Corsius, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc19797996]2.2.3 Barriers faced by disabled tourists
Disabled visitors still encounter several obstacles that limit their participation and enjoyment, despite greater attention. Planning, transportation, communication, independence, and well-being are among these effects (Poria, Reichel, and Brandt, 2011), which frequently lower happiness and self-assurance (McKercher, Packer, Yau, and Lam, 2003).
According to Yau, McKercher, and Packer (2004), physical obstacles such as inadequate signs, uneven surfaces, a lack of seats, transportation issues, and inaccessible infrastructure continue to pose serious concerns for people with disabilities. But concentrating just on physical access risks leaving out those with invisible impairments such as neurological, cognitive, or sensory issues (Darcy, Cameron, and Pegg, 2010). Noise, illumination, congestion, and difficult navigation in high-density settings may have an especially negative impact on visitors with disorders like autism, ADHD, anxiety, or sensory sensitivity (Kastenholz, Eusébio, and Figueiredo, 2015). Despite this, stereotypes about what a disability "looks like" can cause invisible impairments to go unnoticed, which reduces the efficacy of support.
Barriers to communication are also quite important. Uncertainty and anxiety before and during visits might be brought on by inaccessible information, ambiguous signs, poor booking systems, and low staff awareness (Michopoulou and Buhalis, 2013). According to Small, Darcy, and Packer (2012), travel decisions can be influenced by uncertainty alone for certain tourists just as much as by physical obstacles.
Psychological effects of inaccessible situations might include diminished dignity, frustration, and feelings of alienation (Packer, McKercher, and Yau, 2007). Because of this, accessibility is now seen as more than merely reducing physical obstacles; it also supports autonomy, confidence, and inclusion.
[bookmark: _Toc1461567456]2.2.4 Critical discussion and emerging issues
Despite the expansion of accessible tourism research, there is still no universally accepted definition of accessibility, and different methodological techniques are employed in different studies (Buhalis and Michopoulou, 2011; Darcy and Buhalis, 2011; McKercher and Darcy, 2018). This illustrates how the topic is diverse, incorporating study on tourism, design, and disability studies. Different conceptions of accessibility have resulted from this fragmentation. While some studies take a more comprehensive approach that incorporates inclusion, emotional wellbeing, and lived experience (Yau, McKercher, and Packer, 2004), others concentrate on physical access and built environment barriers, emphasising compliance and infrastructure (Darcy and Cameron, 2009). More recent research emphasises the value of involvement and experience in addition to material resources (Shaw and Coles, 2004).
This gap is seen in theme park environments, where accessibility is operationalised in various ways. While the Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP) at Universal Orlando Resort is more directly linked to alternate queue-based accommodations (Snow-Brine, 2018), the Disability Access Service (DAS) at Walt Disney World Resort represents an organised, policy-led approach to access management (Caeyers, 2026). These variations show how different perspectives on accessibility affect operating procedures, which in turn affect the visitor experience.
The disconnect between policy and practice is a major problem. Although many companies support accessibility policies, they don't necessarily result in appreciable enhancements to the lived experience (Baum and Hai, 2020). According to Domínguez Vila, Alén González, and Darcy (2018), accessibility is frequently viewed as compliance being included into service design, leading to technically accessible yet socially restrictive workplaces. Additionally, accessible tourism helps businesses by increasing market reach, boosting destination competitiveness, and improving consumer happiness (Buhalis and Darcy, 2011).
Additionally, sensory, cognitive, and invisible impairments continue to receive less attention in research than mobility impairments (Burnett and Baker, 2019). This restricts knowledge of various access requirements, especially when it comes to neurodiversity and mental health. Comparative studies on large-scale tourist destinations like theme parks are similarly scarce, especially when it comes to how they strike a balance between operational effectiveness, accessibility, and visitor welfare. This leads to a knowledge deficit on the application of accessibility policies in intricate, high-capacity settings.
Experience-focused inclusion, which emphasises dignity, agency, and emotional wellness, is replacing compliance-based methods (Burnett and Baker, 2019). This emphasises the need for more empirical investigation into the actual experiences of accessibility, especially in immersive recreational settings like theme parks (Darcy and Dickson, 2009). 
[bookmark: _Toc1101585166]2.3 Accessibility in Hospitality, Leisure, and Theme Park Environments 
[bookmark: _Toc959806637]2.3.1 Theme Park Accessibility Systems and Operational Design
Due to rising demands for inclusivity and high-quality experiences, accessibility in the hospitality and leisure industries has progressively changed from a practical problem to a more general issue of experiencing equity and service justice. According to Lee, Hallak, and Sardeshmukh, (2016) accessibility is multifaceted and goes beyond physical access to encompass staff contact, communication, service design, and emotional experience. This change indicates a trend away from viewing accessibility as an add-on feature and toward viewing it as an essential component of the entire visitor experience (Zajadacz, 2015).
The goals of inclusive policies and their actual implementation continue to diverge despite this theoretical advancement. Although accessibility provision is still uneven, hospitality settings have a significant impact on feelings of inclusion since they are frequently the first point of contact during travel (Grady and Ohlin, 2009). Accessibility is sometimes dependent on individual staff understanding and judgement rather than being integrated into organisational mechanisms, which results in inconsistent service quality and reinforces experience disparity.
Theme parks are prime examples of these complexities. According to Wong and Cheung (1999), their design is based on crowd control, operational efficiency, and controlled visitor flow via ride management, queuing systems, and controlled surroundings. Large-scale operation is made possible by these technologies, but long wait times, sensory overload, crowded areas, and strict participation guidelines can also pose structural obstacles for guests with disabilities. Even in cases when accessible mechanisms are in place, their efficacy is mostly contingent on staff consistency and implementation procedures (Milman, 2001), therefore inclusion is conditional rather than certain. Because of this, there is an inherent conflict between inclusive design, safety, and operational efficiency.
[bookmark: _Toc1025909339]2.3.2 Comparative Accessibility Approaches in Major Theme Parks (Disney vs Universal)
Different operational goals in striking a balance between efficiency and inclusivity are reflected in the accessibility strategies used at Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort. Although both groups provide official accessible solutions, their actual implementation and design are different.
Disney's Disability Access Service (DAS) offers return-time access to visitors with cognitive or developmental challenges who are unable to wait in typical lines (Disney Parks, 2024). Disney also provides more comprehensive assistance, including wheelchair and mobility services, assistive listening devices, and comprehensive accessible guides to help with planning. Burnett and Bender Baker (2019) point out that while these actions increase access and reduce environmental stress, they may also strengthen the divide between conventional and alternative visitor experiences.
Similar queuing alternatives are made possible by Universal's Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP), which is usually linked to mobility-related needs (Universal Orlando Resort, 2024). Additionally, Universal offers accessible guides for attractions, sensory-friendly content, and mobility rental services. Nonetheless, disparities in eligibility evaluation and subjective judgement across the two parks lead to differing opinions of consistency and fairness. Both institutions rely heavily on staff discretion in their execution, which means that both formal policy and operational environment influence accessibility. According to Michopoulou and Buhalis (2013) and Darcy, Cameron, and Pegg (2010), this can lead to inconsistent visits and locations.
Clear information about accessibility is also important. Even though both Disney and Universal offer a wealth of pre-visit accessibility materials, tourists who are neurodivergent or have cognitive impairments may encounter difficulties with the information (Buhalis & Michopoulou, 2011).
Overall, differences in system design, eligibility interpretation, and execution lead to inconsistent visitor experiences, even though both parks show wide commitments to accessibility across mobility, sensory, and informational demands.
[bookmark: _Toc845426477]2.3.3 Lived Experience and Accessibility in Theme Parks
According to Yau, McKercher, and Packer (2004), there appears to be a discrepancy between the actual experiences of disabled visitors and the official accessibility arrangements. Accessibility is impacted by people's interactions with their surroundings rather than just accessibility measures, as evidenced by the fact that visitor experiences are moulded not just by the kind of impairment but also by environmental elements, staff contacts, and operational procedures (Darcy, Cameron, and Pegg, 2010). According to disability studies, true inclusion goes beyond functional access and includes freedom from stigma, autonomy, and dignity (Thomas, 1999; Goodley, 2014). According to McKercher and Darcy (2018), even with accessible measures in place, disabled visitors may still face exclusion if regular operating processes are unable to meet their varied demands.
According to Fletcher-Watson et al. (2016), theme parks employ immersive, highly stimulating settings that incorporate music, lighting, movement, and crowd density, making sensory design especially important. Despite being essential to experience design, they can cause overstimulation or withdrawal in those with autism or sensory processing disorders (Milton, 2012). Access is also impacted by communication difficulties. Visitors with cognitive, sensory, or neurodivergent disorders may be excluded due to inconsistent information, a dependence on verbal teaching, and low staff awareness, particularly in hectic settings (Baum, 2006).
Another problem is unpredictability: staff interpretation, crowd dynamics, and operational limitations all affect accessibility results (Burnett and Baker, 2019). As a result, there is less consistency and dependability between visits. In general, physical, sensory, emotional, and social variables interact to form lived experience, emphasising that inclusion is experienced rather than merely provided (Imrie, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc614149247]2.3.4 Critical synthesis and research gap
The lived experience in theme parks and formal accessibility frameworks still differ significantly (Michalko, 2002). Disney and Universal offer formal mechanisms, but they do not always result in fair outcomes (Darcy, Cameron, and Pegg, 2010), underscoring the limitations of compliance-based strategies.
Instead of approaching accessibility as a whole experience, the literature is disjointed, dividing the physical, sensory, and emotional aspects. Additionally, it limits knowledge of neurodivergent requirements by overemphasising mobility problems and paying little attention to sensory, cognitive, and invisible difficulties (Burnett and Baker, 2019).
Comparative studies on large operators are likewise lacking. Even though Disney and Universal are frequently mentioned, there aren't many studies that examine how users interact with their accessibility systems, even if variations in implementation and eligibility may lead to different results.
In general, the literature advocates for a change to experiential and justice-oriented paradigms that prioritise autonomy, dignity, and emotional well-being (Burnett and Baker, 2019). Nevertheless, there is still an absence of empirical studies that capture these features in immersive leisure settings.
At order to close this gap, this study looks at how accessibility is implemented and experienced at large theme parks and how it affects visitor experience, inclusion, and autonomy.
[bookmark: _Toc1004765229]2.3.5 Accessibility versus Inclusion
Despite their frequent interchangeability, accessibility and inclusion are two different ideas in tourist research. The main goals of accessibility are to remove obstacles and make facilities, services, and experiences easily accessible. Wheelchair-accessible transportation, accommodations that are modified, attraction access systems, and assistive technologies are a few examples. According to Darcy and Dickson (2009), these steps assist people with disabilities to reach tourist destinations and engage in activities.
However, inclusion goes beyond physical access and considers whether people feel appreciated, welcomed, and able to participate equally to the entire experience. Despite being technically accommodated by accessible facilities or disability support programs, a visitor may nevertheless feel excluded because of unfavourable staff attitudes, social judgement, inadequate communication, or systems that limit their freedom and choice (Small and Darcy, 2011). As a result, inclusion is not always ensured by accessibility.
This distinction is especially crucial in leisure and tourist settings because visitor experiences are influenced by dignity, autonomy, and a sense of belonging in addition to physical access. Gillovic and McIntosh (2020) contend that to achieve fully inclusive tourism, companies must go beyond compliance-based strategies and consider the broader social and emotional experiences of tourists with disabilities. Therefore, inclusion defines the equity and quality of participation while accessibility establishes the framework for it. This difference is particularly important when assessing accessibility practices in theme park settings, where staff interactions and operational systems may have just as big of an impact on guests' experiences as physical accessible measures.
[bookmark: _Toc1746815392]2.4 Accessibility at Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort 
The Social Model of Disability, the Capabilities Approach, and Universal Design Theory serve as the foundation for this research. When combined, these frameworks offer a multifaceted perspective for examining inclusion and accessibility at Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort (Barnes and Mercer, 2010; Watson, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc125232349]2.4.1 The Social Model of Disability
According to Oliver (1990), the Social Model of Disability views disability as the outcome of organisational, environmental, and attitudinal impediments rather than personal incapacity. It is frequently used in tourist research to look at how operational systems, infrastructure, and service design might lead to exclusion (Darcy and Buhalis, 2011).
This is shown in the way queues, navigation systems, and sensory experiences are designed at theme parks, all of which have the potential to limit participation. Although experiences may still differ based on implementation and staff discretion, accessible programs at both Disney and Universal seek to lessen these obstacles through formalised adjustments. Nevertheless, the model's capacity to represent emotional and embodied experiences is constrained, especially for guests with invisible or variable limitations (Shakespeare, 2013).
[bookmark: _Toc1706061674]2.4.2 The Capabilities Approach
The Capabilities Approach emphasises autonomy, choice, and meaningful engagement while focusing on what people can truly do (Sen, 1999; Nussbaum, 2011). According to McCabe and Qiao (2020), it changes the focus of tourism from availability to the quality of participation and lived experience.
Although established systems like return-time access and customer help services may facilitate participation inside Disney and Universal, the degree to which they encourage visitor agency and independence varies. This demonstrates that equal control over the visitor experience is not always guaranteed by accessible technologies. However, because terms like competence and wellbeing are subjective, it is challenging to experimentally operationalise the approach (Robeyns, 2017).
Overall, by offering a more comprehensive concept of inclusion and concentrating on whether disabled guests at Disney and Universal can completely, freely, and meaningfully engage in the activities they enjoy, the Capabilities Approach enhances the Social Model of Disability.
[bookmark: _Toc92056368]2.4.3 Universal Design Theory
According to Universal Design Theory, locations should be accessible for as many individuals as feasible without requiring adaptation (Mace, 1998; Steinfeld and Maisel, 2012), promoting the incorporation of accessibility into design in tourism environments. 
Aspects of universal design are reflected in features like step-free access, mobility services, sensory considerations, and accessibility information at Disney and Universal. However, because of operational and spatial limitations, both institutions also rely on hybrid systems that combine universal design principles with customised assistance (Imrie, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc288536846]2.4.4 Critical Evaluation of Theoretical Frameworks
The Capabilities Approach, Universal Design Theory, and the Social Model of Disability all provide insightful but different viewpoints for comprehending accessibility in tourist and theme park settings (Shakespeare and Watson, 2001). Nevertheless, no single framework can adequately convey the complexity of disabled tourists' experiences at locations like Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort (Hall, 2011).
Although each paradigm provides insightful information, none of them can adequately convey the complexities of accessibility in theme park settings. The Capabilities Approach emphasises autonomy and lived experience, Universal Design tackles environmental inclusion, and the Social Model draws attention to structural constraints. These factors interact to shape accessibility at Disney and Universal. However, variations in staff discretion, operational interpretation, and system design show that accessibility is context-dependent rather than fixed.
To evaluate both the design of accessible systems and the actual experiences of visitors with disabilities, this research employs an integrated analytical method that combines all three frameworks. This allows for a more thorough assessment of whether Disney and Universal offer meaningful and equal participation in addition to physical access.
[bookmark: _Toc1010504577]2.5 Critical Evaluation of Existing Literature and Identification of Gaps 
Accessibility is becoming more widely acknowledged in the literature as a crucial component of travel, hospitality, and leisure studies. According Devile and Kastenholz (2018), accessible travel can increase engagement, inclusivity, and well-being (Eusébio et al., 2020). Nonetheless, studies keep pointing out difficulties in striking a balance between operational and economic objectives and accessibility requirements (Blichfeldt and Nicolaisen, 2011).
Most accessibility research has been on travel locations, lodging, and transportation rather than theme parks, and as a result, little is known about accessibility in intricate, highly immersive settings like Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort (Porto, Rucci, and Darcy, 2019).
According to Bizjak, Kneěvić, and Cvetrežnik (2011), the literature also places a lot of emphasis on organisational rules and accessible provisions, with less attention paid to the actual experiences of visitors with disabilities. As a result, there is a disconnect between accessibility regulations and their actual implementation. Furthermore, invisible impairments such as autism, ADHD, chronic diseases, and mental health disorders are still relatively under-represented in research, which has historically focused on physical disabilities (Gillovic, McIntosh, and Cockburn-Wootten, 2018).
The absence of direct comparison studies between Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort is another important gap. Although both institutions have received recognition for their accessibility initiatives, little research has used the same evaluation framework to compare their methods (Miller and Kirk, 2024). Furthermore, despite disparities in accessibility expectations and support systems, the experiences of UK tourists visiting US amusement parks have received little attention (Packer, McKercher, and Yau, 2007).
All things considered, the literature offers insightful information on accessible travel, but it leaves significant questions about theme park accessibility, invisible impairments, and guest experiences unaddressed. Due to these inadequacies, primary data collection is necessary to have a deeper understanding of how visitors perceive and interact with accessibility in theme park settings.
[bookmark: _Toc199660074]2.6 Legal Context and Accessibility Requirements 
An essential basis for disability inclusion in the travel and leisure industry is provided by the regulatory framework controlling accessibility. The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 1990 is the main piece of legislation because this study focuses on theme parks in the United States. According to Cook (1991) and Snow-Brine (2018), the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) forbids discrimination against people with disabilities and mandates that public accommodations, including theme parks, offer equal access to facilities, services, and activities.
The U.S. Department of Justice's 2010 Standards for Accessible Design, which established more specific accessibility standards for public spaces, reinforced these legal duties. Because of this, attractions like Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort have had to take accessibility into account when designing and running its facilities, attractions, and guest services (Samson, 2011).
International policy influences accessibility in addition to US legislation. The United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD) encourages equality, accessibility, and disabled people's full involvement in all facets of society (United Nations, 2006). The Convention upholds the idea that disabled individuals should have equal opportunity to engage in tourism and leisure activities, even if it is not specifically related to theme parks (Figueiredo, Eusébio, and Kastenholz, 2012).
But according to other writers, merely adhering to the law does not provide truly inclusive visitor experiences (Darcy and Buhalis, 2011). Although laws set minimum requirements for accessibility, they are unable to properly tackle aspects like dignity, independence, staff attitudes, communication, and a sense of belonging. Such factors are especially crucial in theme park environments, where accessibility encompasses not only physical infrastructure but also operational procedures, queue management, sensory considerations, and customer service interactions (Shaw and Coles, 2004; Liang and Li, 2023). As a result, this study assesses accessibility by looking at whether these actions provide truly inclusive experiences for guests with disabilities in addition to evaluating accessibility in terms of legal compliance.
[bookmark: _Toc975950974]2.7 Chapter Closing Paragraph 
This chapter has critically explored a range of literature highlighting the significance of accessibility in encouraging participation, inclusion, and welfare.
The study's theoretical underpinnings were from the Social Model of Disability, the Capabilities Approach, and Universal Design Theory, which offered structural, experiential, and design-based viewpoints on accessibility and inclusion. When combined, these frameworks provide a more thorough comprehension of the design and experience of accessibility in theme park settings.
[bookmark: _Int_RdfeJmfC]Questions remain about theme park accessibility, a comparison of Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort, the experiences of guests with invisible disabilities, and the connection between organisational policies and lived experiences. The next chapter describes the approach used to investigate visitors' views and experiences of accessibility within theme park settings since these gaps support the necessity for more empirical research.









[bookmark: _Toc924655544]Chapter 3: Methodology 
[bookmark: _Toc753824747]3.1 Introduction
Research methodology supports the transparency, credibility, and dependability of research by offering a methodical framework for data collection, analysis, and interpretation (Crotty, 1998; Denzin and Lincoln, 2018). According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2023) and Creswell and Creswell (2023), it encompasses the philosophical presuppositions, research design, and methodologies employed to answer research questions. Each methodological decision must be properly justified. The accessibility and inclusivity of Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort, where visitor experiences are influenced by physical settings, organisational policies, and employee interactions, are critically evaluated in this study. An approach that could look at both quantifiable trends and personal experiences was needed (Veal, 2018).
A mixed-methods approach was chosen, combining questionnaire data with semi-structured interviews to identify general patterns while exploring the lived experiences behind them (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner, 2007; Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018). According to Bryman (2016) and Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010), this method was considered suitable because a simply quantitative approach would offer limited insight into individual experiences, while a purely qualitative approach would offer less possibility for detecting bigger patterns. As a result, the chapter describes and defends the research philosophy, design, sample, data collection, analysis, and ethical issues that support the study.
[bookmark: _Toc577134100]3.2 Research Aim, Objectives and Research Questions 
Research Aim
The aim of this study is to critically assess the degree to which Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort offer inclusive and accessible visitor experiences for visitors with disabilities.
Research Objectives
To accomplish this goal, the research will:
1. Assess Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort's accessibility frameworks, policies, and support systems 
2. Examine the use of accessibility measures, such as staff assistance, assistive devices, queuing systems
3. Investigate the experiences and difficulties faced by visitors with impairments and those travelling with someone who has accessibility needs. 
4. Compare the accessibility programs of Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort 
5. Investigate how operational limitations, industry expectations, and accessibility needs affect the creation and execution of accessibility policies.
Research Question
To what extent do Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort provide accessible and inclusive visitor experiences for guests with disabilities, and what factors influence the effectiveness of their accessibility provision?
By looking at both organisational accessibility provision and visitor experience, these goals complement the study's mixed-methods methodology (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018; Bryman, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc1195620462]3.3 Research Philosophy - The Research Onion 
The Research Onion by Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2023) (see figure 1.) offers a framework for arranging the important methodological choices made throughout a research study. Research philosophy, methodology, strategy, methodological choice, time horizon, and data collecting techniques are among the stages of the research process represented by its layers. Fundamental presumptions regarding the nature of reality (ontology) and the production of knowledge (epistemology) are central to research philosophy and have an impact on the planning, execution, and analysis of research (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2023; Bryman, 2016).
Figure 1. The Research Onion (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023)
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This study takes an interpretivist stance while adopting a pragmatic philosophy. Because it prioritises the research topic and the most effective means for tackling it rather than mandating allegiance to a particular philosophical perspective, pragmatism is frequently connected with mixed-methods research (Morgan, 2014; Feilzer, 2010). This facilitates the examination of accessible and inclusive visitor experiences at Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort by combining quantitative questionnaire data with qualitative interview findings.
Because accessibility and inclusion can be perceived differently depending on personal situations and disability types, the interpretivist approach is crucial (Schwandt, 2014). In situations where official rules, like the Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP) and Disability Access Service (DAS), may diverge from visitors' experiences, it allows the research to investigate subjective interpretations and lived experiences (Jennings, 2010; Veal, 2018).
While ignoring emotional, sensory, and contextual experiences, a strictly positivist approach runs the danger of making quantitative indicators less accessible (Phillimore and Goodson, 2004). Therefore, a pragmatist-interpretivist strategy is suitable, enabling the study to integrate quantifiable trends with experiential insights in a mixed-methods design (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc741729032]3.4 Research Philosophy 
According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009), the research strategy is the methodical process by which theory and facts are linked, and knowledge is created inside a study. Approaches are often categorised as deductive, inductive, or abductive within the research onion framework, each of which represents a distinct link between theory and empirical study.
While an inductive method creates new theory from data patterns, a deductive approach uses empirical data to examine current theory (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Both strategies, however, have drawbacks in intricate social science settings, especially when individual experiences and organised systems both influence events. According to Dubois and Gadde (2002) and Kovács and Spens (2005), an abductive technique, on the other hand, enables researchers to iteratively shift between theory and data, improving explanations as new information becomes available. It is therefore especially appropriate for exploratory and evaluative research like this one.
Because accessibility in tourist contexts is impacted by both formalised systems and subjective visitor experiences, an abductive technique is particularly suitable for this study (Decrop, 2006). In the context of Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort, this encompasses both formal accessibility guidelines and the actual experiences of visitors utilising programs like the Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP) and the Disability Access Service (DAS). A more comprehensive understanding of accessibility provision is supported by simultaneous analysis of these opposing perspectives made possible by abduction (Timmermans and Tavory, 2012).
Because it facilitates iterative movement between quantitative and qualitative results, allowing for the refinement of emergent interpretations, this technique also works well with mixed methods research (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010). Given the complexity of tourist experiences and the interplay between organisational systems and individual perception, such flexibility is especially beneficial in tourism research (Phillimore and Goodson, 2004).
All things considered, an abductive research technique offers the flexibility needed to combine theoretical viewpoints with empirical data, guaranteeing a thorough and context-sensitive assessment of accessible and inclusive guest experiences at popular theme park locations.
[bookmark: _Toc1875804419]3.5 Research Approach 
According to Creswell and Creswell (2023), research design is the overarching approach that unifies the many elements of a study in a logical framework, guaranteeing that the research objectives are successfully met. Design is especially important in mixed methods research because it dictates the order, prioritisation, and integration of quantitative and qualitative strands to provide meaningful interpretation (Plano Clark and Ivankova, 2016).
This study uses a sequential explanatory mixed methods approach, collecting quantitative data first, then qualitative data to clarify and expand on the findings (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2009). It is generally known that this approach works especially well for spotting broad trends before investigating the underlying causes of them (Ivankova, Creswell, and Stick, 2006). While semi-structured interviews offer a better understanding of the lived experiences of guests with disabilities, questionnaires in this study give a general summary of accessibility experiences at Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort.
The quantitative strand, which identifies quantifiable patterns in perceived accessibility, diversity, and service efficacy, is given priority. The explanatory depth is then provided by the qualitative phase, especially regarding accessibility systems like the Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP) and the Disability Access Service (DAS), where official policies might not accurately represent visitor experience (O'Cathain, Murphy, and Nicholl, 2010). To produce a more thorough knowledge of accessibility in theme park settings, integration takes place at the interpretation step, when both datasets are compared and synthesised.
As a result, the mixed methods approach uses both semi-structured interviews and open-ended questionnaire responses to collect qualitative data. The open-ended answers are examined qualitatively and offer an extra source of participant viewpoints, even though the questionnaire is mostly quantitative. This allows the study to incorporate experience evidence that supports a deeper understanding of the results while maintaining the breadth of questionnaire data.
According to Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989), this strategy improves methodological rigour through complementarity, which uses several types of data to counteract one method's shortcomings. Additionally, by cross-checking results across approaches, it strengthens the credibility of findings and enhances validity through triangulation (Denzin, 1978). A logical analytical process is supported by the phased time, which guarantees a controlled development from breadth to depth.
With all factors considered, this design allows for a thorough assessment of accessible and inclusive visitor experiences, guaranteeing that both lived experiences and statistical trends are successfully recorded and incorporated.
[bookmark: _Toc2143918107]3.6 Methodological Choice and Research Design 
Questionnaires and semi-structured interviews are the two main techniques used in this study to gather data. These techniques are in line with a sequential explanatory mixed methods approach, wherein quantitative data is gathered initially to uncover broad trends, and then qualitative data is gathered to provide a more thorough explanation and interpretation of these results (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018).
A standardised questionnaire was used in the quantitative phase to gather opinions about accessibility and inclusivity among guests at Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort. The effectiveness of questionnaires in gathering standardised data from distant populations is well known, especially in tourism research where tourist groups are geographically varied (Veal, 2018; Veal and Darcy, 2014). Likert-scale (a Likert scale is a rating system that ranges from 1 to 5, with 1 signifying "Very Bad" and 5 denoting "Excellent" or "The Best") and closed-ended questions make it possible to test perceived accessibility in several important areas, including queue management, personnel support, sensory surroundings, and general service satisfaction. This framework facilitates the comparison of Disney's Disability Access Service (DAS) with Universal's Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP), enabling the identification of trends in perceived efficacy.
The questionnaire has several open-ended questions in addition to closed, and responses ranging from 1 (Very Bad) to 5 (Excellent) on a five-point Likert scale were used to evaluate respondents' assessments. By offering respondents a defined range of response alternatives, this kind of ordinal rating scale is frequently used in research to assess attitudes and perceptions (Likert, 1932). These answers offer qualitative information that can convey problems or experiences that might not be sufficiently captured by pre-established response categories (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018).
To improve accessibility and inclusion, especially for individuals with mobility, sensory, or cognitive challenges, the questionnaire was distributed online. Online surveys lower participation barriers and are becoming more widely accepted as an inclusive way to gather data for studies on disabilities (Illingworth, 2001; Wright, 2005). Additionally, this method enables respondents to do the survey at their own pace, which is crucial when interacting with people who have neurodivergent profiles or changeable health problems.
Semi-structured interviews with individuals who consented after completing the questionnaire make up the qualitative phase. According to Longhurst (2016) and Rubin and Rubin (2012), semi-structured interviews are a good fit for tourism and disability research because they allow participants to freely share their lived experiences while keeping thematic emphasis. Themes like freedom, dignity, sensory experiences, staff relationships, and the perceived fairness of accessible systems were all covered in the interviews.
To increase accessibility and participation, interviews were performed remotely over the phone or via video. For inclusive qualitative research, remote interviewing has been widely acknowledged as a successful technique, especially for participants with accessibility needs (Iacono, Symonds, and Brown, 2016). To ensure correct interpretation of participant viewpoints, all interviews were videotaped with consent and transcribed for thematic analysis.
The combination of semi-structured interviews, open-ended questionnaire replies and closed-ended questionnaire responses yields complementary types of evidence. While qualitative questionnaire responses and interviews offer more insight into individuals' experiences and perspectives, quantitative replies reveal more general trends (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc360447607]3.7 Research Strategy – Semi-Structured Interviews 
The process of choosing participants from a target group to meet the goals of the study is known as sampling (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2023). Purposive and convenience sampling are used in this study, which reflects the mixed methods design and the requirement to find individuals who have firsthand knowledge of accessibility at Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort.
For the qualitative phase, purposeful sampling was used since it makes it possible to choose participants who are knowledgeable about the topic under investigation (Patton, 2015). In qualitative research, when the goal is to investigate lived experiences rather than attain statistical representation, this strategy is frequently advised (Palinkas et al., 2015; Robinson, 2014).
Due to the practical difficulties of reaching a global community of theme park guests, convenience sampling was employed for the questionnaire. Social media sites, theme park forums, and online disability communities were used to find participants (Jennings, 2010). Convenience sampling is seen to be suitable for exploratory tourist research where access to specialised populations is restricted, despite the possibility of self-selection bias (Bornstein, Jager, and Putnick, 2013).
By striking a balance between the necessity for rich experience data and practical recruiting, the combination of these sample strategies promotes the pragmatic philosophy of the study (Etikan, Musa, and Alkassim, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc34287779]3.8 Population and Sampling 
Adults 18 years of age and older who have visited Walt Disney World Resort or Universal Orlando Resort and have firsthand knowledge of the facilities' accessibility features make up the study's target group. This includes visitors with invisible, physical, sensory, and cognitive impairments as well as those who have accompanied or looked after someone with accessibility requirements. Clearly identifying the research population enhances the validity of the results and helps guarantee that the data gathered is pertinent to the study's objectives (Neuman, 2014).
To guarantee that their experiences represented current accessibility regulations and operational methods, such as Disney's Disability Access Service (DAS) and Universal's Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP), participants had to have visited either resort during the last five years. Participants had to have first-hand experience either visiting a resort with their own accessibility needs or travelling with someone who did.
To evaluate guest opinions at both resorts and detect patterns, the quantitative phase sought to collect about 100 completed surveys. Three to four semi-structured interviews make up the qualitative phase. Malterud, Siersma, and Guassora (2016) contend that research with specific aims and informed participants require fewer interviews because of better information power, whereas Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006) contend that topic saturation is frequently reached within this range.
The worldwide tourist profile of both resorts was reflected in the lack of limits on participants' gender, race, or nationality. The research may capture a wide range of accessible experiences and acknowledge that obstacles vary according to individual requirements by including participants with a variety of impairments (Shakespeare, 2018). The sample is suitable for an exploratory mixed methods study that aims to fully comprehend accessibility experiences, even if it is not meant to be statistically representative (Grey, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc2101872623]3.9 Data Collection Procedures 
An anonymous online survey and semi-structured interviews were used in this study's mixed-methods methodology (Bryman, 2016). While the questionnaire collected general opinions on accessibility at Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort, interviews offered in-depth insights into participants' experiences (Denscombe, 2021). While open-ended questionnaire results will be handled as qualitative data and subjected to thematic analysis to find recurrent patterns and themes, closed-ended questionnaire replies will be examined using descriptive statistics. The qualitative conclusions from both sources will be considered in addition to the quantitative questionnaire results thanks to the theme analysis of the interview data. By combining quantifiable trends with participant experiences, the combination of these quantitative and qualitative data sources allowed for methodological triangulation and enhanced the findings' trustworthiness (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018).
Participants in the questionnaire were kept entirely anonymous for the duration of the research. When talking about disability and accessibility experiences, participants' anonymity was protected and honest answers were encouraged because no personally identifiable information was gathered (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison, 2018).
Social media sites, online theme park communities, and disability support groups were used to individually recruit participants for the semi-structured interviews. Microsoft Teams was used to conduct three to four interviews. Online interviews are especially suitable for participants with accessibility needs because they provide more flexibility, accessibility, and geographic reach (Archibald et al., 2019; Grey, 2022). By enabling participants to participate in a setting that best suits their unique requirements, conducting interviews remotely also promotes the ideals of inclusive research (Nind, 2014). Because they offer a consistent framework while enabling participants to go into detail about their experiences, semi-structured interviews were used (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2015). 
Before every interview, written informed permission was obtained and participants were informed that their participation was completely voluntary and that they were free to end it at any moment (British Educational Research Association, 2024). All information has been safely maintained in compliance with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and university ethical standards (Braun and Clarke, 2022; Israel and Hay, 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc1822450135]3.10 Data Analysis and Ethical Considerations
Both quantitative and qualitative data were produced by the questionnaire. To find patterns and trends in participants' opinions on accessibility at Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort, descriptive statistics were used to examine closed-ended and Likert-scale replies (Field, 2018). On the other hand, because the answers to the open-ended questions offer textual descriptions of participants' experiences and perceptions rather than numerical data, they were evaluated thematically. To give the quantitative results more context, these answers were coded to look for recurrent patterns.
Thematic analysis was used to examine the qualitative interview data in accordance with Braun and Clarke's six-phase framework (2022). This method entails getting to know the data, creating preliminary codes, looking for themes, evaluating themes, defining and labelling themes, and creating the final report. According to Nowell et al. (2017), this method is especially suitable for accessibility research, because participants' experiences are influenced by unique situations, interactions, and perspectives that are not usually captured by quantitative measurements alone. The study's mixed methods methodology will be supported by a more thorough knowledge of accessible and inclusive visitor experiences across both theme parks through the integration of quantitative data with qualitative themes (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018).
During the interpretation phase, the qualitative information obtained from semi-structured interviews and open-ended questionnaire replies were considered in addition to the quantitative questionnaire results. This integration enhances the explanatory power of the mixed methods approach by enabling the identification of regions of agreement, disagreement, or complexity across the datasets (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018). 
At every step of the research process ethical concerns were considered. A participant information sheet and signed informed consent were given to interview subjects prior to their participation. Participants were made aware of their freedom to withdraw from the study at any time prior to data analysis without giving a reason, and participation was completely voluntary (British Educational Research Association, 2024). Interview data was anonymised to safeguard participant identity, and questionnaire responses were anonymous. Interviews were conducted in a polite manner, and participants were not forced to answer topics that made them uncomfortable due to the intimate nature of disability-related conversations (Orb, Eisenhauer, and Wynaden, 2001). In compliance with the University's ethical standards and the UK General Data Protection Regulation (UK GDPR), all electronic data, will be safely stored on password-protected devices, with only the researcher having access (Israel and Hay, 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc1634813319]3.11 Trustworthiness and Research Limitations 
To produce reliable and trustworthy research, it is essential to ensure the quality and consistency of both the qualitative and quantitative components. To improve the overall quality of the results, this study uses Lincoln and Guba's (1985) framework of trustworthiness, which includes credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability, inside the qualitative component.
In addition to methodological triangulation through the inclusion of questionnaire and interview data, semi-structured interviews enhance credibility by allowing participants to give rich, comprehensive narratives of their accessibility experiences (Shenton, 2004). By giving readers thorough explanations of the research environment, participant characteristics, and data collecting methods, it is hoped that transferability will be strengthened and readers will be able to assess how well the results apply to comparable tourism situations (Nowell et al., 2017). While confirmability has been strengthened by making sure that results are based on participant accounts rather than researcher bias or preconceptions, dependability has been improved by upholding an open and methodical research procedure (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Creswell and Poth, 2018).
It is important to recognise a few limits despite these steps. Purposive and convenience sampling may add self-selection bias since people with particularly good or bad experiences may be more likely to participate, and the relatively small interview sample may restrict the variety of opinions gathered (Bryman, 2016). Additionally, the study's exclusive emphasis on Walt Disney World Resort and Universal Orlando Resort restricts the applicability of its conclusions to other tourism environments. Additionally, the study depends on participants' self-reported experiences, which might be impacted by perception, memory, and subjective interpretation. While acknowledging that the results reflect participants' unique experiences within a particular environment, acknowledging these limitations improves the research's transparency and trustworthiness.
[bookmark: _Toc60185570]3.12 Chapter Summary 
The methodological approach used to look at accessible and inclusive visitor experiences at Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort has been described and supported in this chapter. A mixed methods strategy that combined semi-structured interviews with anonymous surveys to give both quantitative and qualitative insights was based on a pragmatic mindset. The sample plan, data collection methods, data analysis approaches, ethical issues, and steps to guarantee the reliability of the research were all covered in this chapter. Building on this approach, the research findings are presented and analysed in Chapter 4, where they are connected to the goals, objectives, and body of current literature.








[bookmark: _Toc403062262]Chapter 4: Analysis 
[bookmark: _Toc767244014]Chapter 4.1 - Introduction:
The results of the main study conducted to critically assess accessible and inclusive visitor experiences at Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort are presented and discussed in this chapter. Nine semi-structured interviews and fifty anonymous questionnaire responses were produced by the study; interviewees were referred to as Respondents A–I to preserve their identities (Appendices B and D). Both closed-ended and open-ended questions were included in the questionnaire, allowing both quantitative and qualitative data to support the mixed methods methodology outlined in Chapter 3 (Appendix A).
The open-ended questionnaire responses and interview data were evaluated thematically, and the quantitative results are provided using frequencies and percentages. Braun and Clarke's (2022) thematic analysis method was used to examine the qualitative results. Following a Describe-Analyse-Synthesise format, this chapter presents the results before critically connecting them to the study question, objectives, and literature evaluated in Chapter 2. The chapter concentrates on presenting and analysing the results in accordance with the dissertation's methodological guidelines; more comprehensive conclusions and suggestions are saved for Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc430371551]4.2 Respondent Profile and Overview of the Sample
Fifty anonymous replies were obtained from the questionnaire. According to Appendix E, thirty respondents (60%) had visited both Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World, eleven (22%) had only visited Walt Disney World, and nine (18%) had only visited Universal Orlando. This indicates that most respondents had firsthand knowledge of both locations, which offered a helpful foundation for comparison. 
The responders' accessibility profile was similarly varied. Eight respondents (16%) reported a cognitive impairment, seven respondents (14%) reported sensory problems, eleven respondents (22%) reported a hidden or invisible disability, sixteen respondents (32%) recognised a physical or mobility-related disability, and seven respondents (14%) identified several accessibility requirements. One respondent (2%) said they would rather keep their accessibility needs a secret.
However, the sample should not be considered statistically typical of the larger group of disabled tourists that visit either resort. Instead, it offers an exploratory dataset that can be used to analyse various experiences and viewpoints. Therefore, the results provide insight into how individuals with varying needs perceive accessibility provision.
[bookmark: _Toc1211920829]4.3 Overall Perceptions of Accessibility
According to the initial findings, most respondents agreed that both resorts had comparatively good accessibility. The average rating for accessibility was 3.88 out of 5 for both Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando. A rating of four or five was given by 34 respondents (68%) in Walt Disney World and 33 respondents (66%) at Universal Orlando (Appendix F). 
[image: ]                                             [image: ]                Figure 2 and 3
These findings show that opinions of both resorts were largely favourable, with just minor variations between them. The equality in average evaluations, however, is significant since it implies that a simple conclusion that one resort offers significantly greater overall accessibility than the other is not supported by the quantitative data.
Positive opinions were not shared by everyone, as the distribution of answers shows. Five respondents (10%) ranked accessibility at Universal Orlando as one or two, compared to six respondents (12%) at Walt Disney World. The middle rating of three was chosen by an additional 20% of Disney respondents and 24% of Universal respondents. 
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Figure 4.
Consequently, a significant minority saw accessibility as either limited or mixed, even though almost two-thirds of participants gave both resorts positive ratings.
Significant individual hurdles can coexist with comparatively good aggregate assessments, as explained by the qualitative comments. One responder to the questionnaire, for instance, claimed to have "felt very unheard," while another contended that "just because someone looks healthy doesn't mean they aren't struggling" (Appendix G). These comments show that accessibility is not just about whether a formal service is available, but also about whether users feel supported and understood while utilising it.
This distinction aligns with the literature on accessible tourism, which increasingly sees accessibility as including participation, inclusion, and the calibre of the tourist experience in addition to physical access (Darcy and Dickson, 2009; Shakespeare, 2018). Therefore, the qualitative results show that the visitor experience might be much more complex, while the quantitative results show that experiences of provision are typically favourable.
[bookmark: _Toc63876773]4.4 Accessibility Services, Queuing and Attraction Access
The research focused on accessibility services and attraction access because both Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World have formal mechanisms designed to overcome obstacles related to traditional queuing. According to the survey results, ride accessibility is typically seen favourably. A mean score of 3.92 out of 5 was obtained from 35 respondents (70%) who ranked access to rides at Walt Disney World as either four or five. Ride access was rated four or five by 34 respondents (68%) at Universal Orlando, with a mean score of 3.84 (Appendix F). 
The very comparable findings indicate that many respondents felt that attractions were sufficiently accessible. The results of the interviews, however, show that an attraction's technological accessibility does not always indicate how easy it is to go to. Respondent D clarified “An attraction may be technically accessible but still physically taxing.” (Respondent D, Appendix H). 
This emphasises how formal accessibility and experiential accessibility differ significantly. Even if a ride requires a lot of walking, standing, transferring, or physical stamina, it may nevertheless satisfy an organization's accessibility requirements. As a result, even after an attraction has undergone formal adaptation, accessibility issues may still arise.
The open-ended questions on the questionnaire revealed queuing as both a persistent obstacle and an area of achievement. According to one participant, "the accessibility queue really worked it saved waiting" indicating that different queue configurations can greatly lower obstacles. On the other hand, one respondent noted that "getting DAS" was difficult, and another respondent claimed that the procedure should be changed since some visitors would have to give a lot of personal information to prove their needs (Appendix G).
The results of the interviews support this tension, especially in cases where long lines and the physical strain of travelling expansive theme park settings posed further obstacles. "Universal were appalling last time they kept us waiting for hours knowing that our son cannot queue" according to Respondent C's account of a bad encounter there (Appendix I). This implies that when guests are unable to stand or wait for extended periods of time, accessibility is impacted not only by the existence of an alternate queueing system but also by how well it is executed (Respondent C, Appendix H).
These reports show that an accessibility system's efficacy depends on both its implementation and formal existence. This bolsters the claim made in the literature review that human behaviour, organisational processes, and infrastructure all play a role in accessible tourism, rather than just physical design (Darcy and Dickson, 2009).
Additionally, there is proof of individual variances amongst the resorts. Disney's queuing support was helpful, according to one respondent. Walking distances and lines at Universal were challenging (Appendix G). This suggests that the physical demands of moving between attractions and navigating the larger park environment, which may be especially difficult for guests with mobility or stamina-related disabilities, had an impact on the accessibility experience in addition to queue-management systems.
Overall, the results show that formal accessibility services may be very helpful in lowering obstacles associated with lines, but their efficacy depends on eligibility procedures, staff implementation, communication, and each visitor's unique situation. Because it highlights the possible discrepancy between accessibility as an organisational policy and accessibility as a lived visitor experience, this finding is very important for the current study.
[bookmark: _Toc664786780]4.5 Use and Effectiveness of Accessibility Services
The results of the study show that respondents at both resorts made extensive use of accessibility services. Thirty respondents (60%) said they used an accessibility service at Walt Disney World, while thirty-six respondents (72%) said they used an accessibility service at Universal Orlando (Appendix F). A smaller percentage either didn't know about the services, didn't utilise them, or didn't qualify. This indicates that for a significant fraction of the sample, accessibility services had a significant role in the tourist experience.
The statistical research sheds more light on the connection between perceived accessibility and service use. Respondents who utilised Walt Disney World's accessibility services were substantially more likely to provide a higher overall accessibility rating than those who did not. Service use was substantially linked to a better accessibility rating at Universal Orlando, where the correlation was considerably greater.
These results are significant because they offer quantifiable proof that accessible services may improve visitors' perceptions of accessibility. The findings, however, shouldn't be taken as proof that the services themselves inherently produce an inclusive experience. According to the qualitative data, visitors' experiences with them and how they are executed determine how beneficial they are.
For instance, one responder to the questionnaire said that the accessible queue system "really worked" since it eliminated the need for extended wait times, while another highlighted the challenges of acquiring DAS (Appendix G). In a similar vein, Respondent A reported feeling "angry and unhappy" because of not being able to get the proper queue help (Appendix H). This implies that depending on how well visitors can utilise them, accessibility services may either lower or increase obstacles.
The idea of accessible tourism service quality, which goes beyond the presence of an accessibility facility to encompass the calibre of interactions, information, autonomy, and support that guests encounter, helps to explain this conclusion. According to Santos-Silva et al. (2026), aspects including staff sensitivity, communication, autonomy, and the broader service experience should be included in the quality of accessible tourist services. In a similar vein, Skalska (2023) shows that there may be discrepancies between the availability of accessible tourism services and the degree to which tourists find such services suitable.
[bookmark: _Toc1569948487]4.6 Independence, Inclusion and Dignity
The results also highlighted the degree to which respondents felt autonomous and included throughout their visits. In all, 10 respondents (20%) chose "somewhat/qualified," whereas 31 respondents (62%) said they felt autonomous and included. Four respondents (8%) stated that their experiences varied between the two resorts, and five respondents (10%) did not feel autonomous or involved (Appendix F).
Although many individuals claimed some level of inclusion, the 38% who had qualified, unfavourable, or inconsistent experiences should not be disregarded, according to the data. Because inclusion encompasses more than just being able to utilise an accessible service or attend an attraction, this result is very important. This contrast was especially well-captured by Respondent A: “A visitor will not always feel truly included just because accessible services are provided” (Respondent A, Appendix H).
This claim illustrates the distinction between meaningful inclusion and formal accessibility. In theory, a visitor could be able to take part yet feeling that their experience is very different from other visitors'. According to Tomej and Duedahl (2023), accessibility is not a set feature of a place but rather something that is formed through interactions between tourists, employees, companions, and tourism surroundings.
Dignity was also noted as a crucial factor in the questionnaire results. One participant described the current procedure as potentially humiliating and recommended that resorts accept medical evidence instead of asking guests to give lengthy personal explanations (Appendix G). This illustrates how administrative processes can act as obstacles to accessibility.
For those with invisible or variable impairments, the problem is especially crucial. Respondent B clarified: "Because I have an invisible disability, I occasionally felt self-conscious using disability services" (Respondent B, Appendix H).
This suggests that inclusion encompasses both access to attractions and the degree to which guests may utilise assistance without feeling scrutinised, condemned, or stigmatised. Zientara (2026) emphasises the unique difficulties encountered by those with invisible impairments, contending that conventional methods of accessibility may fail to consider circumstances that are not readily apparent.
Therefore, rather than only being physically independent, the data show that independence should be regarded as having fair access to participation and knowledge. Respondent F said: "Having independent access to the same knowledge instead of needing someone else to clarify what has been said is true inclusion" (Respondent F, Appendix H).
This broadens the current study's knowledge of accessibility. Accessibility can include communication, knowledge, confidence, and dignity in addition to physical aspects. The results therefore support the claim that, rather than just providing accommodations inside an otherwise inaccessible system, an inclusive tourist experience necessitates guests to engage as autonomously as possible. 
[bookmark: _Toc1324303003]4.7 Staff Support and Communication
Another important aspect of accessibility was staff contact. According to the questionnaire, seven respondents (14%) reported having a bad experience with staff comprehension, whereas 34 respondents (68%) had a favourable opinion. Four respondents (8%) reported having mixed experiences at the resorts, while five respondents (10%) were neutral (Appendix F).
These results first point to a generally favourable opinion of employees. However, by showing that knowledge and consistency were just as significant as staff attitudes, the interview data offers more explanatory depth. Respondent E stated: "They all went above and beyond and were very helpful and friendly" (Respondent E, Appendix H). Likewise, Respondent I said: "Friendly, helpful staff... didn't feel excluded or ashamed of anything" (Respondent I, Appendix H).
According to these reports, emotions of inclusion and dignity may be directly influenced by pleasant staff interactions. Respondent B, however, said that: "I was more nervous because different staff members gave slightly different information about accessibility regulations" (Respondent B, Appendix H). The difference between these narratives is crucial. It implies that staff friendliness is not the only factor that affects accessibility; they also need to have precise and consistent understanding of accessibility protocols. Research showing that staff knowledge, training, and communication are crucial elements of accessible tourism supports this conclusion (Cushley, Peto, and Curran, 2026). In the same way, Santos-Silva et al. (2026) list adequate communication and staff sensitivity as aspects of accessible tourist service quality.
This perspective is further supported by the results of the questionnaire. Respondents noted that "staff understanding and awareness" needed to be improved, while another participant said that while staff help was effective, crowds and distances continued to be difficult (Appendix G). This shows that not all structural barriers can be overcome by pleasant staff interactions.
 According to the results, employees play a crucial role in balancing visitor experience and organisational policy. Although accessibility rules are clearly defined at the organisational level, visitors eventually encounter them through one-on-one encounters with staff members. Therefore, accessibility systems are likely to be more effective when staff communication is clear and reliable.
[bookmark: _Toc1083698820]4.8 Invisible, Sensory and Physical Barriers
Accessibility needs went beyond physical or mobility-related limitations, as the response profile shows. The largest group was physical/mobility difficulties (32%), followed by hidden or invisible disabilities (22%), cognitive disabilities (16%), sensory disabilities (14%), and various needs (14%) (Appendix E).
This diversity is important because it shows that accessibility cannot be limited to physical infrastructure or wheelchair access. Respondent G clarified: "It didn't mean I could stand or walk for long stretches of time without having serious problems just because I could walk" (Respondent G, Appendix H). This demonstrates the drawbacks of evaluating accessibility using outwardly apparent physical traits. Despite having significant issues with endurance, discomfort, sensory stimulation, or extended standing, a person may seem physically capable of reaching an attraction.
In a similar vein, communication and sensory obstacles were found in the questionnaire data. According to one respondent: "Staff shouldn't assume someone has understood just because they nodded because deafness isn't always obvious" (Appendix G).
This implies that when employees rely on presumptions about impairment or comprehension, communication itself may become an accessibility barrier. In a similar vein, research by Noghan, O'Connor, and Sigala (2024) shows that in addition to physical infrastructure, accessible tourism for those with visual impairments requires information, navigation, communication, and staff knowledge.
Another area that needed improvement was sensory accessibility. "More quiet areas and detailed sensory information for each attraction would help," according to one responder (Appendix G). Because theme parks are purposefully built around stimulation, crowds, loudness, and visual activity, this conclusion is especially pertinent to the research. As a result, a setting that many people find pleasurable may also provide challenges for those who have sensory or cognitive needs. Respondent H added: "Line management appeared to be the primary focus of accessibility services at both parks, rather than the wider needs of a child with a terrible illness" (Respondent H, Appendix H). 
Because it contradicts a limited concept of accessibility, this discovery is especially significant. Accessibility services may not adequately meet broader needs related to changing health, sensory overload, communication, or cognitive demands if their focus is queueing.
Overall, the results indicate that rather than focusing only on certain attractions, accessibility provisions should consider the whole tourist route. Transportation, walking distances, lines, information, sensory settings, staff contact, and rest chances are all included in this.
[bookmark: _Toc215851894]4.9 Comparative Findings: Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando
According to the quantitative results, neither resort can be said to have better accessibility in every way. Disney earned a slightly larger percentage of ratings of four or five (68%) than Universal (66%), but both scored the same mean overall accessibility rating of 3.88 out of 5. Disney's ride accessibility was rated four or five by 70% of respondents, whereas Universal's was rated at 68% (Appendix F).
These results are significant because they keep the study from being interpreted in an unduly straightforward manner. The quantitative data does not show a statistically significant overall difference between the resorts, even though respondents reported considerable variances between them.
However, several areas where respondents perceived discrepancies were discovered by the qualitative data. One person who answered the questionnaire said: "Disney's line assistance was helpful. Walking distances and lines at Universal were challenging"(Appendix G). While other respondents had pleasant experiences at both resorts, Respondent C experienced a particularly bad experience with Universal's queueing system. These variations suggest that accessibility can be context-dependent, with personal demands determining whether resort or service is thought to be more beneficial.
This result supports Skalska's (2023) claim that accessibility gaps might arise at various points during the travel experience. Even when a site does well overall, there may be major obstacles at stages of the tourist trip. Therefore, the results show that a more significant question is how accessibility is experienced under various scenarios rather than which resort is "more accessible." This is especially pertinent to the current study since Disney and Universal are significantly integrated tourism destinations where accessibility regulations function in intricate settings with attractions, transportation, lodging, dining options, lines, and employee interactions.
[bookmark: _Toc941568532]4.10 Combining Results and Discussion
When combined, the results show that while accessibility at Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World is generally seen favourably, it is nevertheless unequal and heavily reliant on individual situations. Additionally, formal accessibility services may significantly improve tourist experiences, as seen by the statistically significant correlation between the utilisation of accessibility services and improved accessibility evaluations at both resorts (Appendices F and G).
However, the qualitative results show that overall satisfaction levels alone cannot be used to assess accessibility. Thematic analysis revealed recurrent problems with eligibility for accessibility services, their execution, staff assistance, invisible impairments, communication, physical demands, and the difference between official access and true inclusion (Appendices H and I).
Therefore, the results address the study question by showing that lived experience and organisational provision both have an impact on accessibility. Formal programs like DAS and AAP can lower obstacles, especially those related to waiting, but how well they work relies on staff expertise, communication, eligibility processes, and the degree to which individual needs are acknowledged.
The results also support the goal of the study, which is to investigate how views of inclusion, independence, and dignity are impacted by accessibility. Although 62% of respondents reported feeling independent and involved, the remaining respondents show that formal accessibility does not provide a comparable visiting experience. Visitors with invisible, variable, or sensory requirements are most affected by this issue, according to the qualitative research.
As a result, the Describe-Analyse-Synthesise method shows a recurring pattern in all the results. First, the quantitative findings show that accessibility perceptions are generally favourable. Second, utilisation of accessibility services and greater accessibility ratings are significantly correlated, according to statistical testing. Third, theme analysis highlights the shortcomings of formal provision while also explaining why this link emerges. Ultimately, the combination of the two strands shows that accessibility is complex and cannot be boiled down to whether an accessible service is available.
This understanding aligns with current research on accessible tourism, which increasingly views accessibility as including relational, emotional, communicational, informational, and physical aspects (Darcy and Dickson, 2009; Tomej and Duedahl, 2023; Santos-Silva et al., 2026). By showing how formal accessibility systems interact with staff practices and individual guest experiences, the current findings expand this approach to large-scale theme park environments.
Overall, the results show that both Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World offer significant accessibility features, but how those features are conveyed, used, and experienced determines whether they are truly included. Therefore, the results serve as a foundation for the conclusions and suggestions made in Chapter 5, where the significance of these findings for visitor experience, accessible practices, and future research will be examined.











[bookmark: _Toc1115956906]Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
[bookmark: _Toc107596308]5.1 Introduction
The study on accessible and inclusive visitor experiences at Universal Orlando Resort and Walt Disney World Resort is concluded in this chapter. The study looked at how guests with accessibility needs interact with the two main theme park locations in terms of official accessible provision, attraction access, staff support, communication, and inclusion. Nine semi-structured interviews and fifty anonymous questionnaire responses were used in a mixed methods technique. While the qualitative data offered more insight into the specific experiences that underlie those patterns, the quantitative findings revealed broad trends in visitor views.
The results show that accessibility is largely seen positively, despite ongoing obstacles. While ride accessibility was rated 4 or 5 by 70% and 68% of respondents, respectively, overall accessibility was rated 4 or 5 by 68% of Disney respondents and 66% of Universal respondents.
This chapter's goal is to examine the findings' broader implications in connection to the study question, aims, and literature covered in Chapter 2 rather than merely restating the results from Chapter 4. The results show that even though both resorts were seen favourably overall, accessibility cannot be evaluated based solely on the availability of official services. Rather, the study shows that information, staff conduct, physical surroundings, organisational rules, and personal situations all interact to affect accessibility. According to current study, accessibility is a multifaceted component of the quality of tourist services that includes relational, emotional, communicational, and physical aspects (Santos-Silva et al., 2026).
[bookmark: _Toc2083806407]5.2 Overall Conclusion
The main finding of this study is that statutory accessibility provisions do not always translate into inclusive or accessible visitor experiences. With an overall accessibility mean of 3.88 out of 5, Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando both scored highly on the questionnaire. Nonetheless, the interview and open-ended questionnaire responses showed that there were substantial individual obstacles in addition to favourable general impressions.
This discovery is significant because it casts doubt on a limited conception of accessibility that is mostly predicated on formal accessibility plans or physical infrastructure. Disney's accessibility service was used by 60% of respondents, whereas Universal's service was used by 72% of respondents. According to recent study, staff sensitivity, communication, correct information, autonomy, dignity, and trust are all aspects of accessibility-related service quality that go beyond infrastructure (Santos-Silva et al., 2026).
Therefore, the study answers the main research question by showing that the effectiveness of accessibility provision depends not only on the availability of services like Universal's Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP) and Disney's Disability Access Service (DAS), but also on how these services are administered, communicated, and used. Respondents' descriptions of waiting, staff interactions, qualifying processes, and invisible limitations made this very clear.
As a result, accessibility should not just be viewed as an organisational facility but also as a visitor experience. If a service is implemented in a way that does not adequately address the requirements of everyone, it may have a formal existence yet cause emotions of worry, reliance, shame, or isolation.
Another conclusion is that the quantitative outcomes, which are often favourable, should not be seen as proof that accessibility obstacles have been overcome. While the qualitative evidence shows the intricacy and variance underlying those ratings, the statistics results give a general picture of visitor views. This illustrates the usefulness of the mixed methods strategy employed in this study, as neither individual accounts nor quantitative ratings by themselves would have produced the same amount of understanding.
[bookmark: _Toc1394548113]5.3 Implications in Relation to the Research Objectives
Examining the accessibility features offered at Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World was the first goal. The results show that both resorts have formal processes in place to assist visitors who have issues with traditional attraction lines. The findings, however, suggest that the presence of these mechanisms should not be interpreted as proof of total accessibility.
Investigating how users interact with these systems was the second goal. This was especially important in relation to the qualitative results. Both good and bad experiences were reported by respondents, indicating that accessibility might differ depending on the kind of impairment, personal circumstances, and staff engagement. This bolsters Hefny's (2024) claim that throughout the tourism process, disabled travellers encounter a mix of structural, interpersonal, and personal limitations.
Comparing tourist opinions between the two resorts was the third goal. The general accessibility evaluations of respondents who had visited one or both resorts did not differ statistically significantly, according to the quantitative statistics. Nonetheless, the qualitative data revealed variations in individual experiences, especially with relation to staff consistency, communication, walking distances, and queuing implying that neither resort may be deemed to be more widely accessible.
Finding obstacles to independence and inclusion was the fourth goal. The study found several recurrent obstacles, such as trouble with eligibility processes, uneven staff expertise, sensory issues, physical demands, communication impediments, and challenges related to invisible or fluctuating disability.
Lastly, the study looked at ways to make accessibility better. The results show that enhancements should include the whole tourist experience, starting with pre-arrival information and extending through transportation, admission, lines, attractions, rest spaces, and staff interactions.
[bookmark: _Toc506787909]5.4 Accessibility as Inclusion, Independence and Dignity
Accessibility should be considered in addition to independence, dignity, and engagement, which is one of the results' most important consequences. According to the survey, 20% of respondents said their experience was somewhat or qualified, and 62% of respondents said they felt independent and involved. This suggests that the experience was generally favourable, but it also shows that not everyone was included.
More clarification is given by the qualitative answers. Respondents discussed instances in which they felt ignored, ashamed, or reliant on others for information. On the other hand, feeling included and welcomed was linked to positive staff interactions. "Just because I could walk, it didn't imply I could stand or walk for extended periods of time without experiencing severe difficulties," said respondent G.
Tomej and Duedahl's (2023) concept of collaborative accessibility, which contends that interactions and mutual dependence between tourists, companions, and tourism providers can lead to accessibility, is supported by this. Therefore, accessibility shouldn't be seen as something that an organization provides to a person. Alternatively, it may be produced by staff and tourists working together and communicating well.
For big theme park operators, this has significant ramifications. If a visitor is unable to independently gather information, comprehend the process, or explore the surrounding area, a technically accessible attraction may nonetheless offer an exclusive experience. Therefore, accessibility should encourage participation with dignity rather than making visitors with disabilities needlessly dependent on others.
The results also have a significant impact on how accessibility success is assessed. Conventional metrics could concentrate on the number of visitors utilising accessibility services or the availability of accessible facilities, but they might ignore whether guests truly feel included and autonomous. Therefore, assessing accessibility through guest feedback and firsthand experience may offer theme park owners a more relevant gauge of efficacy.
[bookmark: _Toc170099480]5.5 Practical Recommendations for Theme Park Operators
[bookmark: _Toc732535279]5.5.1 Improve Consistency and Staff Training
The results show that relationships between employees may have a big impact on accessible experiences. While many respondents commended the staff for being approachable and supportive, others mentioned inconsistent information and inconsistencies in worker understanding.
To address physical, sensory, cognitive, communicative, and invisible challenges, theme park operators should implement ongoing accessibility training. Training should cover polite communication, autonomy, and avoiding presumptions about disabilities in addition to regulations and procedures.
Kim, Wang, and Mattila (2023) provide support for this statement by highlighting the significance of staff knowledge and friendliness in disability-inclusive service interactions. Consistency is crucial. Regardless of the person they encounter, visitors should receive generally identical information regarding accessibility processes. As a result, operators might give employees scenario-based training and updated accessibility guidelines on a regular basis.
[bookmark: _Toc799435332]5.5.2 Enhance Accessibility Information Prior to Visit
Enhancing the quality and usability of the information accessible prior to guests' arrival is a second recommendation. Participants reported challenges with designing accessibility needs, comprehending eligibility, and getting reliable information.
Operators should offer a single, well-structured accessible resource that includes details about transportation, eligibility requirements, rest facilities, walking distances, lines, attraction access, sensory settings, and other arrangements. Ismail et al. (2024), who discovered that while the technological accessibility of travel websites has improved, information on accessibility and disability is still inconsistent and scattered, provide support to this approach.
Better information might help tourists make well-informed judgements about whether specific surroundings or attractions are appropriate for their needs and lessen ambiguity prior to arrival.
[bookmark: _Toc1727875615]5.5.3 Evaluate the Entire Visitor Experience 
The findings indicate accessibility goes beyond specific attractions; walking distances, lines, physical ability, crowds, and sensory surroundings were cited by respondents as obstacles. Therefore, operators should evaluate accessibility throughout the entire visitor experience, including parking, transportation, entrances, routes, queuing, restaurants, restrooms, and transitions between attractions. Mouton and Quinn (2024), who found inadequacies in staff comprehension and accessible provision throughout US amusement parks, corroborate this.
In a broader sense, the results indicate that accessibility is essential to the overall quality of the tourism experience. According to Santos-Silva et al. (2026), the physical, technical, emotional, relational, and communicational aspects of accessible service quality are all included. In line with Scholz et al.'s (2024) identification of accessibility barriers across various disabilities and stages of the tourism journey, the variety of physical, sensory, cognitive, invisible, and multiple disabilities represented in this study also shows that no single solution can satisfy every visitor's needs. Therefore, rather than being a set compliance requirement, accessibility should be viewed as a continuous process of detecting and removing obstacles.
[bookmark: _Toc1441114975]5.5.4 Examine Accessibility Service Guidelines
The results also point to the necessity of regularly reviewing the administration and eligibility of accessibility services. Several respondents reported challenges using DAS or AAP procedures, especially in situations involving unseen or variable factors.
Operators must make sure that eligibility requirements are reasonable, courteous, and transparent. Staff should be trained to ensure that discussions are handled discreetly and respectfully when guests are asked to explain personal situations. In order to help staff execute eligibility criteria consistently and treat guests with dignity, staff training should concentrate on identifying less obvious kinds of disabilities.
This is especially crucial because the study showed that some visitors felt uncomfortable or stigmatised when using accessibility services, even if they saw them as essential. Since staff interactions can affect whether formal accessibility processes appear as inclusive and supportive in practice, effective staff training should be seen as a key element of accessibility service provision rather than as a different operational consideration.
[bookmark: _Toc1172358730]5.5.5 Include Visitors with Disabilities in Service Development
Increased participation of tourists with disabilities in accessibility planning is another recommendation. Operators should set up frequent consultation groups, accessibility feedback panels, or organised post-visit feedback methods instead than depending only on organisational presumptions.
This is consistent with Tomej and Duedahl's (2023) focus on collaborative accessibility, which emphasises that accessibility is not created only by providers but rather is fostered via connections and interaction. 
Participation like this might assist in identifying obstacles that traditional accessibility audits might miss.
[bookmark: _Toc764340985]5.6 Suggestions for Upcoming Studies
This work presents several possibilities for further investigation. First, a bigger and more representative sample may be used in subsequent studies. Nine interview subjects and fifty questionnaire respondents participated in the current study, therefore while the results offer insightful information, they cannot be applied to all impaired visitors.
Second, discrete disability groups might be the subject of future research. Research may, for instance, concentrate on tourists who have invisible diseases, autism, sensory impairments, or mobility issues. This may show distinctions that are hard to find in a combined sample.
Third, future studies should compare Disney's DAS and Universal's AAP in greater detail, considering policy modifications over time. Because accessibility systems are susceptible to operational and technical change, this would be very helpful.
Fourth, longitudinal methodologies might be used in future studies, tracking visitors over several journeys to see if experiences change after accessibility policy changes.
Lastly, future research should examine accessibility from both staff and guest perspectives. This might help explain anomalies seen in the current study and shed light on the difficulties staff encounter when putting accessibility regulations into practice. The research's qualitative findings revealed obstacles that the quantitative data could not completely reveal, highlighting the importance of combining quantitative measurements with personal narratives of lived experience.
The significance of stakeholder collaboration and organisational hurdles has also been emphasised by research on accessible tourism, indicating that accessibility necessitates collaboration between many actors rather than discrete organisational initiatives.
[bookmark: _Toc1434818310]5.7 Final Conclusion
This study shows that accessibility at popular theme park locations is a complicated and multifaceted problem. Both Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World have official accessibility systems, and most participants gave them high ratings. The results, however, show that an inclusive experience cannot be ensured by formal provision alone.
Therefore, the difference between experiencing inclusion and having access is the most significant finding. The ability of guests to obtain information, traverse the surroundings, comprehend protocols, interact with employees, engage autonomously, and enjoy attractions without needless discomfort or disadvantage determines accessibility.
Therefore, the research's practical suggestions centre on staff training, more transparent information, whole-journey accessibility evaluations, delicate eligibility processes, and more participation of disabled visitors in service development. These suggestions affect not just Disney and Universal but also the accessible travel industry.
Effective accessibility should ultimately be viewed as a continuous process of reducing obstacles and facilitating meaningful engagement. Tourism companies may shift from considering accessibility as a legal necessity to a more inclusive model of visitor experience based on independence, dignity, equality, and inclusion by including the lived experiences of disabled guests with formal organisational support. 
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[bookmark: _Toc913767955]Appendix A: - Accessibility at Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando: Visitor Experience, questionnaire
Thank you for taking part in this questionnaire.
This questionnaire is part of my dissertation research for my university course. This survey is a component of a study that compares the accessibility experiences of guests at Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World. The goal is to gain a better understanding of the parks' accessibility and find solutions to enhance the experience of visitors with disabilities and accessibility requirements.
All replies will be kept confidential and used exclusively for academic study; participation is completely voluntary. Completing the questionnaire should take about 5–10 minutes. You are 18 years of age or older and provide permission to participate in this study by answering this questionnaire.
1. Which theme park have you visited?
· Walt Disney World
· Universal Orlando 
· Both
2. Do you or someone you visited with have a disability or accessibility need?
· Yes
· No
· prefer not to say
3. What type of disability do you or someone you visited with have?
· Physical (Mobility, wheelchair user)
· Sensory (Visual, hearing loss)
· Cognitive (Autism. ADHD)
· Hidden disability (Anxiety, chronic illness)
· More than one
· Other _____  
· Prefer not to say
4. How would you rate the accessibility at the parks? (For example, think about facilities, signs, sensory accessibility, physical access, or any other factors that are important to you.)
Walt Disney World – Very good, good, average, poor, very poor
Universal Orlando - Very good, good, average, poor, very poor
5. How easy was it to access rides?
Walt Disney World – Very good, good, average, poor, very poor
Universal Orlando - Very good, good, average, poor, very poor
6. Did you use the accessibility services?
Walt Disney World – Yes, No, Was not aware of them, Did not qualify for it
Universal Orlando - Yes, No, Was not aware of them, Did not qualify for it
7. Can you describe your overall experience for accessibility at Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando?
8. What aspects of the theme park worked or didn't work at both Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando during your visit?
9. What overall challenges or barriers did you experience during your visit to Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando?
10. How did accessibility services (queue systems, staff support) impact your visit?
11. In your opinion how could the accessibility be improved to make your visit more accessible and inclusive?
12.  Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience as a visitor or visiting with someone who has accessibility needs?
13. Did you feel independent and included during your trip to Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando?
14. How satisfised were you with staff understanding at Walt Disney World and Universal Orlando?

[bookmark: _Toc1150966831]Appendix B: - Questionnaire responses
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*Bar charts below use a Likert-scale (a Likert scale is a rating system that ranges from 1 to 5, with 1 signifying "Very Bad" and 5 denoting "Excellent" or "The Best").
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[bookmark: _Toc201849219]Appendix C: - Interview questions
1. Could you describe your visit to Universal Orlando Resort and/or Walt Disney World Resort? Did you have accessibility requirements yourself, or did you assist someone who did?
2. What resources did you use prior to your visit to learn about the accessible services offered, and how beneficial did you find them (e.g. Information accessibility, pre-arrival planning, visitor expectations)?
3. Could you explain how you have used accessibility services like the Attraction Assistance Pass (AAP), the Disability Access Service (DAS), or other park-provided assistance?
4. What impact did staff members have on your accessibility experience during your visit (e.g. communication, attitude, knowledge, consistency)?
5. Did you encounter any communicative, sensory, or physical obstacles throughout your visit? If yes, how would you describe them?
6. In general, did you feel welcomed and able to take part in the same activities as other guests? Why not, or why?
7. How would you compare the resorts' approaches to inclusivity and accessibility if you had visited both (e.g. Which felt easier? Which felt more inclusive? Why?) 
8. Which aspect of accessibility at Universal Orlando Resort or Walt Disney World Resort would you change, and why?
9. Were there any aspects of the accessibility support that surprised you, positively or negatively?
10. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience with accessibility or inclusion?










[bookmark: _Toc522227475]Appendix D: - Interview responses
In order to find recurring themes on accessibility and inclusiveness at Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World, the interview replies were examined. Among the many participants, a number of recurrent themes surfaced. Pre-arrival information, physical hurdles, sensory and communication barriers, invisible disabilities, inclusion and independence, staff assistance, accessible services, and suggestions for improvement were all included.
	Themes
	Evidence Emerging from Interviews
	Overall Finding

	1. Accessibility Services
	Participants talked about services like AAP and DAS. These were thought to be helpful in cutting down on the amount of time spent in conventional lines. However, a number of participants believed that these services did not eliminate additional obstacles, such navigating crowds or trekking great distances.
	Although they were helpful, accessibility services did not cover all aspects of accessibility.

	2. Staff Support and Understanding
	Numerous participants said that the staff was kind and eager to assist. Individual employees, however, had different experiences. Some participants said that staff members needed to be repeatedly reminded of their requirements or that they did not comprehend invisible limitations.
	Participants' overall accessibility experiences were significantly impacted by staff attitudes and expertise.

	3. Physical Accessibility
	Participants with chronic diseases, wheelchair usage, limb amputations, and mobility issues talked about long walks, standing for extended periods of time, riding transfers, and a lack of comfortable seats.
	Although most individuals could physically enter the parks, those with limited mobility or endurance faced extra difficulties due to the parks' size.

	4. Sensory and Communication Barriers
	Participants who were deaf or visually impaired talked about challenges with communication, announcements, and park navigation. Participants with autism emphasised crowds, loudness, flashing lights, and sensory overload.
	Beyond just physical access, accessibility requirements also covered communication and sensory aspects.

	5. Invisible Disabilities
	Individuals with autism, COPD, chronic disease, and other less obvious problems reported having trouble getting their needs met. Some believed that their limits were not often acknowledged since they were physically able.
	Because participants' requirements weren't always immediately evident to staff or other visitors, invisible impairments might provide extra difficulties.

	6. Inclusion and Independence
	Accessibility services, according to several participants, made it possible for them to enjoy attractions with friends and family. Others talked about how their accessibility demands caused them to become reliant on others or miss out on events.
	Although they didn't always offer total freedom or equitable involvement, accessibility services might increase inclusion.

	7. Pre-Arrival Information and Planning
	Prior to their visits, participants frequently looked for accessibility services. Some people sought more precise information regarding walking distances, lines, rest spaces, sensory settings, and attraction needs, even if online information was thought to be helpful.
	Visitors may be better prepared for accessibility issues if they get clearer and more thorough pre-arrival information.



Overall, the interviews revealed that Universal Orlando and Walt Disney World offer a variety of accessible services, while participants' experiences differed based on their specific need. One important discovery was that accessibility encompassed more than just being able to physically enter an attraction. Issues with staff comprehension, independence, communication, sensory surroundings, and exhaustion were also noted by participants.
When accessible, accessibility services like DAS and AAP were usually seen favourably, especially because they eliminated the need to wait in conventional lines. Participants clarified, however, that these services did not always address additional difficulties such controlling sensory overload, locating rest areas, travelling long distances, or adjusting to changing medical needs.















[bookmark: _Toc1548738508]Appendix E – Aggregate Respondent Profile
[bookmark: _Toc1767152549]Table E1: Resort experience
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Resort experience
	Disney only
	11
	22.0%

	
	Universal only
	9
	18.0%

	
	Both resorts
	30
	60.0%



[bookmark: _Toc484241481]Table E2: Accessibility experience
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Accessibility experience
	Physical/mobility
	16
	32.0%

	
	Hidden/invisible (incl. long-term illness)
	11
	22.0%

	
	Cognitive
	8
	16.0%

	
	Multiple
	7
	14.0%

	
	Sensory
	7
	14.0%

	
	Prefer not to say
	1
	2.0%





[bookmark: _Toc777992281]Appendix F – Questionnaire Results - Frequencies and Percentages
[bookmark: _Toc630019719]F1: How would you rate the accessibility at Walt Disney World?
	Response
	Frequency
	Percentage

	5 (Very good)
	18
	36.0%

	4
	16
	32.0%

	3
	10
	20.0%

	2
	4
	8.0%

	1 (Very poor)
	2
	4.0%



[bookmark: _Toc176464262]F2: How would you rate the accessibility at Universal Studios?
	Response
	Frequency
	Percentage

	5
	17
	34.0%

	4
	16
	32.0%

	3
	12
	24.0%

	2
	4
	8.0%

	1
	1
	2.0%



[bookmark: _Toc1598577566]F3: How easy was it to access rides at Walt Disney World?
	Response
	Frequency
	Percentage

	5 (Very easy)
	19
	38.0%

	4
	16
	32.0%

	3
	9
	18.0%

	2
	4
	8.0%

	1 (Very difficult)
	2
	4.0%



[bookmark: _Toc710230860]F4: How easy was it to access rides at Universal Studios?
	Response
	Frequency
	Percentage

	5
	16
	32.0%

	4
	18
	36.0%

	3
	10
	20.0%

	2
	4
	8.0%

	1
	2
	4.0%



[bookmark: _Toc865894051]F5: Did you use the accessibility services at Walt Disney World?
	Response
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Yes
	30
	60.0%

	Did not qualify
	10
	20.0%

	No
	9
	18.0%

	Was not aware
	1
	2.0%



[bookmark: _Toc1681256572]F6: Did you use the accessibility services at Universal Studios?
	Response
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Yes
	36
	72.0%

	No
	8
	16.0%

	Did not qualify
	5
	10.0%

	Was not aware
	1
	2.0%



[bookmark: _Toc102152732]F7: Did you feel independent and included?
	Response
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Yes
	31
	62.0%

	Somewhat / qualified
	10
	20.0%

	No
	5
	10.0%

	Mixed (differed by resort)
	4
	8.0%



[bookmark: _Toc1324358219]F8: How impressed were you with staff understanding?
	Response
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Positive
	34
	68.0%

	Negative
	7
	14.0%

	Neutral
	5
	10.0%

	Mixed (differed by resort)
	4
	8.0%





[bookmark: _Toc1807729635]Appendix G – Open-Ended Questionnaire 
	Questionnaire response
	Initial code
	Sub-theme
	Main theme

	"People who actually need the DAS passes usually have no problem providing such evidence. Disney need to redo their new system..."
	DAS eligibility inconsistency
	Fairness of qualification
	Accessibility services

	"Felt very unheard"
	Feeling unheard
	Emotional impact
	Visitor experience

	"Just because someone looks healthy doesn't mean they aren't struggling."
	Invisibility of disability
	Invisible barriers
	Invisible accessibility

	"Deafness isn't always visible, so staff shouldn't assume someone has understood simply because they nodded."
	Assumption of understanding
	Communication barriers
	Invisible accessibility

	"Getting DAS" (challenge)
	Queue/DAS access difficulty
	Waiting
	Accessibility services

	"I found the accessibility line really worked it saved waiting"
	Queue system effectiveness
	Waiting
	Accessibility services

	"Accept medical documentation rather than making the guest go into a lot of embarrassing detail"
	Invasive verification process
	Dignity in eligibility process
	Accessibility services

	"Small adjustments can make a huge difference to autistic children and their families."
	Value of minor accommodations
	Family impact
	Inclusion

	"Disney's queue support helped. Universal's queues and walking distances were difficult."
	Inconsistency between resorts
	Resort comparison
	Implementation

	"More quiet areas and detailed sensory information for each attraction would help."
	Sensory overload / need for information
	Sensory barriers
	Invisible accessibility

	"Accessibility services and helpful staff worked well. Crowds and distances were challenging."
	Helpful staff
	Staff support
	Implementation

	"Staff understanding and awareness" (as an improvement)
	Staff training gap
	Staff support
	Implementation



[bookmark: _Toc1252426859]Appendix H – Interview Responses
	Respondent
	Extract
	Initial code
	Theme

	A
	"Knowing that I couldn't wait in queue for extended lengths of time... made me angry and unhappy"
	DAS denial / queue inequity
	Accessibility service eligibility

	A
	"A visitor will not always feel truly included just because accessible services are provided"
	Policy vs lived experience gap
	Inclusion & implementation

	B
	"Various personnel provided slightly varied information regarding accessibility regulations, which made me more anxious"
	Staff inconsistency
	Staff support

	B
	"I occasionally felt self-conscious using disability services because I have an invisible disability"
	Invisible disability stigma
	Invisible accessibility

	C
	"The inability to apply from the UK. It is a vital part of the holiday enjoyment"
	Pre-visit registration barrier
	Pre-visit planning/system design

	C
	"Universal were appalling last time they kept us waiting for hours knowing that our son cannot queue"
	Service failure
	Accessibility service implementation

	D
	"An attraction may be technically accessible but still physically taxing"
	Physical demand beyond formal accessibility
	Physical accessibility

	E
	"They were all extremely helpful and friendly... went above and beyond"
	Positive staff support
	Staff support

	F
	"True inclusion... is having independent access to the same knowledge as opposed to needing someone else to clarify what has been said"
	Independent access to information
	Communication & independence

	G
	"Just because I could walk, it didn't imply I could stand or walk for extended periods of time without experiencing severe difficulties"
	Invisible/stamina-based disability
	Invisible accessibility

	G
	"The decision seemed to be heavily influenced by one's physical ability to walk"
	Eligibility criteria mismatch
	Accessibility service eligibility

	H
	"Accessibility services at both parks seemed to be more focused online management than the broader requirements of a child with a terrible illness"
	Narrow definition of accessibility
	Implementation vs need

	H
	"My child's condition could change from one moment to the next"
	Fluctuating/dynamic need
	Flexibility of provision

	I
	"Friendly, helpful staff... didn't feel left out or embarrassed by anything"
	Positive, non-stigmatising staff support
	Staff support & inclusion
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