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-~ ABSTRACT |
A STUDY OFlTHE NATURE AND DETERMINANTS OF NON-DISABLED
PERSONS ATTITUDES TOWARDS PERSONS WITH PHYSICAL
DISABILITIES AND DISABLED PERSONS ATTITUDES
TOWARDS THEIR DISABILITIES AND SELF—
© ACCEPTANGE AS MEASURED BY THE.
ATTITUDES TOWARD DISABLED
PERSONS SCALE
By

EDWARD DAVID .RIESE

The research objectives of this study wefe to test a number
_oF.hypothesized relationships between the dependent variables,
_thatlis, attitudes toWards disabled persons and attitude inten-
sity, and certain independent vafiables, that is, contact, dis-
ability, religiosityband'demographic variables. While tﬁe |
~dependent variables functioned as criterions{ it was assumed
that the independent variablés Functioned as correlates or pre-
dictors.

- A.set of three research instruments - the Attitudes Toward
Disabled Persons Scale, a Personal Questionnaire and a:Personal
Questionnaire re Handicapped Persons — was cbmpleted by each of
101 non-disabled persons and 53 disabled persons in Cape Town,
South Africa.

Hypdtheseé construction was based oﬁ theoretical and empiri~
cal considerations, which were extensively reviewed. Hypothesis
1 related to a difference in attitudes between the two research
samples. No significant difference was Found. Hypothesis 2
was confirmed, in that there was no siénifiéaht difFerenbe in atti-

tudes among persons with different types of disabilities.
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Hypotheses 3 to 5 related specificaily to attitudes and intensity
of attitudes as these were influenced by several contact variables,
such as Frequancy, amount, enjoyment and ease of avoidance of con-
tact, as well as alternative opportunities to'contact and the
degree of intimacy of sontact;' As predisted, for the non—disablea
group, there was a signiFiCant’stitive relationship between the
degree of personal contact with disabled persons and favourable
attitudes towards them. For tha non-disabled group, a signifi-
cant positive relationshis was found between contact frequency and
Favourableness whea ralated to the other contact variables.
Hypotheses Svto 10 related to attitudes as they were in-

FFluenced by the demographic variables of age; sex, education, and
religiosity. Only the hypothesis stating that novdiFFerences
exist between the attitudes of disabled persons at different
- educational levels, Was confifmed. The majority of the unson—
Firmed hysotheses were, nevertheless, in a positive direction;
The results of the hypotheses were compared with the results of
previous studies on the same prohlem,

| The ATDP was discussed at'some-length in connection with
content scalability, facet theory analysis, factor analysis,
sevéral response sets, meaning equivalence and the underlying
assumptions, Recommendations were made and suggestions put

forward concerning the ATDP and the research samples.
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CHAPTER 1. - o /

INTRODUCTION.

Nature of the problem,

Viewed in an historical and cross—cultufal persﬁectivé a
gréat variety'of.beliefs, Cuétoms and attitudes have provided norms
of behaviour patterns towards those‘memgers of society who are dis-~ . .
abled in some way or who, in other ways, afe distinctive in appear-
ance and behaviour or who Find barriefs to economic and social ful-
filment. - Among prelitefate societies, inFantiqide'with deformed
babies was commonly practiced. In contrast, several societies have
held certain types of disabilities in reverence and accorded the dis—
abled person with supermatural powers or placed him in positions of
authbrity. Fdr example, in Turkey it is Customéfy for blind men to
recite the Koran aﬁd they officiaté in reliéious rites since it ié
believed that their prayers are more welcome to God than-those of the
populace;

Throughout histéry the behaviour towards disabled persons,
which usually reflect the prevailing cultural values and attitudes,
was in general influenced by whether the disability was Curable or
not, and by its relationship to the good of the society as a whole.
Maisel (in Wright, 1960) has compiled data oh more than S0 primitive
societies, showing their reactions to various forms of disability.
The following examples afe evidence of the different reactibns-among
these societies:

'In the Azahde tribe, infanticide is not practiced.

"Abnormal children are never killed, nor do they

seem to lack the love of their parents.”™ ...

. Among the Navajo Indians, the ideals proscribed
sadistic humour against those with physical
deviations ... _

- Among the Masai, misshapen and especially weakly

children are killed immediately after birth.
Among the Dieri, a tribe of Australian aboriginies,



"infanticide is frequent, applying to the
children of unmarried girls and to deformed
children." ' S
Among the Chagga, an East African tribe,
cripples were felt to satisfy evil spirits,
thereby making possible normality in others.
Hence they did not dare to kill cripples ...
Among the Truk peoples of the East Central
Carolines, only the healthy and strong are
esteemed ... 0ld people and the disabled

tJ/are considered to be superflous.
Among the Wogeo, a New Guinea Tribe, children
with obvicus deformities are buried alive at
birth, but children crippled in later life
are looked after with loving care.
Among the Dahomeans of Western Africa, it is
a singular fact that the state constables are
selected from deformed persons. Children
born with anomolous physical characteristics
are held to be under the guardianship of
special supernatural agents ... A
Among the Ponape of the Eastern Carolines,
crippled and insane children were treated
like normal children.
Among the Witoto Indians of the North West
Amazona ... if the child becomes deformed
later, the medicine man declares that it was
caused by some evil spirits and may work ill
to the tribe, meking it necessary to dispose
of the person. :

~Among the Jukun, a Sudanese Kingdom, deformed
children are not allowed to live but are left
to perish in a bush or a cave, for it is
believed that such children are begotten by
evil spirits.,
Among the Semang of the Malay Peninsula, the

‘ person looked upon as a sort of chief to
settle disputes and admonish if necessary,
was a severely crippled man ... '
Among the Macri of New Zealand, deformed
persons meet with little sympathy, and often
receive a castigating nickname ' (Maisel,
in Wright, 1960, pp. 254 - 255).

e

From Maisel's total list it would appear that there is
a preponderance of negative attitudes, but‘Wright points out that
such frequency may have diverse significance, in this casevbeing
merely a count of impressionistic, societal features.

'For example, Jjust because infanticide is
shocking even to the most objective ...
investigator, it is likely to be recorded
as am impressive fact, whereas a benign
attitude to the child with physicsl ab-
“normalities is more likely to go unheeded'
(Wright, 1980, p.255).
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Variousvattitudes towardé disabilities are found in
_religious dﬁcuments. In the 0ld Testamenf, 2 Samuel V 8, commaﬁded
'The blind.and the lame shall not come into the house.' Illness
and physical disability were conceived as punishment fof sin, Thé
New Testament viewed disease and suffering not as a disgrace nor- as
punishment for sin but as a means of salvation and 'a way of gréce.'
Despite this Christian doctrine, in the Middle Ages all sections of
“social life were greatly influenced by superstitions and mysticism
with the result that the disabled and ohviously defective person
wére belieQed to be possessed or cursedvby the devil. . They were
generally the scapegoats for all societal misfortunes and were.sub—
jected to a variety of treatments ranging from fear, hatred and |
ostracism to caste-like separation, slaQery,torture and even déath.

In the classical period of Greéce (480 - 332 B.C.E.) and
long thereafter, health and bodily perfection were mést Highly
esteemed.” Illnes and deFormify marked the persohvés an inferior
being, especially if his Conditiﬁn was incurable. This derogatory
attitude towards the diseased and disabled person is ndt always
‘evident in Greek literature. Fﬁr example, Philoctetes, one of
Sophocles (497/94 - 405/4 B.C.E.) heroes suffered from a 'loathscme
disease." Euripides (c. 480 - 406 B.C.E.) wrote a play about the
hero Telephus who was lame. In.Greek mythology, Hephaestus, the
god of smiths and other skilled workmen who used fire, was also lame,
Many soothsayers were blind.

In more recent times cqnflicting attitudeé are still
apparent, as Myerson (1948, p.S) has pointed out. Goebbels has
been 'exDiained' in terms of his Club—Foof; but then Edison has been

'explained' in terms of his deafness, while it is said that F.D.
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Rooseveldt 'became great thru' bolio.' This type of 'explanation®
descends to an Aristotelian level. A whole gamut of personality
traits may be attributed to a person, simply 'because' he is dis—
abléd. We are not much the wiser when so many'conclusions are
stated in terms of the nature of the disabiiity instead of systematic
veriafiable theories. A good  theory makes practical sense.
Cultural attitudes towards physically disabled persons

have been related to the economic features of a society. Hanks and
Hanks (1948), drawing upon the attitudes towards and social positions
of disabled persons in several non-occidental societies, tentatively
propose the following hypotheses:

'Protection of the physically handicapped and social

participation for them is increased in societies

where: (1) the lewvel of production is higher in

proportion to the population and its distribution

more nearly equal. (2) competitive factors in

individuals or group achievement are minimized.

(3) the criteria of achievement are less formally

absolute as in hierarchial social structures, and

more weighted with concern for the individual

capacity, as in democratic social structures'

(p. 20). | |

However, Hanks and Hanks themselves caution that the

data here are inadequate and one should not be mislead by the
simplicity of economic features. For example, they record that in
Greénland there is a narrow margin of economic surplus among the
Eskimaos., When an Eskimo becomes an invalid, he is cared for only
if he is not an economic liability, in which case he commits suicide
or is abandoned. A high instance of infanticide alsb occurs for
the congenitally disabled. In contrast, the Paiute of the Great
Basin of North‘America'had a margin of existence almost equally as

precarious but they neither practiced infanticide nor abandoned their

disabled. While economic factors in attitudes towards atypical
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physigue are importantAthey only contribute part of a full under-
standinglof societal attitudes in general.
| On a general level, knowledge Df attitudes is éssential

in the understanding and explanatioﬁ of social behaﬁiour. More
specifically, knowledge of the attitudes of nori-disabled persons
towards disabled persons leads to a better understanding of the
interaction between them. It also is necessary in the réhaéili—
tation of the disabled for they must be taught to accommodate these

/////éttitudes. If a non-disabled person has negative and rejecting

- attitudes he will not want to interact or have any social intér—
course with a disabled perscn and will try to avoid him, His
avoidance of any contact with a disabled person may of course per- )
petuate his negative and rejecting attitudes, in so far as close:
personal contact may provide a test for his present attitudes énd
be‘instrumental in changing them in a more positive'direction. On
the other hand, iF_a non—-disabled person has positive and accepting

attitudes, he will not want to avoid interaction with a disabled

person and will tend to have a friendly disposition towards him.

it

Generally, the person'é disability will recede into the backgroundv
and the non-disabled person will accept the disabled pérson as a ‘
person who happens to have a disability.

DF_equal importance are the attitudes of disabled perscns
towards other disabled persons and toWafdé themselves; A disabled
person's.attitudevtowards himself and the degree of self-acceptance
does not seem to be a factor of the type or extent of his disability

‘v(YUkEP et al. 1960, 1962, 1566 ). A paraplegic cannot be assumed to
have more negative attitudss than a person with a club foot. It is

guite possible for severely disebled personé to have positive atti-

tudes and a high degree of self-acceptance and for mildly disabled
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persons to have negative attitudes and a low degree of self-
acceptance. Knowledge of.a disabled person's attitude towards
himselF:will render knowledge of how he will behave in different
social situations. The disabled person, to a large extent irrés-—
pective of the extent of his disability, who has positive attitudes
and is self-accepting will view his disability in a realistic manner,
be highly motivated to make the best of his abilities and live as
full a 1ife as possible.

The physically disabled may be said to have a minority'
socilal status due to the negative attitudes. of the physically normal
majority towards them. Except for a few, their minority position is
not unlike that of other minority groups. Tenny’(1953) has summari-
zed the main implications of the minority status of disabled peréons:

'(1) A bandicap, like other differences tends to
produce social distance. A handicapped person
being treated as an outsider accepts his minority
status and plays the role; he fights back or he
retreats and withdraws within himself.

(2) = The handicapped, like other minorities, are
often unfavorably protrayed in literature, in drama
and in slapstick humor.

(3) The handicapped group like ... racial groups
is frequently faced with segregation ...

(4) Like the other minorities they suffer
vocational disadvantage over and above that
involved in the nature of the handicap ... As

an adult he is faced with the harsh reality of
competition, complicated by discrimination'

(p. 261). ‘

In modern industrial societies, although great. strides
are being made to improve the social psychological, economic and
physical conditions of the disabled, discrimination against them
still persists, although often it is subtly disguised and veiled
beneath a veneer of rationalization. Sometimes it is quite

blatant and even law-enforced as Doob (lQ?l)'haS shown by citing a

‘San Francisco city ordinance which was only recently rescinded:
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. 'It shall be unlawfui for any person who is
diseased, maimed, mutiliated or deformed as
to be an unsightly or improper person to be
‘allowed in or on public streets, ...
thoroughfares or public places, to expose
himself/herself, or his/her 1nJury to public
view' (Doob, 1971 p. 47).
Todays 'enlightened! sociefies afﬁempt to abolish such
. discriminatbry laws.and, in fact, legislation catering.For dis—
abled persons' needs and ;ocial rights is being incquorated into
the general'legislatioﬁ, for instance, the Disabled Persons
(Employment) Acts of 1944 and 1948 and the Chronically Sick and
Disabled Persons Act of 1970 in Britain; and the Physically'
Handicapped Persons! Employmént Promotion Laws (196d) and the
.BasinLaw Fof the Welfare of the Physically and Mentally Handi—
capped Person (1970) in Japan. However, disabled persons still
face unwritten codes of discrimination and in many‘ways aré made to
feel different and are made aware of the negative evalﬁations
associated with atypical physiques as when cultural stereotypes are
portrayed in aséociating physicai beauty with positive.traits, such
as kind, stroﬁg, etc., and physical ugliness with evil, cruel, weak,
etec. No doubt this is a major.mechahism in transmitting negative
attitudeé to children. Another way in which éhildren learn to
evaluate negatively disébled persons is through their literature,
wheré persons with a disability or handicap are often unFaonrably
represented, e.g. Captain Hook, Long John Silver, etc. This may
be contrasted toApoéitive attitudes associated with beéuty, such as
" Prinece Charming and Cinderella. |
It does seem that éven from nursery school there is a
general concensus of opinion about who is beautiful and who is

not. Moreover, according to the physical appearance of the person,

different personality characteristics are ascribed to him.
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This has important implications for an understanding of negative
and positive attitudes towards. disabled persons. A poignant
illustration is a study by Berscheid and Walster (1972). They
investigated the reactions of nursery school children, aged from
- four to six, to their classmates who héd been judged attractive or
unattractive by adults. Pre- judged unattractiveAboys were found
to be least liked, whereas pre-judged unattractive girls were most
liked only by the younger children and least liked by the older
children. - Moreover, the unattractive boys were described as more
aggressive, more antisocial, and, with unattractive girls, less
independent, more afraid and more sbaring than attractive classmates.

The data did not reveél whether the children's attitudes were based
on factual dbéervations or on-learned social stereotypes. However,
Berscheid and Walster méintain that

'Tt is possible that physical appearance stereotypes

have already been abserbed at this early age ...

Whether or not attractive and unattractive children

really do behave differently, their classmates think

they do and they doubtless act accordingly. Physical

attractiveness thus may become a major factor in the

social development of the child. It could affect
his self-image and his first social relationships’'

(p.aa). '

The attitudgs of the disabled person towards himself are
likely to be influenced by the way the 'mormal' members of a society
stereotype him, thaf is, the way they pre-judge him in terms of
groUp membershih, instead of réacting to him as an individual.
Typicél societal stereotypes appear to be that they are psycholo-

. gically and sociologically differenf from 'norﬁal' persons; they
are inferior; they are helpless; they are objects bf pity and

condescension; and so on. Thus the disabled person in addition
to realistically accepting his disability; must come to terms wité

the attitudes and the expectations of the non-disabled ma jority and
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with.the stefeotypes, willy—nilly imputed fo kim by society, in

» developing a 'well-adjusted' self-image. Not only is it important
to improve the attitudes of disabled persons, but it is élso
important, if not more so, to improve the attitudes of non-disabled
-persons towards the disabled. It may well be that if the non-
disabled members‘of a society were more accepting of tﬁeir disabled
feliow-citizens, both socially and vocationally, the disabled person

would be more accepting of himself.

There is a singularly noticeable lack of sociological and,
to a slightly lesser degree, of psychological research concerning
disabled persons in South Africa. As far as could be ascertained
the first research in Soutﬁ Africa about the disabled was a psy-
Qhological study of epileptics in 1946. Since then there have been
approximately 22 psychologiﬁal studies and only 2 sociological studies
into various aspects of the problems facing disabled persons. Of
thése, 16 have been in English and the remaining 9 in Afrikaans.

While this is a much neglectéd field for research, the need for such

- research is apparently slowly being realized, since forty percent (10)
of the above theses have been carried out from 1970. However, there
seems to be dnly a single study, done in 1967, which has ilnvestigated
the social-psychological conditions with which the disabled haQe to
face in a society vanon—disabled - and that the psycho-social prob-
lems of adjustment to paraplegia.

The present study took place in Cape Town and is the first
of its kind in South Africa; It is intended'to fill a gap, albeit
Small, in the research vacuum indicated above. It is aimed at
measuring the attitudes of two groups, the non-disabled and the

disabled, the latter being too freguently assumed and seen through
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- other people's eyes and too often not consulted and seen as they

see themselves,

Research Dbjectives.

The purpose of this study is to test a number of stated
hypothesized relationships between the dependent variables, i.e.
attitudes towards disabled persons and attitude intensity, and certain
© independent variables, i.e. contact, disability, religiosity and dema-
graphic variables. The dependent variables Functioh as criterions
while, theoretically, the independent variables function as cﬁrrelates
or predictors. One set of three instruments,'i.e. the Attitude Towards
Disabled Persons Scéle (ATOP), a Personal Ques&ionnaire (P@) and a
Personal Questionnaire re Handicapped Persons (PQ:HP) will be empioyed
in order to elicit the variables. A cdmparison of attitudes will be
hade within and between the two research groups, namely,.noncdisabled
persons and disabled persons. The results of other étudies which

have tested the same hypotheses will also be compared.

Definition -of Relevant Terms.

The following terms are defined according to the particular

meaning they have in this study.

ttitude: Two deFinitiohs are necessary here. The first definition

is a combinaticn of Katz (1960, p. 168), and Cohen (1973, p.519), and
Doob (1971a, p.8) : An attitude is the predisposition of an individual
to evéluate and to act accordingly towards some symbol or object or
aspect of his world.in a ngourable or unfavourable manner, an
implicit response which is evoked as a result of previocus learning
or of gradients of generalization and discriminationh and which is
considered sncially significant in the individual's society. The

second definition is by Guttman (1950, p.51): An attitude is 'a
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delimited totality of behaviour with respect to something.' For
example, the attitude of a non-disabled person towards disabled
persons .could be considered to be the totality of acts performed

by the non-disabled person with respect to disabled persons.

Attitude Scale: An attitude scale is a set of item statements

concerning an attitudinal variable, designed to provide quanti;-
tative measures of respondents' relafive positioﬁs along the parti-
cular'attitudinal Continum or, in other words, aesigned to érrange
the respondents according to fheir answers to a set of attitgde
items in a rank orderAFrom high to.low, or from mos? to least
favourable (cf. Anastasi; 1968, pp. 480 and 482; Guttman and
’Subhman, 1947); |

Attitude Component: The ATDP, has two components here, that of

content and that of intensity. Each attitude component 1s separate
and is capable of measuring a different aspect of attitudes.

Attitude Content: The attitude content refers to the set of item

statements of an attitude scale covering major aspects. of a
particular domain.

 _Attitude Inténsity: The intensity of an attitude refers to the -

strength of feeling with whibh a respondent holds each content item

statement, ana is measuredlby a separafe guestion aFtér each content
item on which a respondent may indicate how strongly he feels about

that attitude item.

*Réli iosity: -Defined as"religiousness,Hreligious feeiing or
sentiment, ' and uéed by Jordan (1968, p.6) and here to denote
'Oriéntation to religion,?vit is measured by three guestions:
religious affiliation; the importance of_religiong and. the extent

_of adhérencevto the rules and regulations of the religion.

Physical Disability and Handicap: Hamilton (in Wright, 1960) provides
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definitions which distinguish between these two terms:

'A disability is a condition of impairment, physical.

or mental, having an objective aspect that can

usually be described by a physician ... A handi-

cap is the cumulative result of the obstacles which

disability interpases between the individual and his

maximum functional level.' (p.‘9).
'This distinction has impoertant implications. Not all disabilities
as defined above are considered as handicaps. To know whether a
disability is preceived as é handicap it is necéssary to know what
a person's 'maximum functional level' is, and this is culturally
defined. If a physically disabled person is unable to fulfil
culturally defined goals (i.e. his maximﬁm functional level)
because he is obstructed from doing so by his.impairment and, if
not freguently more so, by negative social attitudes which impose
upon the person social.disadvantages (i.e.-the cumulative result of
the obstacles which disability interposes) then he may be said to‘
be alsoc handicapped. While this useful, albeit technical, dis-
tinctioﬁ will be adhered to in this study, many authors and pro-
fessional personnel intefohange the two terms synonomously and it
is doubtful whether or not the distinction is appreciated by and
meaningful or significant to the laity. Unless otherwise stated
this study pertains to persbns who are obviously physically or

bodily disabled in some way. Pure sensory and mental disabilities

are not the main issue (see face sheet of ATDP in Appendix A-2).



CHAPTER 2.

REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL RESEARCH AND RELEVANT THEORY.

Review of Attitudinal Research Towards Physical Disability.

One of the earliest studies on attitudes towards physically
disabled persons is that by Strong (in_Barker et al., 1946, p. 78).
He asked 2,340 men betweeﬁ the ages of 20 and 60 whether they liked,
disliked or were indifferent not.only to the physically disabled
but to ﬁersons with a variety of physical and behaviéural
characteristics. Thé'men from wHom‘respDnses were éegured were in
the Following'profgssions: engineering, law, ministry, medicine,
education, writing, life insurance, selling and Y.M.C,An work.
Among other persons rated, the majofity of subjects (52%) said that
fhey were indifferent to disgbled'persons, 19% signified liking and
- 19% signified disliking. =~ Tt is interesting, althoggh\the pure sensory
disabilities are not of primary concern, that téwards blind persons
and_deaf mutes, the majority of subjects (59% in both Cases) were also
indifferent, while 25% and 16% respectively expressed liking and 16%
aﬁd 25% respectively expressed disliking. So it seems that here
overt expressed attitudes toWards physically disabled persons are
generglly not unfavourable and are often mildly favourable.
| Winkler (in Barker et al., 1946, p. 83) tested the
hypothesis that the unusual postures and movemehts of disabled persons
are sufficient in themselves iﬁ evoking unconscious negative attitudes
even though the persons afe not conscioﬁsly recognized aé disabled.
)
Action pictures of non-disabled and disabled children were presented
Itd 200 physically normalvchiléren who were asked to Jjudge them
according:to personality characteristics. The subjects were not told
vthat the pictures consisted beboth disabled and non-disabled children

and consequently some of the former were not consciously recognized

13
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a$ being disabled, Of tﬁe pictures of non-disabled children, 46%
were rated unfavourable, while those of diSabled children who were
not recognized_as disabled, 60% were rafed unfavourable. This
suggests that deeper unverbalized or covert attitudes may frequently
be unfavourable. Further investigation would be useful in Classi—
fying the nature of unverbalizéd attitudes.

Mussen and Barker (1944) have reported a study of QErbally
expressed attitudes towards physicallyvdisabled persons., - Thurstone-
type rating scales were prepared for 24 personality Characteristics
‘and then administered to 117 students at Stanford University.  Each
student waé asked . to rate not only disabled persons but also his
ideal pérson. The following descriptive phréses of the 24 pérsonality
bharacteristios fell nearest to the median disabled ratings:

'Conscientiousness: Tries harder than most.

Self-reliance: Tendency to have more than
average ... v

Kindness: WMore kind than average.

Emotional restraint: Tendency to be reserved;
seldom lets the world know his feelings.

Persistence: Quite persistent; gives up only

- after definite proof of impossibility.

Mental alertness: Intelligent; more alert
than average.

Originality: Tends to be more creative than
average. '
Religiousness:  Tendency to be more religious

than most people.
Impulsiveness: Inclined to ponder possible
results of behavior. -
Unselfishness: Marked tendency to be unselfish;
altruistic.
Friendliness: Average...
Trustworthiness: Average ...
Disposition: Average; for the most part
moderately cheerful.
Tolerance: Average ...
Courage: Average ...
Self-pity: Average ... :
Social poise and tact: Average ability and
" interest in getting along with others.
. Vitality: Average ...
- Gelf-confidence: Average ...
Submissiveness: Average ...
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Realismf Given to reverie occasionally.

‘Aggressiveness: Tendency to be milds
gentle in approach to people,

Social adaptability: Finds it somewhat
difficult to adjust to new situations.

Sensitiveness: Maore sensitive than
average' (Mussen & Barker, 1944, p.352-
353). ‘

According to these results the subjects believed that
disabledApersons tend to have behavior chafacteristics that
differentiate them from non—disébled persons in both favourable and
unfavourable Ways. The subjects believed that disabled persons
differ from the average 'in a favourable direction on teh character-
istics, that they are near the average on ten charécteristics, and
‘that they differ from the average in an unfavourabie direction on
four characteristics. Thus there were more favourably expressed
attitudes téwérds the disabled than unfavourable ones. There also
appeared to be a generaiized attitude or'bias towards disabled persons;
some subjects rated disabled persons very favourably on all the scales,
- and others.rated them very unfavourably on all the scales. However,
Mussen & Barker caution us that their findings must be interpreted in
the light of the fact that they have dealt only with overt verbal
expressions of attitudes in a‘restricted cultural milieu.

A small replication study of Mussen & Barker was con-
ducted by this researcher at the University of Cape Town in April/May,
1974, Rating scales on 23 of. the same 24 personality character-
istics ('realism' was inadvertently omitted) with an extra one,
'sexual interest,' added, making 24 characteristics wefe administeréd
to 30 first year Industrial Sociology students. Of these 17 (56.7%%)
returned their completed forms. Analysis of the results showed that

the subjects believed that disabled persons differ from the average in

a favourahle direction on fourteen characteristics, that they are near
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the average on five characteristics, and that they differ from the -
aQerage in an unfavourable directich on five characteristics.

Looking at Mussen & Barker's qucted resalts abcve,.cf their ten
favourahle characteristics, nine were found to be.Favcurable, one
average (emcticnal restraint), thus Fallihg away, and Five mcre were
added being favaurable (Friehdliness, trustwcrthiness, tolerance,
ccurage_and aggressivehess) making fourteen favourable characteristics.
0f their ten‘average characteristics, Fcur were found tclbe average,
four favourable (friendliness, trustwcrthiness, tolerance and courage)
and two unfavourable (social poise and tact and selF—canidence) thus
falling away, and one more was added beihg average (emcticnal
.restraint) making five average characteristics. of their four un-
favourable characteristics, two were found to be unfavourable, one
tavcurable (aggressiveness) thus Falling‘away,'and two mcre were

added being unFavcurable (social poise and tact and selF—ccﬁFidence)
making, with the unfavourable rated sexual interest, five unfavourable
characteristics. Thus while disabled persons were rated favourably
on-four more personality characteristics, they were rated unfavourably
_cn'cne more cerscnality characteristic, A tentative conclusion seems
to be that disabled persons are increasingly being evaluated in a

more Favcurable light.

Ray (in Wright, 1960, pp. 51-52) ccnducted an experiment
in which high school students were cresented with six photographs of
-ccllege baoys and required to rank them in craer according to a number
of behaviour and personality. characteristics. Half of the subjects
received cne-phctcgraph of a college boy in a wheelchair and five
photographs of "normal-looking' college boys. The other half
received the same photcgrachs, only here the wheelchair was

obliterated. In comparison with the physically normal looking college
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boys, the boy in the wheelchair, i.e. with the wheelchair apparent,
was Jjudged to be more conscientiousness, to aobtain better grades,
to be a better friend,to be more even-tempered, to be more religi-
ous, to fegl mere infefior, to like parties less, and to be more
unhappy.

Since 1960 studies of attitudes towards the disabled
have hecome more numerous and in general, more reliable. Many
have been aided by the development of a scale to meesure the atti-
tudes towardsvphysicaily disabled‘persons by Yuker, Block and
’ Camebell {1960). Since the Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons
Scale (ATDP) forms the bases of a number of studies, including this
one, it is necessary to discuss it in some detail. The ATDP was
'designed to serve a dual purpose; to measure the attifudes of
' physically normal persons towards disabled persons, that is,
acceptance of or prejudice against disabled persons, and to measure
~ the attifudes of disabled persons towards themselves, that is,
acceptance or rejection of.themselves and their disabilities. It
is a Likert-type scale Consisting of 20 statements to each of which
subjects éaﬁ express their degree of agreement or disagreement on a
six-point scoring scale (+3 to —3) from which a single total score
isAderieed. Each. statement suggests that disabled pereons are
‘either the same as.or different from non-disabled persons. Two
aspects of.this same~different probiem are covered by tHe etatements.
vaout'halF of the statements are formulated to bring out similarities
or differences in 'personality' Cheracteristics, while the rest
suégest that disabled persons need or do not need 'special treatment.'
A test-retest reliability of the ATDP for a sample of

132 disabled empleyees yielded a coefficient of .67, while a group
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of 76 non-disabled Hofstra College students showed a test—retesf
‘reliability coefficient of .70. The splitfhalf reliability ofal
efficient for 248 disabled employees was .76 and for 170 non-
disabledbstudents it was ,78. Yuker et al. (1960, 1966) consider
these estimates to be adequéte in view of the homogeneity of the -
populations fested and the compérativé shortaeés of the scale.

Predictable interrelationships betwezsn ATDP scores !

and other measures. of behaviour was the epproach selected to

examine the validity of the-ATDP. | With a sample of disabled
employees masf of the predictions madse wére substantiated and this,
accorqimg ;c_o Yuker et al. ,(1960) indicated the scale's validity.

The déta revealed a positivé relationship between high ATDP scoreé
:andﬂfeméles; as cémpared with males, verbal intélligencé,vjob satis—
- faction and work performancé; a negative relationship between high
ATDP.scores and age, anxiety ahd ahsenteeism; and'ﬁo relationship
between the ATDP and(education, mental status, 'lateness,' as well
as certain variables related to disability and hospitalization period
(cf. also Yuker et al., 1962). In generalizing these results it
sthld be noted that the sampie consisted of employees at Abilities,
Inc., a division of Human Resoufces Foundation, emﬁioyees who may or
may not possess the charécteristics of disabled persons in general.
In fact the results obtained by Smits (1964) are not in accord withA
the results obtained by Yuker et al. (1960; 1962) concerning the
absence of a rélationship between the extent of disability and self-
écceptance as measured by the ATDP. One of Smits' aims was to

investigate the effect of the obviousness and severity of physical

1. Unless otherwise stated, high ATDP scores indicate positive or
favourable attitudes and low ATDP scores indicate negative or
unfavourable attitudes.
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disability on the self-concept énd self-acceptance of 125 male and
76 Fémale disabled students attending 'ﬁormal’ schools in St. Louis,
Missoufi.. These 201 subjects were classed according to their
disabilities into 'cbvious' or 'subtie', 'severe' or 'mild' sub-
groups and were admihistered a scale- to elicit self-concept and self-
acceptance scores. The findings which are of interest here are
'The mean éelffcohcept score of those adolescents
", . with mild physical disabilities is significantly

higher than the mean self-concept score of those
adolescents with severe physical disabilities ...

Severely disabled female adolescents have
significantly lower self-concept scores than
mildly disabled female adolescents.

Severely disabled female adolescents have
significantly lower self-acceptance scores
than both severely disabled male adolescents
and mildly disabled female adolescents’
(Smits, 1964, p.1325).

Returning tQ Yuker et al.'s study of 1960, with a
éample of non—diSabléd Hofstra College students, all the pre-
dictions were subétantiated. Firstly, they scored lower on the
ATDP than the disabled ﬁersons (dif?erence between means being
significant) probabiyAbecause the latter accept 'disability' and
adjust to.it more easily thén,the non-disabled persohs. Secondly,
scores on the ATDP were positively related to the amount of contact
that the non-disabled person had had with the disabled person, the
nature of the contact, i.e. whether it was enjoyable or not, being
immaterial. Thirdly, as was the case with disabled females, non-
disabled females obtained higher ATDP scores than non-disabled
males. Fourthly, the students were given Edwards' (1957) Social
Desirability Scale with the ATDP to test whether.they were 'putting

up a good front' and merely responding with socially more desirable

or acceptable attitudes. The result indicated that the ATDP does
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not significantly measure social desirability.

This last finding is somewhat contrary to that of
' Feinberg (1966) who likewise studied the influence of social
desirability on measured attitudes towards the disabled although
Feinberg used the Social Desirability Scale of Crowne and Marlowe
(1954) which leads: to conclusions slightly different from those
of Edwards (1957). The point both make, however, is that 'social
desirability' is a biasing variable. .

Feinberg's sample of 157 male and 123 female under-
graduate college students (mean age 22.43 years) were administered
the Crowne and Marlowe scale on the basis of which.they were divided
into high, medium and low sacial desirability subgroups. They were
also given three attitude scales one of which was the ATDP. Social

Desirability was found to significantly influence responses to each -
of the attitude instruments. This influence would bevmodified with
changes in 'background and focal stimuli.' Firstly,
Tsignificant differences in responses to the ATDP ...
were found between subjects having high social
desirability needs who were exposed to high evaluative
test conditions and subjects having high social
desirability needs who were exposed to low evaluative
test conditions'(Feinberg, 1966, p. 1928). '
And secondly,
'significant differences in the homogeneity of attitudes
measured on the ATDRP ... were found between subjects
exposed to high evaluative test conditions and subjects
exposed to low evaluative test conditions' (Feinberg,
1956, p.1926).

Once again it must be recognized that students were
used as subjects and it is debatable whether they constitute a
representative sample of non-disabled persons. However, Yuker et al.

(1960, 1965) maintain that, although additional developments of the

scale are needed, and in fact warrantéd by the available evidence, the
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ATDP is both reliéble and valid and sufficiently well developed
' Far use with either disabled or non-disabled persons.
Siller (in McDaniel, 1969, p.24 ff.) édministered the
ATDP'tD samples of college, high school and junior high s¢hool
sfudents. The attitudes of the last two groups towards disabled
persons Were pretty much the same while college students obtained
comparatively high scores, i.e. they were more acceptiﬁg in their
attitudes towards disabléd persons than were high school and junior
high school students. Females were found to have a more favourable
attitude towards the disabled than men. In general the most favour-
able'attitudes were towards tﬁe_least visible and least functionally
handicapping disabilities.
A similar study was Conducted by Siller and Chibman
(19534) also using sampleé of college; high school and junior high
school students as well as 75 female adults all from the New York
City aréa.' The respondents were almost entirely white and mostly
from the middle socio—economic status class. The college students
-and female adults were required to fill in a Social Distance>Scale
(sDS) suitably modified for testing attitudesvtowards disabled persons.
'The SDS requires the subject to check the closest
social relationship he would be willing to have
with persons with ... {each of) eight handicaps,
along a seven-point continuum of intimacy from
"resident of another country" to "husband or wife"'
(siller and Chipman, 1954, p.833). :
The basic data revéaled 'only the'most trivial relation-
ship' between sex and AfDP scores.  Thus females-did not score
significantly higher_than»males. There was also no relationship bet-

ween age and ATDP scores. We have seen that Yuker et al. (1960) had

found & positive relationship between the ATDP and contact with the

2. The 'eight handicaps' were amputée, paralysis, cerebral palsy,
body deformation, muscular dystrophy, deafness, blindness and skin
disorders.
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disabled. - Now Arnholter (1952) using tHe ATDP found that the staff
.and professional workers of the Indianapolis Goodwill Industries
Sheltered Workshbp and Rehabilitation Center showed more accepténce
of disabied persons than the staffs of the competitive industries,
However the disabled workers at Goodwill Industries showed the least
acceptance of both non-disabled staff ahﬂ workers at Goodwill and
: compétitive industries. Bell (1962) also argued that since Yuker
et al. (1960) had found that non-disabled college students who had
had ‘'close personal‘contact' with disabled persons obtained signi-~
" ficantly higher ATDP scores thén non—disaﬁléd étudents who had had no
such-contact then it should Foliow that

' ... rehabilitation workers, who ére associated with

disabled people much of their waking hours, would

score significantly higher than a group of other

hospital employees who do not have '"close personal

contact" with the disabled' (Bell, 1962, p.184).

- The subjects Who received the ATDP'were-divided into

three groups: Group A, 40 rehabilitation workers; Group B, 30
hospital employees who only either.had a family member or a close
persbnal friend who was disabled; and Group C, 40 hospital workers
who only either knew a disabled person as a mere acquaintance or not
at all. Thé Hypothesis was not supported by the reéults and Bell
conséquently suggested that |

' ... at the present time (i.e. 1962) we can safely say
that the ATDP scale provides a measure of the attitude
that the physically disabled differ in certain ways

from the general population than that the scale measures
"degree of acceptance" of the handicapped' (p. 185).

Siller and Chipman's (1964) data indicated ‘only trivial
correlations' between experience with disabled persons and ATDP which

led them to conclude that

' regardless of the reasons, ... it would seem that
experience with the handicapped is at best only
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slightly related >to ATDP scores' '(F’. 834).

o Applying a Spearman-Brown split half'reliabiiity test,
correlationsvof .85, .83, and .75 for female aduits, college and
high séhool students respectively were obtained whiéh are higher
than those obtained by Yuker et al. (1960).

Le Compte and Le Compte (19686) compared the ratings
of Turkish students on translated versions of.the 8DS used by Siller
and Chipman (1964). In Turkey, begging is an accepted way of 1life
, _ e
for the poor and the disabled. The disabled person's inferior
social status is more or less institutionalized and is thus in con-
trast to the active upgrading activities of disabled persons in
America. Moreover, Islamic philosophy teaches all Moslems to éccept
fheir decreed fate and not to-attempt a Chanée. These considerations
led Le Compte ‘and Le Compte to hypothesize greater non-acceptance of-
disabled pefsons on the part of Turkish students thanvon the part of
Siller and Chipman's American students.

The scales used were the ATDP and the SDS. Of the
eight disability categories,3 muscular dystrophy was found, on pre-
testing, not to be well known, so it was omitted from the lisf. As
far as was possible the 212 students at the‘Gazi Institute in Ankara
vwere selected to match the American subject sample.

As had been the case with Siller and Chipman, the data
her8‘revealed no significant differences in mean ATDP scores and SDS
scores between males andvFemales. Likewise personal experience was
not found to be a factor influencing the directions of attitudes.
Comparison of sample meaﬁs.of total ATDP scores showedrthat the

American subjects exﬁressed significantly more favourable attitudes

3. See note 2.
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towards disabled perscons than did the Turkish subjects. Now
both teams of investigators also used a third scale,.the Feeling
Check List (FCL) which requires subjects

' ... to check the feelings inspired in him by

persons with each of eight disabilities, along

a seven-point scale ranging from repulsion to

affection' (Siller and Chipman 1964, p.833).
On thé FCL Turkish subjecté scofed significantly higher - had
greater positive feelings - than the American subjects, while on
the SDS the latter scored significantly higher - expressed less
social distances -~ than the Turkish subjects. Le Compte and Le
Compte tentatively suggest that these findiﬁgs may be due to the
.relatively more superficial, more casual and less intense social
contacts of Americans with their fellow ﬁen.

In the first of a series of five relateq.studies,
Richéfdson,'Goodman, Hastorf and Dornbusch (1961) report a pre-
ferential order of children when they were asked to rank pictures
of Chiidren with various physical disabilities. Working on the
suggested evidence that Jjudgments oF'others ére strongly influen-
ced by theif perceived physical characteristics and appearance,
Richardson et al. asked children to give aApreFerence ranking of
a étandard set of drawings of children of their own sex, who differ-—
ed only with respect to physical aisability.. The subjects from New
York, Monfana and California were 640, 10 and 11 year olds, Black
and White boys and girls from aifferent-social and'cultural backn
grounds. About 159 were physically disabled. Two hypotheses
were tested.

'1. The rank order of preference for pictured
children with various types of visible physical
handicaps and without a hardicap will be cult-

urally uniform. Children of diverse back-
grounds will give the same rankings.
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2. The hypothesized rank order of preference
will be:

Rark 1 — A child with no physical handicap
o (drawing A). _

Rank 2 -~ A child with crutches and a brace
on the left leg (drawing L). .

Rank 3 = A child sitting in a wheelchair with
a blanket covering both legs
(drawing W). ‘ -

Rank 4 - A child with the left hand missing
(drawing H).

Rank 5 - A child with a facial disfigurement
on the left side of the mouth
(drawing F).

Rank 6 - An obese child (drawing 0)'

(Richardson et al., 19561, p.242).

" The results supported the first hypothesis of cultural
unfiormity among 10 and 11 year old children in ranking various
disabilities., Boys and girls, disabled and non-disabled, Black and
White, urban and rural, low, medium and upper, all these sub-groups
gave uniform rankings. The second hypothesis was also supported,
except that one race group - the Puerto Ricans - reversed the rank
order of drawings H and W. Analysis of sex difference indicated that
girls liked the children with social handicaps (drawings F and 0) less
than boys, while boys liked children with functional handicaps (drawings
L,.W andrH) less than girils. From the hierachy of preference it seems
that functional handicaps are not the least liked. Richardson et al.
put forward the explanation that the face is of primary importance in
an initial assessment of another person. Liking seems to increase the
further away the disability is from the face. Facial disfigurement
" was ranked second lowest while obesity which also affects facial appea-
rance to some degree was ranked least.

Richardson et al. pose the question as to how this pre-
ferential ranking could have been learned and suggests an explanation

in terms of é 'deprecatory evaluation of persons with physical

disabilities' (P. 246). This problem is taken up by Goodman,
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" Dornbusch, Richardson and Hastorf (1963) who maintain that there is
am implicit widespread‘cultural value 'which relates to preferential
selection of different physical handicaps' (P. 430). 4 Since

'children are not taught explicitly that a child

with one kind of disability is more likeable than

a child with another kind of disability ... thase

values are likely to be implicit and are learned

in the sociolization process largely in the absence

of first-hand experience’ (Goodman et al., 1963,

p. 429).
Through the process of socialization the child is exposed to group
norms and values communicated largely through visible behaviour
patterns and thus he internalizes these norms and values. From
the fact that adults are largely responsible for the socialization
of the young, Goodman et al. hypothesized that adulfs would report
the same rank order of preFerence for drawings of children with
- various types oF_visiblé disabilities and without a disability as
the 10 and 11 year old.children expressed in Richardson et al's
(1961) study. The subjects consisted of 72 male aﬁd female adults
concerned with the rehabilitation of the physically disabled, for
instance, nurses, physical and occupational therapists, physicians,
psychologists, and social workers. They were asked to rank the same
set of six drawings as were given to the children. As before sub-
Jects were shown drawings only of children of their OWN SEX. The
results confirmed the hypothesis and revealed an identical rank order
of preferences (see page 24). That this is so for persons engaged
in rehabilitation of the physically handicapped evinces

' the pervasiveness of these culturally acquired
values even in individuals who are medically,

socially and psychologically sophisticated about
physical disabilities'(Goodman et al., 1563, p. 431).

4, Although they refer to this cultural value as being 'in our
society,' that is, in America, presumably it may be present in most
Western societies and even in most societies.
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This suggested culturally uniformity in the.perception
of physical disabilities was examined in terms of two instruments

by Matthews and Westie (1966). A sample of 144 high school students

were given the two ihstruments; a set of pictures similar to the
ones used by Richardson et al. (1951) and a séveﬁ—point Social

' Distance Scale. The Social Distance Scale used by Matthews and
Westie for their study consisted of the following:

‘ . : .
1. Would exclude this typeof person from my

school,

2. Would be willing to have this type of person
in my school, ' :

3. Would be willing to have this type of

. person in the same club with me.

4, Would be willing to have this type of
person as a friend.

5. Would be willing to date or double

" date with this person.

6. Would be willing to have this type
of person as my sister or brother.

7. Would be willing to marry or have
my brother marry this type of
person’ (p. 852). '

The subjecfs were First given the sef of pictures with
tHe Social Distance Scale and asked to record the reaction to éach
pictufe of a child on the scale and then were later given the same
pictures without the scale and requested to rank them from most
liked to least liked.

The two hypotheses being tested were: ngdents will
rank the variocus types of physical disabilities Similarly on both
thé social distance scale and the rank order preference of pictures;
Aand these rankings will be similar ﬁo the culturally uniform rankings
reported in the eérlier two studies; The Firét hypothesis was not
con?irmed~while only the ranking of types of physical disabilities on
the Social Distance Scale was similar to the hypothesized ranking With

only two adjacent ranks reversed. Interpreting the mean rank of
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each picture for the two instruments, Mafthews and Westie Suggest
that the Social Distance 8cale may be capable of making fine dis-
tincfions among pictures than the picforial ranking method, which
seems to.lack 'subtlety. |

That is, many subjects may bé reluctant to make

invidious distinctions if they feel it is not

just or proper to do so. The use of social

distance scales seems to make this reaction less

likely and therefore may produce more.complete and

perhaps more valid results' (Matthews and Westie,

1965, p. 854).

Apparently Richardson and Royce (1968) were not dis-
couraged that Matthews and Westie obtained results for the rank
ordering of pictures contrary to the suggested préferénce pattern of
Richardson et al. (1961) and Goodman et al.ﬁtIQGS);VFor they used
the séme set of six pictures andrthe same method of preferential
ranking as the threé above studies had in order to.determine the
relative importance of physical disability and skin colour in
children's preferences for other children.

The subjects were 298 boys and 589 girls; 10 ~ 12 year
olds, attending a New York summer camp.  They were all of the lower
income group and were.White, Negro and Puerto Rican. Subjects were
randomly divided into four groups. Group 1 was administered six
pictures of White children; group 2 received the identical pictures
but of Cbloured children. They then ranked the pictures in order of
preference. Race was not found to be a factor in ranking the most
- liked and least 1iked pictures. Now group 3 received the above
determined most and least liked pictufes as Coloured children and
the other four pictures as White, while group 4 receivéd the most and
least liked pictures as White.children and the other four pictures

as Coloured.

For groups 1 and 2 when skin colour was held constant,
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the same preferential ranking was Found.as that by Richardson et
al. and Goodman et al., with the non-disabled child the most liked
‘irrespective of colour. For groups 3 and 4 skin colour was also
found not to be influential in ranking fhe pictures. In short,
physical disability turned out to be é stronger factor in deter—
mining a preferential order of pictures than skin colour and to
such an extent that it largely masked preferences based on colour.
_ As‘a possible explanation Richardson and Royce put forward an inter—
esting proposition.

'The dominance of physical disability in the

children's rankings may be due in part to their

lack of first-hand experience in knowing

handicap as compared with coloured children.'

(p. 497).

" The fifth related étudy is by Riéhardson (1970) who also
used the same set of pictures in order to study certain questions
such as: How early in the liFe of a child does a consistent atti~
tude or value towards disability become manifest? " Does this atti-
tude or value-remain stable at different agé levelé or does it change
_ with age, and are there sex differences in the development of this

attitude or value?

Richardson's subjects.consisted of 530 male and 513
female children and studehts'ranging from kindergarten to senior
high school, that is, from ages five to eighteen. Adults subjects

- were 87 Fathers‘and 155 mothers. They were‘all given the pictures
and asked to rank them in preferential order as had been done in
the previous studies.

From the results one sees that, with the exceptioh of-
kindergarten, all the subjects liked the child without a handicap
more than any of the handicapped children. . Moreover,'From'grade

2 onwards, females liked the non-handicapped child more than the
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males. The child with a leg bracé and crutches'(L) and the child
in a wheelchair (W) became more liked as the age of subjects increas-
ed whereas the child without a left hand (H) and the child with a
facial disfigurement (F) became the least liked. On the.average the
obese child (0) was the least liked by males and females. Richardsgn
calls L and W 'functional handicaps' and H and F fcosmetic handicaps!'
aﬁd draws attention to tHe tendency for the older szjectS to like
L. and W better than H and F. | This author considers H to be equaily,
if not more so, a functional handicap than avcosmetic one. However,
in general thevchildren's preferences shift in an orderly Fashion at
different ages and with increasing they come closer to those of their
parents so that when the children are in.seniér high schoél their
preferences are almost identical to those of their parents. Females
exhibit these shifts_at an éarlier age than do males.

'This ordiliness in preference shifts by age provides

additional evidence that the preferences reflect

widely held learned values towards disability'

(Richardson, 1970, p. 211).

'The above Findings, that arpicture of a child without a
fdisability elicits more positive attitudes than any of the pictures
of disabled children seems fairly conclusive. Two further studies
add yet more confirming evidence. Centers and Centers (1963) were
concerned with peer group attitudes towards amputee children. A
17-item questionnaire on attitudes about appearance, social relation-—
ships, and populafity was administered to 836 school pupils ranging
in age from S to 12 years. Of the total 28 school classes, 14 had
a puﬁil with 'upper extremity amputations' wHile the other_14 had
all non-disabled pupils. Demographic variables of the subjects
were controlled as much as possible. The results showed a sig—
niFicént difference between the mean bF the 'amputee group! (—6)

and the 'hon—amputee group' (+2) confirming the hypothesis that
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peer group children express more negative attitudes towards amputee
classmates than towards non-amputee classmates. In all the classes,
amputee children were rated as the saddest, least liked, not nice
looking and the least fun to play with.
It is Centers and Centers conviction that these neg-

ative attitudes are perceived by the amputee child.

'Such a child becomes aware that the difference in

his body precipitates attitudes and possibly

‘behaviour toward him which are different from

those toward other children! (Centers and Centers,

1963, p. 131).

In reaction, the child may withdraw or display aggres-—
sion of else try.to deny'his disability with ensueing frustrations
-and tensions in coping unrealistically with his disability. What
is then important is that the attitude of peers, as well as those
of the wider social group

.»« Should be considered in the introduction of
the amputee child (and other disabled children)
into the school group. It is necessary for the
parent and the teacher not only to prepare the
amputee for the questions and stares of his peers,
but for other manifestations of rejecting attitudes’
(Centers and Centers, 1963, p. 132. Brackets
added).

As part of an investigation by Smits (1964) on the ways
of disabled persons.are perceived by others, 201 disabled adolescents
were rated by classmates. Smits found that physically disabled
~adolescents were rated significantly lower by their classmates than
were physically normal adolescents by their classmates. Another
Fihding was that 'obviously' disabled adolescents received more ex-
treme ratings from their classmates than 'subtly' disabled adoles—
cents received.

In a somewhat slightly different approach on the

attitudes towards differently disabled persons, Whiteman and Lukhoff
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(1965) examined the relationships between attitudes towards blind-
ness and blind persons and towards other physical disabilities and
physically disabled persohs. In the First'experiment,.97 first-
yearvstudents.at the New York School. of Social Work received two
questionnaires each containing six attitudinalAinQices; competence,
emotional attributes;, personal interaction, community interaetion
non;protectiveness, and conceptioh of disability. Twe—thirds of
the .subjects received the questionnaire dealing with blindness and
one—third received the questionnaire dealing with ph}sical dis-
abilities. Both centained the six indices. - It was only the last
index, testing the conception of blindness and cenceptieniof phy—
sical disability,whieh sigﬁifioantly differentiated the two groups,
with blindness assessedvmore severe-than.physical'(moterie) disabil-
ities. Since the index of eonception deals hainly with attitudes
towards blihdness, as compared with the other five indices dealing
mainly with attitudes towards blind persons, Whiteman and Lukoff
suggested that there may be a distinction between the attitudes to;
wards blindness and atiitudes towards blind persons.  The second
experiment found this to bevso, with blind persons rated more favour-—
ably than blindness. This author suggests that this may be equallyv
true for physical disabilities and physically disabled persons, the
latter being more favourably perceived than the Former;

In the third and last experiment, Whiteman and Lukoff
tested the non-significance of the other five indices cbtained in
the first experiment, that is, that there.may be little difference
between the attitudes towards blind persons and the attitudes to-
wards physically disabled persons. The results revealed no sig-

" nificant differences between attitudes towards blind personstand‘

physically disabled persons. Support was also found for the first
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experiment in that blindnesé as compared with physical disabilities
was seen as significantly more seQére, destructive and experien-
tially unidue.

Whiteman and Lukoff raise thfee questi@ns concerning
théir results. Firstly, the que§tion of the generalization of the
findings beyond a social-work étudent population. There is the

possibility that more favourable attitudes are confined to 'the wise'5

or to those who
' .. are on their guard against negative evaluations
of people, when based on the limited information
transmitted in the single quality of being blind or

physically handicapped' (Whiteman and Lukoff, 1965,
p. 145}, ‘

Secondly, they asked whether the:results show the
existence of a response set, or a tendency (conscious or unconscious)
not to say 'bad things' about.people as compared to the concept of
disability.

"One possibility isvthat the reactionftb people having
a given attribute more effectively conjures up new and
modifying characteristics that are not suggested by the
attribute itself ... Indeed, a major function of
abstractions ... may be the stripping away of the
auxilliary connotations and the focusing of attention
upon the concept per se! (Whiteman and Lukoff, 1985,
p. l4a),
This is why 'physical handicaps' may suggest unpleasantness, hard-
ships, obstructions to 'normal social life,' while 'physically

handicapped persons!' may suggest competence, persistence, ambitious-

ness, etc.

5. The 'wise' are 'persons who are normal but whose special
situation has made them intimately privy to the secret 1life of
the stigmatized individual and sympathetic with it ...' Among
the wise .number professional rehabilitation workers, nurses,
therapists, family, close friends, etc. (CF. Goffman, 1948,

p. 41, ff.) '
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Thirdly, the unfavourable feaction to blindness'as
compared to physical disabilities may:be.a function of the specific-
ity of the former as compared to the generality of the latter.

Now there is one sthy wHiqh touches upon‘Whitéman and .
Lukoff's second question and another which deals with their third
§uestion. Jaffe (1967)vmaintains that the variety of stimuli used
to elicit expressions of attitudeé towards disaebled persons, such as
photographs, written descripfions,‘labels or termé, etc., all.have
certain limitations. His study aimed to ﬁrovide information on
attitudes towards disabled persons based on written descriptions or
sketches of these persbns as comparedbwitﬁ éttitudes_bésed merely on
labelsvor terms. The three labels were 'amputees,; 'menfally re-—
tarded,' and 'former mental patients.' The three written sketches
described the person as having orie of the three disabilities; 2.d.
'he Had_a leg amputéted severai years ago and walks-with an artifi-
cial leg,' but is 'functioning adequately,' i.e. he works, is married, ..
expecting his first cﬁild, is neat of appearance, geté along with
others, etc. . The measure of aftitudes waé 22 pairs of opposite'
adjectives having a seven—point continuum, e.g. reliable-unreliable,
self-reliant - dependent, etc. ‘Approximately one;quarter of 126
senior high school students of Long Isiand evaluated the sketch of
the non-disabled pefson as well as the three labels on the 22 pairs
of adjectives, qne4quarter the sketch QF the amputee, one--guarter
the sketéh of the mentally retarded person, and one-guarter the
sketch of the former mental patient. ~According to the results,
the sketches dF disabled persons were significantly more favourably
eyaluated than the labels or terms of disabled persons. Jaffe:
_suggests that this may be due 'primarily' to the sketéhed person's

relatively adequate functioning.
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In an earlier study, Jaffe (1965) used the same three
written sketches plus a fourth one described in the identical
manner but as not having any disability, The subjects here were
477, high school students in New York and New Jersey. Contrary
~to the hypothesis, the amputee was the most favourably evaluated
- person, Data relating to the'respondenté‘ sex revealed that
Femalés rated each stimulus person more favourably than males. Data
relating'to contabt revealed that contact with each disabled'group
tended to produce more favourable attitudes, although this was
significénff/ only with mentally retarded.
‘In.conclusion,_JaFFei(1967).makes the point that
'Perhaps even for existing public attitudes, the
anticipated degree and extent of negative atti-
tudes towards the disabled may not be das great
as some studies using labels or terms suggest ...
The greater amount of information in the sketch,
and the presentation of this disabled person as
an individual, may have contributed to the more
. favourable evaluations and reduced negative
- stereotyping® (p. 559).
The studvaﬁich Focﬁses upon Whiteman and Lukoff's
(1965) third guestion (see page 33) and also continues the research
of Richardson et al. (1961) and the other related studies is the one
by Tringo (1970a, 1970b) who inveétigated the hierachy of preference
towards various groups of disabled persons. Specifically four
hypotheses were tested:
' '(1) A hierachy of preference exists wherein the

relative position of a specific disability is
consistently established. )

(2) Demographic variables of the non-disabled
~affect the extent of social distance expressed
toward specific disability groups but do not
affect the relative position of disability
groups in the Hierachy. : :

(3) - Females express less social distance (more
'acceptance) toward disability groups than do
males.
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(4) = An increase in education results in
an increase in acceptance of disability
groups' (Tringo, 1970b, p.296).
The measuring ihstrument used was a modified Bogardus
Social Distance Scale consisting of nine categories. This Dis- -
ability Social Distance Scale (DSDS) differs from the seven-cate—
gory Social Distance Scale of Matthews and Westie (1966, quoted
on'pages 20~21), who had suggested that a social distance scale
might be one of the best instruments in the investigation of atti-
tudes towards disabled persons to produce valid results. Tringd'S
(1970b) nine-category DSDS is as follows:
*Would marry.
Would accept as.a close kin by marriage.
Would have as a next door neighbour.
Would accept as a close friend
Would accept as a fellow employee.
Would keep away from.
Would keep in an institution,
Would send out of my country.
Would put to death' (p.297).
"Subjects were requested to indicate the degree of
closeness they would allow to a person with a listed disability by
-placing a number from 1 to 9 ('Would marry' - 9 'Would put to
death’ ~1) next to each disability. Twenty-one disabilities were
listed, the ones to which attention will be given being tamputee, '
'cerebral palsy,' 'dwarf,' 'hunchback,' and ‘paraplegic.'! - A
total of 455 subjects, consisting of 183 males and 272 females from
Connecticut, divided into 6 groups, participated. Group 1 was high
school students, groups 2, 3, and 4 were undergraduates, group 5 was
graduate students and group 6, rehabilitation workers.
When a t-test was applied to the group means on each af
the 22 disability variables (21 disabilities scores plus the over-

all social distance score) no significant differences were found

among groups 2 to 6, whereas group 1 was significantly differenct
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from each of the cther five groups whose results were thus pooled
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for comparison with gfoup 1. Group 1 Was significantly less
accepting on each of the disability variables. Deépite this
significant difference a correlation'coefficient_between group 1

and groups 2 - 6 was very high (r=.9470) indicating.a stable order

of preférence or hierarchy. In the disability hierarchy, a person
‘with an ulcer was ranked Firsf aﬁd second by groups 2-6 and group 1
respectively,while mental illness was ranked twénty—First (last)

and twentieth by group 1 and groups 2-6 respectively. Group 1 and
~groups 2-6 respectively ranked amputee, eighth.and sixth; para-
plégic; fourteenth and thirteenth; dwarf, eleventh and sixteenth;
cerebfal palsy, thirfeehth and fifteenth; and hunchback, ?ifteenth
and seventeenth. A very generél ranking pattern'in the hierarchy
with several exceptions was physically disabled,lfirst,,the sensory
vdiéébled,'second, and the brain injured, third. The mean score for
males on all 22 disability variables was higher than for females, i.e.
females tended to be‘md}e accepting. On 13 disability variables
(including the overall social distance score) the differences between
male and female weré signiFicant, including cerebral palsy and para-—
plegic of the five disabilities focused on here. Despite this the cor-
relationvcoeFFicient between the sexes was very high (r=.9820) indi-
catihg yet again a 'stable hierarchy of preferencel towardé the dis-
ability groups. In addition the fourth hypothesis was partly con-
Firmed in that with an increase of education and age, there was an
incréase iﬁ acceptance of disability groups. Concerning the stable
hierarchy of preference of both the two main groups and the sexes,
Tringo (1970b) maintained that this

‘... consistency of response ... indicated that
the assumption of a stereotyped conception of
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various disability groups is valid. The
existence of the hierarchy and the stereo-
typed conception of various disability
groups thus support the contention that
prejudice exists toward the disabled'

(p. 303).

Tringo, however, points out that this hierarchy needs

further confirmation in the general population and that the type

and extent of contact with disabled persons should also be ascer-
tained. Further confirmation of this hierarchy of preferenbe
was indeed Foundrby Harasymiw (1971) and Elsberry (1974). Harasymiw
used an eight—item‘social distance scale mddelled on Tringo's DSDS
on ZiOS non—-disabled lay persons, rehabilitation professionals and
disabled persons. The confirmatory'evidence appears in the find-
ings that these three subject groups expressed similar social dis-—
tance hierarchies of 20 disability groups, and that regardles; of
age, those Héving more education were found to bé more éccepting
of the disability groups. |

Elsberfy's (1974) study compared the attitudes towards |
persons with different physical disabilities as well &as determined
the relationship of attitude to several contact variables, a two-
fold purpose which Tringo (1970b) had recommended. Using collége.
students and the ATDPR, Elsberry fbund that persons with certain dis-
abilities elicited significantly more favourable attitudesbthan
others; persons with facial scars were ranked mdst Favﬁurably and
'disabled persons' were ranked least favourably. Amputees (other
than the general category of 'disabled persons') were evaluafed
more Févourably than the blind, but there was no significant dif-
ference between amputees and the deaf, and the deaf and the blind.
Elsberry ths concluded that the type of disability is an important

determinant of the favourability of college students' attitudes
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towards physically disabled persoﬁs. Concerning respondents' sex,
there Waé no significant difference between the attitudes of males
and females towards persons with different physical disabilifies.
'Concerning the contact variables, the amount, proximity, length
ard choice of contact witH peréons having spebific physical disabi-
lities did not significantly relate to attitudes.

Brodkfield (1970) used a Bogardus-type scale as well
as an Osgood-type semantio;differehtial measurement, as attitude
measures towards six attitude‘stimuli: self, ampﬁtee, péraplegic,
cardiéc, ex-tubular, and 'average normal"person. The subjects
were 387noﬁ~disabled and 124 disabled, inéluﬁing the mentioned dis-
abilities. All were employed malés, aged 28—48 years; |

Tests on Brookfiéld's four hypotheses.with'the Osgood-
type scale revealed that;(l) Attitudes towards disabled persons were
less Févéurable than attitudes towérds'non—disableq persons; (2)
The disabledvand the»non—disabled did not diFFer in their attitudes
towards self. (3) A subject's attitude towards self-related
positively to his attitude towards a disabled person. This re- |
lationship was not significant for amputees.and paraplegics., (4)
A subject‘é attitude toward self related positively tovhis perception
of;the éttitudes of others towards him. This relationship was not
significant for amputees. Although all four hypotheses were in the
predicted direction, bnly thé secénd one was completely supported.
Yet Brookfield suggested that different attitude scales may be
measuring different dimensions of attitudes since with the Bogardué—
type scale the only fully confirmed hypothesis was not confirmed in
that the attitudes of disabled subjects were not.a1Ways similar to
_those of nor—disabled subjects. For instance, the disabled subjects

expressed significantly more favcurable attitudes towards a_normal
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bperson than towards a diSébled pefsqn and in their perceived atti-
tudes fowards self than non-disabled subjects towards self.

Brookfield's suggestion seems to be substantiated not
only by her .results but aléo by those of Dixon (1975) who used the
same attitude instruments. Using a semantic differential instrument
Dixon obtained results contrary to those obtained by Brookfield on
the social distance.scale. He fouﬁd that his diéabled subjects
tended to express lower self-evaluations than did the non-disabled
subjects and fhat the disabled persons expressed generally more
favourable attituaes towards disébled persons than did the non-
disabled. It is not clear, however,'whether the latter result was
obtained on the semantic differential or the social distaﬁce scale.
If fhey were found on the social distance scale they are still
contradictory.

.. Dow (1965)_has repqrted an investigation into the rela-
tionship befween sdcio—economic position and feaction to disability.
His hypothesis hinged on a number of assumptions, particularly these
twos - |

'The lower classes, deprived of most ... (of the
paths to economic success open to the upper and
middle class) rely more heavily than the higher

. classes upon physical means to obtain success ...

i.e. the importance attached to physigque varies
inversely with social class level.

The greater the importance attached to physique,
the more severe the reaction to disability!
(p. 40. Brackets added).

And hence Dow's hypothesis:

'There is.a progressively more pessimistic and
negative reaction to physical disability as one
moves down the socio-economic ladder, and a
progressively more optimistic and positive re-
action to physical disability as one moves

up® (p.40). ) :
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_The subjects consisted of 58 children (meén age 10.8
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years ) in avconvalescent'anq rehabilitatioﬁ institution, and their
parents. fhirty families were.classified as middle class, and 28
as lower class. The hypothesis was tested in two_different ways:
Firstly,'tﬁe 'intellectual reaction to disabiiity' was determined
. by guestionnaires to both children and péfents, designed to tap their
attitudes towards the subjective and objective aspects of physical
: disability; and secondly, the 'overt reacfion ta disability' was
" determined by interviewing one parent in each family who discussed
the thluence, meaning, eté;,‘of the disabilify.to the Family.v It
is not necessary to analyse'the'ratﬁér involved énd full results
obfained From‘the guestionnaires and'interviews. What is important
though, is that, in the first instance 'intellectual reactions' to
disabilities was not found to be related to social class positions.
Both.Qppef and middle class Familiés displayed |
L a uniformly positive pattern of attitudes

toward disability and institutionalization'

(Dow, 1965, p.50).
Likewise, in the second instance, 'overt reactions' to disabilities
were found to be unrelated to social class positions. 'Overt re-—
actions' or the actual beﬁaviour patterns towards disability and
institutionalization were defined as either Ealanced or extreme and
were more a function of the number of children (including the dis-—
abled child) per family rather thén social class.

Whaf of the two assumptions upon which Dow based his
hypothesis? These were re-examined by evaluating.the emphasis on
physique of both parents and children. The importance of physique
was compared with the importance of personality, economics, and

intellect. In the parental 'value system' the dominant ranking
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pattern was personality first, intellect second, economiqs third,
and physidue QF least importarce. Only 8 of the 97 pérents ranked
‘physique in any position other than of least importance. In the -
disabled children's 'value system' the dominant ranking pattern was
personality first, intellect second, physigue third and economics
as least important. Twenty—six Childreﬁ rankéd physigue in any
position other than of third importénce (12 ranked physigue first,
11 second, and 3 last). |

'In any event, neither the parents; nor the children's

evaluation of the relative importance of physique was

significantly related to social class position! (Dow,

1965, p. 60).

The opinion is well held thaf tﬁe prejudioiai attitudes
OF_the non—~disabled majority towards their disabled fellow citizens
' piaces the latter in a minority status not very much unlike the
status of the more commonly identified minority groups. Few studies
have investigated physically disabled persons as a minority out-group
or tésted the validity that they do hold a minority status. One such
study is that of Chesler (1965) whose purpose was to assess persons’
attitudes towards a variety of ethnic, as well as nonéthnic, e.g.
disabled,_minofity groups. He cites literature showing that in-
tolerance toﬁards one minority group is usually accompanied by in-
tolerance towards other minority groups. Now Chesler argues, that
if ethnocentrism, that is, high esteem for one's own group and re-—
jection of most other groupé, is general in character, as the lite- .
rature suggests, then physically disabled persons as an out-group
should be.subject to the same rejection and negative attitudes as are
other. minority groups. He thus states two hypotheses
'Individuals who exhibit ethnocentric attitudes
toward one particular minority group, will ex-—

press similar attitudes toward a variety of
other out-groups ... (Secondly,) Individuals
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who expfess ethnocentric attitudes toward various

out-groups, will express similar attitudes toward

physically disabled persons' (p. 879. Brackets

added). ' _

A 34 item Likert-type scale, the Intergroup Relations
Scale (IRS) was developed by Chesler to ﬁeasure ethnocenfriam in
terms of a persdn'é attitude'towards 13 religious, racial,.social
class, and natiocnality groups. Both the IRS and the ATCDR were
admihistered to 77 Hofstra students and 243 high school students
“attending a human relations conference. Chesler recognized that
the high school students were-thus probably atypicai of the adol=~
.escent school population and more like the university students in
vital respects. In Faét, both groups’ scorés did not diffef'sig~
nificantly on either scale. Ali four measures of ethnocentrism
corfelated positively with each other, thus confirming the first
hypothesis, that is, persons who express ethnocentrism towards
racial groups are also likely to express similar attitudes towards
religious, natiﬁnality‘and social class groups, as well as tovout«
groups in general. fhe secqnd hypothesis wasvalso confirmed with
subjects scoring high on the IRS indicating ethnocentrism and low
on the ATDP indicating rejection of the disabled. In addition,‘
two findings substantiated those of Yuker et al. (1960). Females
and those who had had contact with the disabled séored significant—-
ly higher oﬁ'the AfDP,_indiGating a greéter acceptance of disabled
persons, than males and those who had had no contact.
. A second study. concerning disabled persons as a minor-

ity group is that by Harasymiw (1971) who attempted
| 'to validate the concept that the handicapped
person 1s viewed as a member of a minority
group' (p. 2482).

Harasymiw administered an eight-item social distance scale modelled
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on thé Tringo Disability Social Distance Scale (1970b, see above

p. 35) and the Bogafdué Social Diétance.S;ale to 2106 non-disabled
lay persons, rehabilitation professionsals and disabled persons who
were ail requested to rate 20 disability, 20 ethnic and 20 occupa-
tional grouﬁs, Suppoft was found for the contention thét, in terms
of social distance, disability groups arevseen in a similar way to
ethnic minority groups in that there was a high correlation between
attitudes towards disability groups and towards ethnic gfoups with
valmost half of the 20 disability groups eliciting more social dis—
tancé than the ieaat aéCepted ethnic group. In additidn; all the
' disability groups were ‘more stereotyped' than WBre the ethnic or
Dccupafional grouns.

Jordan (1968).has conducted a cross—-cultural study on
a very lérge écalen Elshorate data analysisis one of the attri-

- butes of this colossal research. An in—depth anélysis of Jordan's
broject is ﬁot neceséary and only relevant fact and findings will be
presented here. Hypotheses Concerhing disabled persons and educa-~
.tion will be discussed.. Hypotheses bearing no relation to dis-—
ability will, of course, be omitted.

Attitudes towards education and towards disabled per-
sons were examined inveleven nations: United States, Costa Rica,
Colghbia, Peru, England, Holland, France, Yugoslavia, Denmark,_Japan
and Belgium. The subjects (approximately 2493) were four ‘'occupa-
tional or interest groups:' elementary and secondary teachers (),
managerial and executive personnel (M); white collar workers and
labourers (L); and.special educators and rehabilitation personnel
(SER). The subjects were each administered a 20 item Attitudes

Towards Education Scale and a modified ATDP scale, the primary
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modification being a reduction of the-responée categories for eachf
conteht item from six to four. Each scale had questions after each
chntent item to measure the intensity with which that attitude was
held. Three other guestionnaires were also administered to record
a. number oF-iﬁdependent variables such as personal values,.contgct,
change orientation, institutional Satisfaction, religiﬁsity and
'several demographic variables.

Hypothesis 1 and 2 stated :

'Persons who score high in need for power and
control over others or in need for recognition and
achievement will tend to score (a) Low in prog-
ressive attitudes toward education, 6 (b) high on
- traditional attitudes toward education, and (c)
low (high ATDP scores) in positive attitudes
toward disabled persons' _(Jordan, 1968, p.34).

The hypothesis for ‘'high in need for power énd control' and 'high
ATDP scores, i.e. H-lc (the ther hypotheses will be discussed with
this notation) was not supported in any nation. The hypothesis .
For 'high'in need for recognition and achievement'vand'high ATDP

scores' (H—ZC) was supported only in Columbia.
Hypothesis 3 stated:

'Persons who score high in the need. to help others
to be generous, will score (a) high in progressive

- attitudes toward education, (b) low in traditional
attitudes toward education and (c) high (low ATDP
scores) in positive attitudes toward disabled
persons' (p. 35).

H-3c wasvsupported only in the United States.
Hypothesis 4 -stated:
"Women within and across nations will score higher-

than men in (a) the need to help others, (b) pro-
gressive attitudes toward education and (c)

6. 'Emphasizes the problem solving approach and de-emphasizes sub-
ject matter for its own sake. Equality and warmth rather than dis-
cipline are valued ... ' (Jordan, 1968, P. 5).

7. 'Emphasizes subject matter for its own sake and discipline is
considered important' (Jordan, 1968, p.5). '
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positive attitudes toward disabled persons!
- (p.39). :
H-4a was supported in all natians except in England, France and
Denmark. It was not tested in Belgium. H-4c was supported only in
the United States and Columbia, whereas across all'the nations fe-
males scored significantly higher than males in positive attitudes
towards disabled persons.
Hypothesis 5 stated:
'The more freguent the contact with education or
disabled persons the higher will be the scores on
the intensity statements of the (a) progressive
attitudes toward education and (b) traditional
attitudes toward education, and (c) ATDP scales
regardless of the positiveness or negativeness
of the attitude content' (p. 40).
H-5c was in this direction in nine nations, reaching significance
in five of these nations. It was not tested in England, and was
directionally opposite in the United States. This, supported by
- unconfirmed findings for H-5a and 5b led Jordan to suggest the
hypothesized relationship between contact and intensity of attitudes
_may hold when the attitudinal object is a personal one such as dis—~
abled persons rather than a conceptual one such as education, One
could postulate the concept ‘'disability' in the place of the concept
'education.' In fact, it will be remembered that Whiteman ard
Lukoff (1965) and Jaffe (1967) had found that students expressed
more fTavourable attitudes towards disabled persons than towards the
concept or label of disability'without the additional variables of
contact and intensity.

Hypothesis & stated:

'High fregquency of contact with education or with
disabled persocns 8 will be associated with

8. '"Or with disabled persons' seems to have been omitted on.page a3
through a printing error (CF. Jordan, 1968, p.22 and descriptive
results, p.43). : ‘
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favourable attitudes toward (a) progressive :
education, (bt) traditional education, or
(c) disabled persons if frequency is con—
current with (a) alternative rewarding
opportunities and (b) engoyment of the.
contact' (p. 43)

H-6c was supported in all ten nations. It was not tested in Costa
Rica.,
Hypothesis 7 stated:

'People who score high on change orient—
ation will score (a) high on progressive
attitudes toward education, (b) low on
traditional attitudes toward education,
and (c) high on positive attitudes to-
ward disabled persons' (p. 46).

H-7c was supported in eight nations. In Columbia and Japan it.
was not bonfirmed and in Costa Rica it was not tested.
Hypothesis 8 stated:

'‘Persons who score high on satisfaction with -
the performance of designated social in-
stitutions will score (a) low on progress—
ive education, (b) high on traditional edu-
cation, and (c) low on positive attitudes
toward disabled persons' {p. 48).

H-8C was supported in all ten nations. - Costa Rica was omitted.
Hypothesis 9 stated:
'Persons who score high on religiosity will
score (a) low on progressive education, (b)

high on traditional education, and (c) low
on positive attitudes toward the disabled'

(p. 48).

All three parts of this hypothesis received only very limited sup-
port in the ten nations. Once-again Costa Rica was omitted.
Hypothesis 10 stated:
'The SER group, within and across nations, will
have more positive (i.e. low scores) towards
disabled persons than will persons in other
occupational groups' (p. 48).

This hypothesis was supported with varying degrees of significance

in five nations and was significant across nations.

9. A few figures in Jordan's descriptive results of this hypothesis
do not correspond with the figures from his tabulated results.
The latter have been cited.
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It was statistically significant iﬁ the opposite hypothesized dir-
ection in Peru and England. In Holland, Yugoslavia, Denmark and
Belgium the hypothesis was not confirmed. In three nations (Peru,
England and Yugoslavia) fhe M group was most positive toward the
disabled; in two nations (Hollénd and Denmark) itvwas the L group;
and in one nation (Belgium) it was the E group. Only in Peru and
England was the SER grDuD the least favourable; in Holland Japan |
group E waé the least favourable; in the United States and Denmark
group M was the least favourable; and in the remaining five nations,
group L was the least favourable towards disabled persons. In
addition it was found that females of the SER group had more positive
attitudes than males of the.SER group both within and across natiohs.
Hypothesis 15 stated :

*Attitudes towafd (a) progressive education and

toward (b) disabled persons will be more

positive as one moves from low to high on the

_socio—economic—educational_continuum of
development ' (p. 63).

H-5b was partially supported bylgroups E and M while it was in this
direction for the SER and L groups. According to Jordan this further
supﬁorts the assertiaon that physicaily disabled persons are viewed
'more positively in developed nations.

This broéd research by Jordan (1968) is the consequence
of several.doctorél studiés which all used more or less the same
variables, hypotheses and methodology, etc., as.dordan did.. The
investigators were part of a large research programme developed
and supervized by Jordan at Michigan State University. The original
reséarch problem of étudying cross—culturally the structure content
and determinants of attitudes towards education and towards physically

disabled persons already motivated fourteen doctoral dissertations

prior to Jordan's cited publication. For instance, Felty (1956)
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undertook research on the above in San Jose; Costa Rica; Friesen
(1966) in Bogata, Columbia, Lima, Peru and the Uhited Sfates; Cessna
(1967) in Japan; Dickie (1967) in Kansas; and Krieder (19567) in
Belgium, Denmark, England, France,'the Netherlands, and Yugoslavia°
According to Jordan, more are underway.

| Several studies have attempted to relate -ontact or
familiarity with or knowledge of disabled persons to attitudes to-
wards them, usually testing éome other variable or variables.at the
same time. Webb (1964 ) inQestigated familiarity as well as percep-
tual modes in the social acceptance of physically disabled college
students by physically normal University of Illinois students. Con-
cerning perceptual modes, Webb devised the Speech, Appearance and
Motion Questionnaire (SAMR) as 'a measure of discrimination of dis—
abled Speeth appearance and motion.' Results indicated that pat—~
terns of disabled motion were réjected more than those of disabled
Speéch and disabled appearance. - Moreover; scores on the SAMR were
indirectly related to scores on the ATDP, as the measure of social
acceptance in that students with nonQdiscriminating SAMR scores were
more accepting of disabled persons than others with discriminating
scorés. Concerning perceptual modes, Webb devised the Speech,
Appearance and Motion Questionnaire (SAMQ) as 'a measure of discri~
mination of disabled speech, appearance and motion.' Results
indicated that patterns of disabled motion were rejected more than
those oF,disabled speech and disabled appearance. Moreover, scores
on-the SAMZ were indirectly related to scores on the ATDP, as the
measure of social_acceptance in that studentslwith non-discriminating
SAMR scores were more accepting of disabled persons thaﬁ pthers with
discriminating scores. Concerning Familiarity; there was a direct

increase in social acceptance with increasing familiarity with dis-
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abled persons.

Knittel (1964) examined familiarity and certain demo-
gfaphic variables by cémparing the attitudes towards disabled
pefsons between childreﬁ who had a physically'disabled sibling and
children who did not. The subjects were two matched groups of 30
male'and-15 female school cHildren, agéd-B to 17 years. . Subjects
ﬁf only the . one group had a disabled sibling. Threé'attitudeAscales
werevused, one of which was the ATOP.

The .results of comparisohs between the two groups and
subjects revealed that, firstly, with subjects who had a disabled
sibling, .the Dlder the subjects thé mbre.Favourable were tﬁe attitude
,scofés, but.with subjecté who did»not-have a disabled sibling; the'
:younger the subjects, the more favourable were the attitude scores.
Secondly, sugjects who had a disabled sibling, as compared to those
whb did not, responded more Favourébly to guestions COncerning a
disabledvﬁerspﬁ's social activities. Thifdly, no significant.dif—
Ferenﬁes of attitudes towards disabled persons were found between
sexes or with varying:iﬁtelligehce or according to the total number
of siblings. | |

Genskow and Maglione (1965).have examined the relation—
ships between familiarity with disability and dogmatism and the ex-—
presséd attitudes of studenté towards the disabled.  Three hypotheses
were tésted. First, the more Familiar a group of persons are with
disabled persons, the more positive will their attitudes be towards
the disabled. Second, when guestionnaires are administered by a
disabled person to the group more Familiér with aisabled persons they
will reacf more positively towards the disabled than tﬁey would when

a non-disabled person administered the questionnaires and vice versa
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for the less familiar group. Third, high dogmatiém, i.e. highly
intolerant, authofitarian béhaviour, will be associated with
negativé attitudes towards disabled persons. Subjects were 111
students at Indiana and‘Illinois State Universities, the latter
having an exténsive programme For'physically Qisabled students, tHe
Former not; By this criterion the Illinois subject were designated
the familiar group, F (althOUQh the actual amount of cOntéct with dis—
. abled persons was not ascertained) andAthe Indiana subjects the un-
familiar group, U, The two questionnaires used were the ATDP,  to
measure attitudes towards disabled persons, and Rokeach's (1960)'
Dogﬁatism Scale (DSJ, to measure dogmatism. These were administered
by persons pbsing'as 'disabled' in a wheelchair and then as 'non-
disabled' for each group. |

It was found that group F (familiar with disabled per-
sons) reported signiFioantly_more positive attitudes towards the dis-
abled than did group U {unfamiliar with disabled pérsons). On the
DS the two groups alsoc differed significéntiy with group F_less dog~- .
matic. Di%Ferences between the two groups on the ATDP when adminis—
tered by an 'ablé—quied' person were signifiéaﬁt oﬁly'at the .15
level, whereas differences when administered by a wheelchair-bound
person were highly significant (p= .005). However, the overall
influence of an able—ﬁodied versus wheelchair—bound administratbr
upon attifUdes was so. low,although in the hypothesized direction,
that Genskow and Maglione tentatively re jected their second hypo-
thesis. The'third hypothesis was in the predicted direction, but
the correlations between dogmatism and attitudes towafds disabled
persons were not significant, although group F reported a“siga

nificiantly less dogmatic, more open-minded approach.
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- Further research on the relationéhip betweeh.dagmatism
and attitudes towards disabled persons may indeed reveal significant
correlation since‘Tunick (1973)'Found a relationship between authori-

\famanism, religious and demographicivariables and attitudes towards
disabled pefsons. Specifically of his 105 non-disabled subjects

| those who held unfavourable attitudes towards disabled teﬁded to be
authoritarian, religiously orthodox, moderate church attenders, older,

 from a farm backgrqund, and had lived:in'the community for a longer
vperiod:oF time than'ﬁersons with favourable attitudes. Although
Tunick does ndt state whether the oppositevig true for favourably
dispoéed persons, presumably this is:the case, a presumption gained
péftly from the only information given: that they tended to be low

‘ éhurch éttenders, from a_non;Farm background, ahd had a high levei‘
of formal education. |
Palmerton (1965) is oﬁe of the researchers who worked
under dorﬁah (1968) at MichiganIS£ate Univeréity. He narrowed his
polleégues' field of étudy and only investigated the relationship of
:peréeived amount .and perceived nature of contact and amount of infor-
mation or knowledge about disabled persons with the attitudes of
coilege cduhselﬁrs towards physibaily disabled persons. For this
purpose, four hypotheses were formulated, tHree of which are relevant
~here. . They are similar to the ones quoted above in Jordan's (1968)
study: | | |
l; 'High freguency of cbntact with disabled persons

would be positively related to more intense attitudes
toward disabled persons. '

2. 'High  frequency of contact with disabled persons,
when combined with (a) enjoyment of the contact, (b)
easy avoidance of the contact and (c) available
alternative rewarding contacts, would be positively
related to positive attitudes toward disabled persons.'

3. 'High amount of information or knowledge about
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disabled persons.would be positively related
to positive attitudes toward disabled persons!
(Palmerton, 1568, p.4828).

His sample consisted of 81 American college counsel-—
lors who had received and feturned instrument packets with self-
administering airections, packeté which consisted of the same
measurement instruments used by Jordan (1968) and others.  The 81
subjects represented a 75% response return.

When the hypotheses were tested, the first one was con-
firmed, the second was only conditionally canirmed in that high
Freqﬁency of coﬁtact, enjoyment and alternative rewards did, relate
positively to positive attitudes towards disabled persons, but ease
of avoidance related negatively at a signifiqant level to positive
attithes towards disabled persoﬁs. The third hypothesisiwas not
confirmed, the results revealing that instead a small negative re-
lationship between information and positive.attitudes. Palmerton
suggests  that the.results of the third hypothesis may possibly in-
dicate that the better informed counsellor, rather than~having nega~
tive attitudes towards disabled persons, see the disabled. as having
special problems aﬁd unique needs. He therefore guestions the ATDP's
- underlying assumptions of eduating negative attitudes towards dis-—
abled persons with the view that they are ‘different' from physically
normal ﬁersons. '

Now Higgs (1972) éddressed himself to this problem by
re-examining the relative roles of information level and degree of
contact on attitudes towards disabled persons.  His subjects inclu-
ded 134 secondary school students, 117 college undergraduates and
125 college counsellors and parents. Each subject was requested to
complete the ATDP, a knowledge test about speCiFic disabilities and

a contact rating index. Contrary to Palmerton's (1968) finding a
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 direct relationship waslfound between amount of information and
degree of contact and attitudes towards disabled persons for all
three subject groups. Two other results reVealeo that the seoond~
ary school group possessed less information, a lower contact index’
o and less positive attitudes towards physically disabled persons than
the other groups and that females generally possessed more informa—
tion, a higher.contaot index,. and moro positive attitudeo than did

males.

That.oonoludes this seotion on empirical research info
the attitudes towards physical disability. 'The feview is extensive
and in parts, coverage is full, but it 'is not exhaustive. Indeeo
tﬁis was not the purpose which was rather to ofesent salient points
of atfitudinal research having some relévance and bearing on the
‘ subjeot.matter.of this study. Two noteable Featureo are that,.
firstly, several investigators arrive at the same result about the
 same problem, and secondly, this happy situation is short—lived,rfor
" soon one finds that there are equally as many investigators who stody
the same problem but reach different rosults. Sometimes the oppo-
site forces afe not so evenly arranged and it is two who confirm and
ooe who refutes or whatever.. In such cases of ambiguity, when>no
clear cut-and-dried situation exists, the best method in deciding to
adopt one finding and not its-oonverse, is to look at the particular
researcher's theory, his methodology and his data analyses. But even
then, ohoooing can be difficult and must await still further eQidenoe.
.It has aiready been oeen how different technigques, suppcsedly measur-
ing the same dimensions of a specific problem, sometimes used by the

same investigator, may possibly yield different results.
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In summary, the following are the chief findings which
emerged from the foregoing review. Findings which are in some way
related are indicated thus through alphabetic sub~-division:

la. Disabled and non-disabled do not differ
"in their attitudes towards selF_(BrdokField, 1970).

1b, Disabled and non-disabled differ in their
attitudes towards self (Brookfield, 1970;
Dixon, 1973).

lc. = Attitudes towards the non-disabled are more
favourable than towards the disabled (Brookfield,
1970; Centers and Centers, 1953; Goodman et al.
1963; Matthews and Westie, 1966; Richardson,
1970; Richardson et al., 1951; Richardson and
Royce, 1968;. Smits, 1964).

1d. Attitudes towards the disabled are more
favourable than towards the non-disabled (Dixon,
1973; Jaffe, 1965). :

le, Non-~disabled persons score lower on the
ATDP than disabled persons (Yuker et al., 1960).

1f,. Disabled persons score lower on the ATDP
than non-disabled persons (Arnholter, 1952).

1g. College students score higher on the ATDP
than high and junior high school students (Higgs,
1972; Siller, 1953).

2a. There is a cultural uniformity in ranking
various physical disabilities (Richardson et al.,1951;

Richardson and Royce, 1968). _ : X

2b. There is an hierarchy of preference towards
disability groups, that is, different physical
disahilities elicit different attitudes towards
them (Elsberry, 1974; Goodman et al., 1953;
Harasymiw, 1971; Matthews and Westie, 1956;
Richardson et al., -195]1; Smits, 1964; Tringo,
'1970a, 1970b; Whiteman and Lukoff, 1965).

2c, Disabled persons as compared to the label
or concept of disability are more favourably
evaluated (Jaffe, 1967; Whiteman and Lukoff,
1965). _

2d. Patterns of disabled motion are more
negatively evaluated than disabled speech
and disabled appearance (Webb, 1964).

2e. For disabledbpersons,‘no relationship
exists between ATDP scores and age at which the
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person became disabled and the type and extent of
- disability (Yuker et al, 1960, 1962).

2F, Mildly disasbled adolescents have a higher self—
concept score than severely dlsabled adolescents
(Smlts, 1964 ).

3. Disabled persons with a low anxiety. count score
high on the ATDP (Yuker et al., 1950).

4a. There is a positive relaticnship betwesn atti-
tudes towards disabled persons and amount of contact
or familiarity with them (Arnholtsr, 1962; Cessna,
1967; Chesler, 1965; Felty, 1958; Genskow and

- Maglione, 1935; Higgs, 1972; Jaffe, 1965; Jordan,
19568; Palmerton, 1968; Siller and Chipman, 1964; .

- Webb, 1964; VYuksr et al., 1960) ' ,

4h, There is no relationship between attitudes to-
wards disabled persons and amount of contact with them
(Bell, 1962; Dickie, 1967; Elsherry, 1974 ).

4c., There is a positive relationship between attitudes
towards disabled persons and amount of information

or knowledge about them (Felty, 19685; Higgs, 1972;
Friesen 1966; Jordan. 1968). '

4d. There is no relationship between attitudes to-
wards disahled persons and amount of informaticn or
knowledge about them (Palmerton, 1958].

S5a. For non-disabled peréons, there is no relation-
ship between ATDP scores and age (siller and Chipman, .
1984).

5b. For non»disébled persons, there is a positive
.relationship between ATDP scores and age when age
~1s linked with familiarity (knittel, 1564).

5c. Non-disabled persons younger than average have
more favourable attitudes towards disahled persons
than those who are older (Knittel, 1954; Richardson,
1970; Tunick, 1973). : E

5d. Disabled persons younger than average have high
scores on the ATDP (Yuker et al., 19563).

6a. Non-disahled females have more Favourable atti-
tudes towards disabled persons than non-disabled males
(Chesler 1965; Dickie, 1957; Higgs, 1972; Jaffe,
1965; Jordan, 1588; Krieder, 1967; Richardson, 1970;
Siller, 1963; Tringo, 1970h; Yuker et al., 1960).

- Bb., There is no difference in attitudes towards dis-—
abled persons between males and Temales (Elsberry, 1974,
Knittel 1964; Le Compte and Le Compte, 1965; Giller
and Chipman, 1964). .
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6c., Disabled females score higher on the ATDP than
disabled males (Yuker et al., 1960).

Sd. Severely disabled females have lower self-
acceptance scores than severely disabled males or
mildly disabled females (Smits, 1964).

7a. For non-disabled persons, there is a positive
relationship between attitudes towards disabled
persons and education, (Harasymiw, 1971; Tringo,
1970b; Tunick, 1973). ’

7b. For non-disabled persons, -there is no difference
among persons with varying intelligence and their
- attitudes towards disabled persons (Knittel, 1964).

: 7C. For disabled persons, no relationship exists
between ATDP scores and education (Yuker et al., 1960).

Ba. Physical disabilities elicit stronger negative
reactions than the racial criterion of skin colour
(Richardson and Royce, 1968).

8b. Persons who manifest a high rejection of
minority outgroups alsoc express rejection of
~ disabled persons (Chesler, 1965).

B8c. Persons who express high dogmatism also express
negative attitudes towards the disabled (Genskow
- and Maglione, 1965; Tunick, 1973). :

g. There is no relationship between attitudes to-
wards the disabled and social class position.
(Dow, 1965; Richardson et al., 1961).

10.  Non-disabled persons high on religiosity score
low on positive attitudes towards dlsabled persons
(Jordan, 1968; Tunick, 1973).

11. For disabled persons, no relationship exists
between ATDP scores and marital status (Yuker
et al., 1960).

12. Disabled persons with high job satisfaction
- score high on the ATDP (Yuker et al., 1960).

Theoretical Foundations of the Study.

Heider's (1958)'ba1ance theory focuses upon the ways

people view their relations with other people and with their en-

vironment.

The analysis centers around the relationship of a

person, p, to another person, o, or to an impersonal entity, x,
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which may be a situétion, an event,; & thing, an idea, etc.:- When
x denotes a personal éntity, ﬁhe letter q is'éubstituted. Two
types of relation, betweeﬁ p, 0 and x are distinguished; sentiment
relations'and.unit relations. Sentiment refers to the way p feels
about.or evaluates G or X. Positive sentiment relaticns exist when
p-likes, approves, admires, etc., o or x. This is written plo or
plx. Negative sentiment relations exist when p dislikes, réjects,
Aerogates,_etc. 0 or x. Tthis is Written p~Lo or p-Lx. A unit |
comprises twﬁ separate entities perceived as.belﬁnging together in
some special way - a unit relation. Conditions that may lead to
unit relations are such Unitwférming factors as similarity, member-
ship, prdximity, possession,lcommon fate, familiarity, etc. The
' notation U signifies a unit relation so that pUo may mean ﬁ is
similar (in,‘say; disabiliﬁy) to, or is'Familiér with, efc., 0.
Likewise - U'lo signifieé a negative unit relation; in béth types
of felations, all three entities, p - x — o, can be involved or only
two, p énd either o or x, can be involved.
A baéic assumption of Heidef is that sentiment relations

and unit relations tend towards a.balanced state.

'"The concept of balancéd state designates a situation

in which the perceived units and the experienced sen-

timents co-exist without stress; there is thus no

pressure toward change' (Heider, 1958, p.176).

-There is thus mutuél-interdependence between sentiment

relation and unit relations, that is, between p's liking for o and
p's perceivedlbelongingness with o. If an unbalanced state exists,

certain forces (see below) will arise to restore the unbalanced

10 . These notations or signs characters are from Heider (in
Fishbein, 1967). Elsewhere Heider (1958) uses DL for -L and
not U for -U. - '
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'state. If this change is not possible the unbalanced state pro-
duces tension. The conditions of a balanced state arevcontained
"in two hypotheses:
‘(a) 1In the case of two entities, a balanced state
exists if the relations between them is positive (or
negative) in all respects, i.e. in regard to all
meanings of L and U {or -L and -U) ...
(b) In the case of three entities, a balanced state
exists if all three relations are positive in all
respects, or if two are negative and one positive'
(Heider, in Fishbein, 1967, PP 40-41., Second
brackets added).
In everyday social life there is émple evidence for
a preference For balanced states, so thau w1th states of imbalance
there are stresses to change. Changes to a harmonious situation
san take place either in the sentiment or in the uhit relations
through actions or through cognltlve reorganization' on the part
of the entities.

_This is an outline of Heider's balance theory of senti-
ménts. Discussion may now follow on several cases of balance bear-
ing directly upon attitudes towards disability. Heider himself
is not concerned with any one particular group of persons to which
his theory could apply. His ﬁheory is orientated towards the ways
‘people in general view their relationship with other people. This
is why only those.cases of balance which, in the author's opinion,
are applicable to disabled pefsons and disability are discussed here.

The first case is fhe similarity betwsen p and o.

_ 11
According to Heider (1958) if p is similar to o this induces D

11. 'The word induce refers to a tendency or force towards the
.realization of the second relation rather than to its actual
production inasmuch as forces against the tendency may exist

in the situation’ (Heider, 1958, p. 183).
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to like o, or p tends to like a similar o. fhus a disabled person
p will tend to have Fevourable or positive attitudes towards another
disabled person o. The fact. that similarvpersons tend to associate
‘and to like other is exemplified in many proverbs.. Indeed, seman-
tically the Qerb *like' means 'similar' as ae_adjeetive. But Heider
(1958) points out fHat one can only assume that similarity creates a
tendeecy towards liking. The associaticn between similarity and
liking was demonstrated by Fiedler, Warrington end Blaisdell (1952).
Given a sociometric choice in a sociel group the 16vcollege frater—-
nity male squects perceived persons they liked best.as more similar

" to themselves than those they liked least. Perceived similarity is

important here, for in reality the subjects were no more similar to
their best-liked fellow-men than to their least liked fellow-men.
Thus it seems that
'the unit-forming factors (in this case, similarity)
refer to p's experience of them rather than to the
objective state of affairs' (Heider, 1958, p. 185).
On'the other hand, Newcomb (1956) maintains that
.+« the possession of similar characteristics pre-
disposes individuals to be attracted to each other
to the degree that those characteristics are both
observable and valued by those who observe them! 2
(p. 577).
Under certain circumstances similarity can induce dis-—
liking as when similarity carries undesirable connotations. A
disabled person may dislike another or other disabled pefsons be-
cause the other person's disability may be an unpleasant reminder
of his own, when all the time he wishes to deny or forget his dis-
ability. Here an unbalanced state prevails. The disabled pereon
may thus have conflicting attitudes, tending towards positive atti-

tudes, (he is, after all, disabled himself) while still disliking

disabled persons in general to the extent that he does not wish to



&1

associate with them.

The second casevis the dissimilarity between p and o.
According to Heider (1958) if p is dissimilar to o this induces p
"to dislike o, or p tends to dislike a person different from himself.
Thus a person will tend to have unfavourable or negative attitudes
towards ;dissimilar' persons, e.g._physically disabled pefsons. At
first glance it may seem that 'opposites attract' would prove to be
the exception, but sihce they have a common purpose to pursue the tWo
apparently dissimilar entities may be considered, in a sense; similar.
However, the point of the matter is that if these two caseé are con-—
V sidered disabled persons on the whole should express more favourable
attitudes towards the disabled than should non-disabled persons.

The third case is the interaction and proximity of p and
O. While these.two relations are not necessarily linked there ié
often a causal connection between them. According to Helder (1958)
if p is in contact with o this induces p to like o. Hence a person
is likely to have favourable attitudes towards a disabled pérson with
whom he has had contact, either through interaction or proximity.
Moreover, a Furthef aésumption could be that the person who has had
conﬁact with disablea persons would have more favourable attitudes

towards the disabled than-a person who has had no contact. But it

is not infrequently that proximity or interaction leads to negative

" attitudes, despite the many researches cited by Heider in support of
the assumﬁtion that interaction or proximity increases positive
attitudes. Park and Burgess (1924) put the situation in a nutshell;

"Love and hate, longing and disgust, sympathy and
hostility increase with intensity of association
+o. The fact is that with increasing contact
either attraction or repulsion may be the
outcome, depending upon the situation ...
(pp. 282-283). '

1
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'Depending upan thé situation' holds the key to the clg;ification
~of the relationship betWeen cﬁntact and positive or negative attitudes,
and the restatement of fhé above assumptions. This_problem will be
examined later,_after Heider's fourth and-FiFth cases of balanced
states.
The fourthiéase is the Familiarity’between p and o.
.Accordingvto Heider (1958) p tends.io like a familiar o. Familiarity
is related toc proximity and interaction in so far asrfamiliarity is
f{;creased thrdugh proximity and interaction. Hence a disabled per-
son, -because of his familiarity with the problems of disability_and
vdisabled persons may feel an empathetic relationship with other dis-
abléd persons and show positive attithes towards them. The parallel
between Fémiliarity and similarity can be seen here.
| ,. The Fifth case is the unfamiliarity between p and o.
According to Heider (1958) p.tends to dislike an unfamiliar o. Thus
a person whé is'unfamiliaf with a disabled person will tend to dislike
or express negative attitudes towards that person. Heider postulates
two factors resbonsible for the negative éffecté of unfamiliarity.
First, there is uncertainty in unfamiliar situations whose possibili-
ties may be sufficiently threatening, especially to an insecure person,
so that they force him to avoid the situation. In such situation the
means to reach a mutual goal are not clearly known. A 'cognitively
instructed' situation often occurs when non—diéabled and disabled
interact.v The second factor
'is a more purely intellectuél and aesthetic component
" of the resistance to the unfamiliar. The strange is |
experienced as not fitting the structure of the \\
matrix of the life space, as not filling one's ex- \
pectations. The adaptation or change in expectat-
ions which is required by meeting the unfamiliar
demands energy. It is more comfortable to wear old

clothes and to talk with old friends' (Heider, 1938,
p. 194). '
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To return now to the theoretical problem of contact
upon attitudes which seems to depend upon the situation. The
present study investigates the influence of contact or experience
per se on attitudes and on attitude intensity. = Suchman (1950)
. has suggested a technique for ascertaining the intensity of atti-
tudes. After each attitude item statement or content question the
following is put =
f "How strongly do you feel about this?" with answer
categories of "Very strongly," "Fairly strongly" and
"Not so strongly." Repeating such a question after
each content question yields a series of intensity
answers' (p. 219). : '
~ The intensity function
' is based upon the concept of a scalable area in which
individuals are ranked from high to low and for which
"1t is possible to measure the intensity of feeling with

which people at different scale positicns hold their
attitudes or opinions' (Suchman, 1950, p. 215). .

At both ends of the scale.continuum the intensity of
feeling is strongest and this decreases as one moves towards the
middle of the scale until the point of lowest intensity is reached
marking off the 'neutral' or 'indifferent' position. This point
of neutrality or indifferenbe is generally known as the zero point.
Graphically, since

' ... intensity of feeling goes up as one moves either

to the right or to the left of the zero point, the

intensity must be a U or J shaped function of the

content scale order. The zero point can then be’

determined as that point on the content scale at which

the intensity function reaches its minimum, that is,

as that content point corresponding to the bottom

of the U or J' (Guttman and Suchman, 1947, p.60).

What then is the function of the zero point besides

marking off the point of indifference of feeling? Suchman (1950)

explains:

'This zero point appears to offer us an invariant cutting
point on a scale running from favourable to unfavcurable
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which‘permits us to divide tHe population irtno
two groups which can be meaningfully labeled
as "positive" and "negative"' (p. 216).

It is:now possible.to say who 1is favourable and whé
is anavourable rather tHan ranik people only.in térms ofjdegrees of
Favourableness. In other Words, it hay well be quite'useful to
say that, using Heiaer‘s (1958) symbols, ﬁ is more favourable than
0 wHo is more favourable than q.. Yet here bnly the relative de-
gree o? favourableness of p, o'and g is khowﬁ. The absolute degree
of favourableness, i.e. whether p, o and g have Favoufable of'un4
favourable attitudes has still to be ascertained. If p is more
favpurable tﬁan o who is more favourable thanvq, they could still
all hold unfavourablé,attitudes.' Foa (1950), Guttman and Suchman
(1947), Mehling (1959), and Suchman (1950), to name a few researchers, _
Have empirically measured the intensity function, using Suchman's |
(1950) technique and thence; by plottiné intensity of Feelihg'against
content score, have determined the zero poinf.

Often the zero point can only be approximated. fhis
happens when the region in which the éero point lies is rather
broad and flat, that is, there is a wide area of indifference. The
imperfect U or J gcurve is the résult of error in the technigque for
ascertaining intensity, but thié error should in no way detract
Frbm'its success and heuristic nature, efror which, Guttman ahd
- Suchmanl(1947)'believe will be reduced with further research.

Mention has been made of the fact.that the plotting
of the intensity function is dependent on the scalability of the
content area and that the zero point is invarient with FBSDECt‘tO the
set of gquestions used. These are important criteria. An attitude
area is considered 'scalable' if persons who obtain the same total

score on a set of questions covering a particular attitude domain
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obtain the same scores on each questionvin the set. From the total
score it is possible to know all the replies the particular respon-
dent. has endorsed within a 10 per éent margin of error. A scale
pattern thus emerges with respondents having the same totai score,
séofing the same an.each cantent iteh. No other combination'of
scores yieiding the same total scare is Compatible:with this scale
pattern. If the.same replies cannot be repfoduced from each of the
séme total scores, there is no scale pattern, the attitude content
-is saild not to be scalable and the éero point cannot be plotted.

It will bé noticed that scale anélysis-attempts to
solve the problem. of biaé. " By Finding out if an attitude area is
scélable or not it is possible to diécovervwhether_there is more
' thén a sihgle interpfetatioﬁ present in the responses to each
questiaon, A guestion which has a dominant single meaning should he
answered in the same ‘way by all persons who have, say, positive atti-
tudes and should be answered in the same way, but in the opposite
direction by all persons who have negative attithes. This situation
- reveals any-question.bias and also.allows thevarea to be scaled with-
in the 10 per cent error. If an area is scalable this implies that
the area éontains one dominant dimenéion or variable along which'
persons may be ranked. |

Guttman and Foa (1951) have reported that the amount
of sobial Contact.was not related.to the Qirection of attitudes,
that is, whether they were positive or negative, but to the inten-
sity of attitudes. Specifically, the number of subjects with a
favourable attitude remained the same, regardless of the amount of
contact, but with inCreasing amount of contact the intensity of

the attitude increased. Findings also confirmed the hypothesis
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that lack of intensity, namely the zero point, tends to coincide.
.with indiffefence. One explanation of the cdrrespondence»of

: iﬁbréasedvattitudinal iﬁtensity and amourt of contact proposed by
Guttman and Foa ié that

'before contact, a person has either a positive or

negative attitude (towards an Dbjecf or class of

objects) ... based upon various factors ... Upon
actual contact ... this attitude is sharpened, on
the average, in its original direction. Some

people may switch from peositive tc negative, or
vice versa, but the average change is to reinforce
the pre-existing attitude, or to increase the
intensity' (p. 52). Brackets added).
A freguent aim in stUdying public attitudes is to.
‘be able to predict bow people will overtly behave towards the atti-
tude object. But, as it has often been shown, attitudes are not
the only determinants of overt behaviour towards their objects. The
course of the action predicted from attitudes may change due to
situational factors, restréihts, or compeating effects. In relating
attitudes to actual.overt actions, Rosenberg (1960) states a
theoretical rule of thumb which is usually followed:
f_.. to the effect that the "stronger" the attitude,
the more likely it will be that the subject will
take consistent action toward the attitude object ...
the more extreme the attitude, the stronger must the
action opposing forces be for the action to fail to
occur in the particular attitude-eliciting situation
in which the forces are operative ... it follows
clearly that improvement in the validity of
estimates of attitudes intensity will increase the
likelihood of successful prediction' (p. 336).
This last statement, it will be remembered, echoes the sentiments
expressed above by Guttman and Suchman (1947).
What are the conditions under which contact elicits
hbsitive or negative attitudes? As already seen, Guttman and Foa

(1951) maintain that upon actual contact the intensity of the

attitude is, in the main, increased while the direction remains the
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same, According to Néwcomb (1956) ore of the simpiest notions
determining positive 'attraction' is that of 'propinguity:’'
‘other things being equal, peopie are most likely
~to be attracted toward those in closest contact
with them' (Newcomb, 1956, p.575).

Newcomb is well aware that attraction is not in-
fluenced by distance per se, The point is that interaction is more
possibly and is more likely fo occur witn decreasing distance.

- Another assumption made is thaf; other things being equal, inter-
~action or contact and.attraction are positiQely related when tHe
effects éF the interaction are more oftée fewarding than not re-
'warding. Céntinued inferaction and positive attitudes, of éourse;
depend upon the interacting parties being reciprocally reWarded.

"Homans (1951) proposed an hybotheéis of mutuai
dependence of interaction and sentiment:

'If the Frequeﬁcy of interaction between twd or
more persons increases, the degree of their
liking for one another will increase, and

vice versa' (p. 112).

This is a two-variate hypotheéis and, as Homans
says;.héld good only as long as 'other things are equal; (like many
othér hypotheses, For instance,'sée Newcomb's (1955) quote above).
Knowledge of ‘'other things' is important for a better understand-
ing, in tHiS Case.of interaction. However, they db not invalidate
" the hypothesis; rather they require incorporation into further hy-
»pothesés, so that a series of hypotheses is constructed with the
original one as the foundation. This Has been demonstrated by
b_Zetterberg_(1965) who guotes a multivariatevhypothésis of Malewski
‘whd introdgced two additional variables to Homans' hypothesig: |
'If the posts.of avoiding interaction are low, and
if there are available alternative sources of

reward, the more frequent the interaction, the
greater the mutual liking' (p. 66).
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Rosenberg (1950, p.321) found that persons tend to
~haold posifive attitudes towards ancther perscn aor group when they
3 believe that the ﬁerson or group will be instfumental in the at-
fainment of goals, while negativé attitudes towards some object
br ciass of objects are related to beliefs_that goal attainment
will be frustrated. A similar position is taken by Katz'(IQGO)
who says that | |

'Contact ... can change positive éttitudés in the

direction of either more positive or negative

gvaluations depending upon whether the con-

ditions of contact help, or hinder the satis-—

faction of utilitarian needs' (p. 193).

V‘Reporting on a nuhbér of cross—~cultural contact
stﬁdies, Jacobson, Kumata and Bullahorn (1960) found that American
@olleagues had significantly more positiye attitudes towards foreign
colleagues when their ihteraétion produced safisfying experiences;
In this connection Williéms (1957) has hypothesized that personal
contacts between membefs of diFFerent groups are generally most
eFFectiQe.in produciné favourable attitudes when the individuals
are of the same, or nearly the same, social status. In other
words, favourable attitudes ére likely to occur between }equal—
status cqntacts' wheré.the bésis oF.such equality is secure and
pertain,

Allport (1954) has reported that contact produces
Favourable attitudes towards outgroups when there is knowledge about
.them, when they become true acguaintances of the in-group and when
thgir social status is recognized as equal or. superior to the in-
group ‘member's status. In contrast, casual contacts tend, on the
whole, to reinforce negative attitudes. The finding that true
acguaintance lessens negative atfitudes is supported by Cock and

Selltiz (1955) who report further studies that have investigated
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the 'guality' or 'intimacy' of intergroup contact. These showed
that the greater the intimacy of the contact the more favourable
was the intergroup attitude.

Allport (1954) also presented data revealing that
contact on an equal status leads to .Favourabl_é attitudes when there

was mutual participation and interest between the two groups.



CHAPTER 3.
METHODOLOGY AND  PROCEDURES.

Variables of the Study.

Attitudes Towards Physical Disability.

To measure this dependent Critgrion variable the
Attitudes_Toward Disabled Persons Scale (ATDP) was used. fhis
scale was developed by Yuker,‘Block and Campbell (1960) at the
Human Resources Foundation, the research and teaching division of
Abilities,.Inc., a company employing physically disabled persons en-
gaéed in various light manufacturing operations in Albertson, New
York. The structure, reliability, validity and other aspects of the
ATDP have alreaay been reported (see Chapter 2). |

| The ATDP as used in this study (see Appendix A-2) is

slightly modified From the original along the lines taken by Jordan
(1968, p. 18) and others working athichigan State,University who
have all used more or less the same sets oF»questionnaires and fested
the same hypotheses. The first modification was to reduce the Likert-
type response CatEQDTiBS’FDP each content item statement from six to
four: 1. = Strongly disagree; 2. Disagree; 3. Agree; 4.
Strongly agree. It is not possible to be of no opinion on any con-
tent item. The second modifiéation was to state the four optional
responée categories after each content statement so that the respon-~
dent would simply have to circle his chosen category instead of having
to traﬁsfer a number from a set of coded categories at the top of each
page to each queétion to indicate his response (CF. Yuker et al.,
1960). Besides simplifying answering this modification cuts down on
time factor for answering.

Each of the 20 attitude item5 suggests that disabled

persons are either the same as, or different from non-disabled
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pefsons.' Of these 15 suggest a difference in such a way that
agreement on these statements indiéates an unfavourable attitude
towards, or less acceptance of disabled persons; The other five
items (2,5,6,11,12) suggest a similarity in such a way that agree-
ment on these statements indicates a favourable attitude towards,
or more acceptance of disabled persons.

When the ATDP is administered to disabled persons, a
measure of selF—acceptancé and self-rejection is obtained; in other
words, the extent to which a person accepts himself and his disabi-
lity or rejects himself and his disability. _

. The face sheet of the ATDP (Appendix A-2) explained
what was meant by ‘handicapped persons.' Respondents were required .
to make their answers refer only to persons who have obvious bodily
disabilities in order to narrow the response field and to make the
concept 'handicapped' egquivalent for all respaondents.,
Intensity.

To -measure the intensity of feeling with which each
attitude item of the ATDP was held, the technique proposed hy
Suchman (1950) was adopted: -

. 'A simple approximation of the ihtensity function has
been successfully attained by asking a question about
intensity of feeling after each content question. One
form used for an intensity question is simple:. "How
strongly do you feel about this?" with answer cate-
gories of "Very strongly," "Fairly strongly," and
"Not so strongly." Repeating such a guestion after
each question yields a series of intensity answers'
(p. 219)." '

Instead of Suchman's three response categories,in
accordance with Jordan (1968), four were used in this study: 1. Not
strongly at all; 2. Not very strongly; 3. Fairly strongly; 4. Very

strongly (see Appendix A-2).
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Personal Contact.

Personal contact with disabled persons was measured
by niﬁe:items taken Frpm Jdrdan (1968) t5 constitute the Personal
Questionnaire re Handicaﬁped Persons (PQ:HP; see Appendix A—3).
The First 4 PR:HP items tested direct peréonél contabt: 1. The
kind of disability with which respondents had had the most contact
or exper&ence; 2. Other diéability groups with which respondents
hédvhad contact; 3. The kinds of experience respbndents had had
with disabled persons; 4.. The aﬁproximate number of occasions on
which respondents Had had personal contact with disabled persons.
vThe other five PE:HP items tested different aspects of contact;
5. Easé of avoidarice of such.contact; 6. The material gain from
contact; 7. The percentége of income derived from contact; 8. The
amount of" enjoyment from contacf; 9. Alternative opportunities to
wofkiﬁg with disabled persons.

Demographic Variahles.

Although most of the_demographic variables were taken
from Jordan (19568}, all were selected by Well—established socio-
logical research tradition in so far as they are often found to have
some significant relationship. These variahles constitute a major»
part of the Personal Questionnaire (PQ: see Appendix A-1) and include
age (PQ:1); sex (2); youth urbaniﬁy setting (3); rural-urban status
(4 and 5); marital status (6); number of childreﬁ (7); inﬁome (8);
numbef of siblings (10 and 11); education (17); home or flat owner—
ship (20); rental (21); residential mobility (22, 23 and 25); -
occupational mobility (24 and 26); occupation (27); disahility (29);
and home 1anguage'(30), In addition there were six comparative self-
stafements concerning income, sdcialvclass and'education; comparative

income status; self (PR:9), father (12); comparative social class;
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Self.(15), father (16); Comparative~education:'Selfl(18); Fafher
(19). Not all of these variables are utilized or_hypothesized to
have a pérticular relationship with the dependent variable.
Disability. |

The kind of disability was gauged by_one guestion,
29, in the PQ (see Appendix A-1) andvby a sub—question of questioﬁ
J in the PQ:HP (see Appendix A-3).
Religiosity.

As with Jordan (1968), three questions inbthe PQ were
orientated towards religiosity (see Appendix A—l);' Religious affil—
iation'(PQ¥13), religioﬁs importénce (14); énd religious adherance

(28).

Research Hypotheses.,

H-1: Disabled persons will express more positive
attitudes on the ATDP scale than will'non-disabled‘hersons.

H~1 Derivation: From empiricalvfindings reported by Yuker et al.

(1960)'that such a relationship may be expected since, '‘according to
Yuker et al., disabled persons are proﬁably more accepting of dis-

, ébility than non-disabled persons, and‘from consideration offbur
cases of Heiaer's (1958) balance theory of sentiments, namély simi-
larity (if p is similar to o this induﬁes p to>1ike o), dissimilarity
(if p is dissimilar to o, this induces p to dislike 0),'Fami1iarity
(p tends to like a familiar o) and unfamiliarity (p tends to disiike

an unfamiliar o).

H-1 Instrumentation: The Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons {ATDP)
Scale as in Appendix A-2. |
H-2: Persons with various types of disabilities will

all obtain basically the same scores on the ATDP,
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H-2 Defivation: From empirical Findings reported by Yuker et al.,
(i960, 1962) suggesting that there is no relationship between extent
" and. type QF disability and ATDP scores, and from consideration of
Heider's (1958) similarity and familiarity cases of balance as in
H-1 above.

H-2 Instrumentation: The ATDP, and to obtain type of disability tWo

direct questions, PQ:29 and PQ:HP:3 (see Appendix A-1 and A-3).
H-3: The more frequent the contact with disabled

~ persons, the higher will be the scares oﬁ the intensity statements

DF‘the ATDP scale, regardless of whethér the attitude content is

'Favourable or unfavourable, |

H-3 Derivation: From empirical findings reported by Jordan (1968)

that such a relationship may hbe ekpected, and from considerations of
Guttman and Foa (1951)'ahd Rosenberg (l96D)Ithat the amount of social
contact was‘not relafed to the direction of attitudes but to the
intenSity-oF attitudes.

H-3 Instrumentation: To obtain frequency of contact a direct guestion

PR:HP:4 (see Appendix A-3) and.to obtain ATDP intensity scores the set
of separate inteﬁsity guestions asked after each attitude content item
(see Appendix A-2).
AH:Q: High freguency of contact with_disabled persons
will be associated with Favourable attitudes when high freguency is
concurrent with (a) eése of avoidance of contact, (5), enjoyment of
contact, and (c) alternatiye rewarding opportunities.

H-4 Derivation: From empirical findings reported by Arnholter (1962),

Cessna (1967), Chesler (1965), Felty (1966), Friesen (1966), Genskow
and Maglione (1965), Higgs (1972), Jaffe (1965), Jordan (1968),
Palmerton (1968), Siller and Chiprﬁan (1964), Webb (19564) and Yuker

et al. (1960}, confirming varicus relationships on the above
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hypotheses, and from considerations of Heider's (1958) interaction
and proximify case of balance (i% p is in contact with o, this
induces p to like o), Homans (1951) and JacobsonAet al. (1960),
and Malewski (in zétterberg, 1965), who have all:suggested that
one or more of thebvarious relationships of this hypothesis, i.e.
H-4a, H¥4b, H-4c, and high freguency of contact related fo favour-
able attitudes, méy bé expéoted.

' H-4 Instrumentation: = Attitudes will be measured by the ATDP, and

.direct_QUestions will be askea for Ffequency of contact (PQ:HP:4),
ease of avoidance (PQ:HP:S), enjoyment (PQ:HP:B), and alternative
opportunities (PQ:HP:9) (see Appendiva—Bj.

ﬂ:é:- The more personal tﬁe contact with disablea

persons, the more Favourabie will be the attitudes towards them.

" H-5 Derivation: From considerations of Allport (1954), Cook and
Selltiz (1955), and Newcomb (1956) that favourable attitudes tend
" to be related to the intimacy of contact.

H-5 Instrumentation: To measure attitudes, the ATDP, and to obtain

‘the néture of Contact; a direct question PQ:HP:3 (see Appendix A-3).

H-6: For both non-disabled and disabled groups;_
younger persons will express more favourable attitudes on the ATDP
than will oldér persons. |

H~6 Derivation: From empirical findings reported by Knittel (1964),

Richardson (1970), and Tunick (1973) concerning non-disabled persons
and by Yuker et al., (1950), concerning disabled persons that such a
felationship could be expected.

H-6 Instrumentation: To measure attitudes, the ATDP, and to obtain

' the age of respondents, a direct question PQ:1 {Appendix A-1).
H:7: Females, within both non-disabled and disabled

groups, will have more favourable attitudes on the ATDP, than men



within both groups.

H~7 Derivation: From empirical findings reported by Yuker et al.,

(1960) for disabled and non-disabled females and by Chesler (1965),
Dickie (19567), Higgs (1972}, Jaffe (1965}, Jordan (1968), Krieder
(1967), Richardson (1970), Siller (1963), and Tringo (1970 (a) and

‘ (b))For non-disabled females concerning such relationship.

H-7 Instrumentation: To measure attitudes, the ATDP, and to obtain
the sex‘of respondents, a direct question PQR: 2 (see Appendix A—lj.

| H:8: For the non-disabled group, persons with a
higher,éducational level will have more Favourable.attitudes to-
wards disabled persons than persons with a lower edubationalllevel.

H-8: Derivation: From empirical findings feported by Harasymiw

(1971), Tringo (1970 (a) and (b)), and Tunickv(1973) that such a
relationship may be expected.

H-8 Instrumentation: To measure attitudes, the ATDP, and to obtain

~the educational level of respondents,a direct question PR:17 (see
'Appéndix A-1). |

- "H=9: For the disabled group, persons at different
educational levels will all obtain basically the same scores on

the ATDP.

H-9 DeriVation: From empirical findings reported by Yuker et al.,
(1960) that there is no relationship between the ATDP and education
for disabled persons.

" H-9 Instrumentation: Same as H-8 above.

H~10: Persons who score high on religiosity will
score low on positive attitudes on the ATDP.

H-10 Derivation: From empirical findings reported by Jordan (1968)

~and Tunick (1973) on the existence of this relationship.

H-10 Instrumentation: To neasure attitudes, the ATDP, and to
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measure religiosity, two direct questions in the PQ concerning

religious importance (14) and religious adherence (28)(see Appendix

A-1).

" Research Population and Initial Sample.

The purpose of this study was to test the above hypd—
theses with two main groups: non-disabled and disabled persons. So
much research is based on student samples ~ the apparent traditional
sociological and psychological research group - because they are con-
veniently at hand. The unfortunate consequence is that Constrﬁctive
and practical findings are oftén limited in their génerélity; the
very investigators are aware of this limitation by recognizing that
students are, on the whole, an atypical population and that general-
izing the findings among students to the wider public must be a wary
affair. For this reasoﬁ, the subjects of this study were not students
but the public at large which, quite naturally included a few students.
In short, an attempt was made to obtain a sample from Which general-
izations could be made with more confidence than had a purely student
sample been used.

Specifically, the non—disabléd population for this
study consisted of all those persons registered on the most recent
(1972) General Municipal Voters Roll in Ward 17. The Cape Town
Municipal-area is divided into seventeen wards, each covering certain
areas. According to the number of registered voters, Ward 7 is the
smallest; it covers a small section of Cape Town central, that ié,.
the Foreshore, a%d contains approximately 959 persons. Ward 9 is the
largest and extends from Maitland to Thornton, and éontains approxi-
mately 7903 persons. Ward 17 is the largest ward in the area, ex—
tending -from Clovelly through to Southfield; it contains approxi-

mately 6643 persons. A Municipal Voter's Roll is éompiled for each
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ward. A Roll, which enables enrolled persons to vote in municipal
elections is compiled in a number of wa}s: (1) A form is sent Duf
with all electricify bills for the householder to fill in his/her
name and address, and_réturn; and (2) Persons are requested through
the mass media to submit‘their names and addresses. From time to
time each Roll is.updated.

The 1972 Geheral Muhicipal Voters Roll for Wérd 17
contains White and Coloured persoﬁs;, From thisv6643 research popu-
lation a 200 research'sampleAwas randomly selected through a table
of random numbers (Peatman and Schafer, in Roscoe, 1969, pp. 286-287).
It.is assumed that the sample drawn is genuinely representétive of
the research population. It_ié also assumed that Ward 17, being thé
largest in area and fifth largest in registéred votefs, may well be
" representative of the total municipal wards of the Cape Town area,
~in that it contains persons of lower; middle and upper éocio—econo—
mic status.

The disébled sample‘was not randomized but selected
from four soUrces. The selection was_necessary for two reasons:
Firstly, the disabled persons had to be mentallyvcapable of answer-
ing the guestionnaires and secondly, the study was concerned with the
physically disabled, excluding the purely sensory disabléd; i.e. the
bliﬁd, the deaf and the dumb, and the mentally disabled. The first
selection sources was thevSt. Giles Association for the Handicapped
in Rondebosch., ot. Glles has a hailing list of about 180 disabléd
meﬁbers farits monthly.magazine, The Nutshell. Of these 56 did not
conform‘to the above selection criteria or else resided outside the
greater Cape Town area, leaving 124 disabled persons. The second
" source was the Cape Cfiﬁpie Caré Association in Rondebosch Ffom'

which 12 clients were selected. The third selection source was the
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Protea Sports Club in Bergvliet. This club caters for non-disabled

and disabled (mostly paraplegic) sportsmen and wamen, Eight dis-

abled persons were selected here. lastly, four disabled persons not
associated with the above three sources were selected} Thus the
total sample of disabled persons was 148, It is assumed that this

sample may well be represehtative of physically disabled persons at

.1arge.

Adminisfration, Data Collection and Fihal Sample.

For the ZDD,randomly seiectéd non-disabled sample,
each person was personallyrhanded fhe‘thfee questiohnaires (see
Appendix‘A) at his/her home and was asked to complete them in his/
her own time but to return the compieted FQrms as soon as poésible in
tﬁé stamped self-addressed envelope provided. The administrators
' made the nature of the questionnaires quite>clear, emphaéized.tﬁat
complefe anoﬁymity Was desired and explained how eaéh respondent was
selected. In addition a telephone number waé supplied for the res-
pondents to use should they encounter any diFFiculties‘with the
duestionnaifes. All these points were in a personal lettef to each
réspondent which was handed to them with the questionnaires'and:
-envelopes.

Administration took place in June-July-August, usgally
in the late afterncon and early evening whiéh appeafed to be a con-
venient time to find respondents ét home. Certain procedureé-were
adopted iF, for one reason or another, the respondenf could not be
Contacted or refused to co-operate. If the respondent was not at
Home, the administratof went back a second and sometimes a third
time; On the third time drawing a biank, the administratpr handed
‘the guestionnaires to the next—door neighbaur. If -the reépondént

~ had moved, the present bccupiers were reguested to éomplete the
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vqgestionnaire, If they‘reFused; ae well as any other respondent
who reFueed,_a new name,wasldraWn From'the'teble of random nembers.
If the reepondent feturned'his questionnaire uncompleted, which was
coneieered equivalent to an initial reFueal, a new name was iikewiee
drawn From the table of random numbers. Thus, while the initial
random sample coneisted of 200 persens, some of them had te be re-
placed by Further drawings to ensure that a chance be given to 200
willing persons to answer the 200 sets of queetionnaires.

Fofvthe 148 selected disabled sample, the majority
were each sent the set of questionnaires, a sfamped'self—addreseed
enveiope and the covering letter, explaining various peints'out—
1ined above, which had-beenvhanded to thevnen—disabled respondents.
The rest were each eersonally handed the questionnaires, etc., and
like the majority were requested to return the completed forms ee
soon as possible.

| Collection of data was thus through completed Forme‘
being returned in stamped self-addressed envelopes. 0f the initial
200 non—disebled sample, 101.(50.5%) returned their completed
questionnaire, constituting the final non-disabled research sample.
Of the ihitial 148 disabled sample, 53, (35.8%) returned their com-

pleted QUeetionnaires, constituting the final'disabled research sahple.

- Statistical Procedures.

All the relevant data were coded for computer pro-
gramming. .- The BDMOZ2D correlation with transgeneration, computed
For.beth groups end males and females within each group, yielded means
and standafd deviations for each relevant variahle and the matrix of
simple correlations between all variables. The t test was elso used

to determine the differences between two means. Hypotheses analyzed
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py these twc procedures were tested Qsing i one~-tailed test
Fér significance, sinoe the nature of the hypotheses diétated”
that they wiil be rejected only if signifigaht deviations
appeared in the sample in cne direction:. - In this study then,
a one-tailed test>will be used and hypotheses will be con-
‘sidered supportea if the .05 level of significance is attainsd.
éesults reaching the .10 level (and over, where available) o
will be mentioned although this level does not indicate accept-
ance of tHe hypotheses.

| ~The simple_anqusié 6? variance was used when it was
necessary to compare mofe fhan two. groups. Two—~dimensicnal
analysis of wvariance was used to study the effects of two .
independent variébles onla.single criterion. ANDVA tests
whether or not the means of a numberDFvgroups come from a
;ommon population.‘ The two-dimensional analyses of variahce
-as well as the one three—dimensionai anélysis qF variance
.Were comphted on the Hewlett-Packard 2114B>Computér and 2748A
‘Tape Resader. | |

The BMD O2R stepwise regression programme wés comm._

puted for thes contact and feiigiosify variables For‘bdth
groups, This prﬁgféﬁme yielded multiple and partial cdrre— |
lations, the standard errors of estimate, analyses of
variance, multiple cetermination coefficients.and residualé.
The coefficient Df multiﬁle.corralation and the related co-
efficient of multiple determination measure the closeness of
the relationsnip between the dependent variable and the bom—
bined variables simultaneously (Richmond, 15954). Ina
partial correlation,‘it‘is possible to obtain a measure

. of the relationship between the dependent variable and any
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oné bf the independent veriables, while the other variagles
are ‘held constant.'

Whenever an‘hypothasis reaches the required signi-
Ficance level of .ﬁS or less, the approximate level of con-
fidence is indicated in fhe appropriate Table. If an
hypothesis cdoes not reach the .05 level, the approximate
levei is indicated when thiSvFigure is obtainable, other-
wise ‘r.s.! (not significant) is indicated. Statistical
 signiFicanca 1evels.weré cbtained from Fisher (1954)i Fisher
and Yates (1933) and ﬁichmond (1964},

For Glarity,Aall hypotheses are stafed aFfirma«i
tively in reéearéhvform, However, far statistical analyses,
they will be tested in the CmnveniEﬂt null forﬁ--.that no

significant relastionship between the variables exist. -
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ANALYSIE OF THE  BGATA

Descriptive Data

Tables 1 and 2 present the number of respondents, means and
standard deviations for 16 variables for the total sample, males and

females of the non-disabled and disabled groups respectively.

TABLE 1: Number of respondents; means and standard deviations for
16 varisbles of the total, male and female non-disabled
group. : ' A :
Variable Non~-disabled = Nen-disabled - Non~disabled
- - Total Male : Female
N.  Mean 8.0, N. Mean  8.D. N. Mean  8.D.
1. Age . 101 45.85 14,50 44 43,34 14,61 57 47,79  14.25
2. Sex 101 1.56 25 44 1,60 L0057 2,00 .00
- 3.. Children 101 2,17 1;36 44 1.89  1l.c6 57  2.39 1.39
4., Income 101 £6035,32 5055, 54 ,44v6533,95 a964.354 57 8580,29 5120.52 .
5, Siblings 101 2,37 . 1.92 44 2.39 2.05 57 2.35 1.83
6. | 85

Importance 101 2.99 .89 44  2.79 .90 57 3.14

of religiom , : , A A

7. Adnerence 101 3.65 1.14 44 3,52 1,23 57 3,75 1.
to religim. ‘ i

8. Sccial 101 3.49 .58 44 3,48 .54 57 3.49
class(self)

9. Amount of 101 4.58 1.01 44 4,70 1.15 57 4.49 1,06
education E - - J :
10, Amount of 101 2.94 1l.74 44 2.73 1.79 57 3.11  1.69
Contact » _ '
11, HP Ease of 101 2.55 1.55 4a 2.29 1.55 57 2.77 1.52
Avoidance ' : -
12, HP Gain 101 .50 .50 44 .79 .41 57 .58 .55
13. HP Enjoy- 101 2.55 1.34 . 44 2.25 1.33 57 2.79 "1.31
ment ' ‘
14, HP-Alter- 101 23 .94 44 .00 .00 57 , 40 1.22
native Opp- '
orturiities ,
15, ATOP ~ © 101 46,12 5,49 44 48.70 5,12 57 45,67 5.76.
Content v
16, ATDP 101 57.51 10.43 44 '57.25 10.13 57 57.72 16.74

Intensity

S - 2 erca s s e a9 T S~ . RS A Al L Pl At ML S
e —— - e ey v o i St ey
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TABLE 2: Number of. respondents, means and standard deviations
for 16 variables of the -total, male, and female
disabled group. :

) Disabled Disabled : Disabled
Variable Total Male Female,

N. Mean S.0. N. Mean S.D,. N. Mean S.D.

l. Age 53 40.08 16.55 27 37.85 17,34 26 42,38 15.70

2. Bex 53 1.49 .25 27 1.00 .00 26 2,00 .00
. 3. Children 53 .42 .B2 27 .41 .79 26 42 .86

4, Income 53 2928.75 2167.58 27 2808.59 2237.74 26 3053.54 2129,12
5. 6iblings 53 2.28 2,09 27 2.44 2.44 26 2.12 1.70
6. Importance : )

of _ ’
religion 53 3.11 .87 27 2.96 .98 26 3.27 .72
7. Adherence '

to . . . .

religion 53 3.87 1.1427 3.74 1.29 26 4,00 .98
8. Social - ' : ' :

Class ' .

(self) 53 = 3.15 .56 27 3.11 .63 26 3.19 .48
9. Amount of. .

education 53 3.69 1.46 27 3.56 1.34 26 3.85 1.59
10.HP Amount ' ' : '

of ) : .

Contact 53 4,42 .89 27 4.26 .94 26. 4,58 .81
11,HP Ease of .

Avoidance 53 2.53 1.32 27 2.52 1.31 26 2.54 1.36
12,HP Gain 53 1.09 .35 27 1.11 42 26 1.08 .27
13.HP Enjoy-

ment 53 3.55 .67 27 3.37 .74 26 3.73 .53
14.HP Alter- . ' :

native
Opportunities - ' .

53 .15 .53 27 .15 .53 26 .15 .54
15.ATDP S ' ‘ ’

Content 53 44.60 8.29 27 46.44 ?7.63 26 42.69 8.66
16.ATDP ' _ : g

Intensity 53 64.23 7.56 27 62.85 ?2.77 26 65.65 7.21

The data for income were énalyzéd according to the actual
figures reported by the respondents. Interpretation Fortthis variable
as well as several bthers in Tables‘l and 2, for example, agé, children,
income, siblings, social class, should not present any.difficulty when
it is realized that these data form ordinal scales in that a higher
mean score always represents a higher income, an_older pérson, more

children, a higher social class, and so on. Reference to the
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relevant guestlonnaire in the Appendix will facilitate interpreta-
tion of the other variables.
The various occupations of the respondents from both

groups were placed into six different categories indicating their

current employment status. Table 3 presents these data.

TABLE 3: Current employment status composition of total sample

by group and sex.

- Employment Status Non—-disabled Group Disabled Group

_ M F___ ~Total M F Total
1., Employed or self N o
employed 38 19 57 11 11 22
2. Retired 3 1 a 0
3. Unemployed 0 1 1 4] 2
4, Housewife 0 32 32 4
5, Unable to work 0 0 | i1 7 18
6. Student. 2 2 4 2 2 4
Total 43 55 98 27 24 51

Table 4 presents the composition of both groups

accordlng to marital status.

TABLE 4:

and sex,

Marital status composition of total sample by group

Marital Status

Non~disabled Group

Disabled Group

(S SNV IV

M F  Total M F  Total
. Married 38 41 79 11 6 17
. Single 5 5 10 15 18 33
Divorced 1 2 3 0 1 1
. Widowed 0 9 9 1 1 2
. Separated 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 44 57 101 27 26 53
1, In some cases the Ns do not reflect the total number of persons.

This is due to no response having been given for the occupatlon

question (PQ 27.

Appendix A-1).



On the average, the non-disahled sample were older, had
higher incomes, considered themselves ir a higher social class and
had.a'higher educational level than the disabled sample. More
persons in the non-disabled sample were émployad'or self-employed
and married than persons in the disabled saméle.

Taﬁle 5 presents the composition of {he disabled group
accerding to the typeAOF disability of the person in this group.

TABLE 5: Distribution and means of the disabled respondents
according to the type of disability and sex.

f et ot e upm—are— T TSy T 0420 S S s S e W TP S G T A T ST Sty WT LTV e BT A Y LT IAOR A 355
*E T A i e T T e L L T R e e e e i v e St

Disabled Disabled Group Group Means

Dlsahlllty Males Females Total
1. Cerebral Palsy -4 7 11 45,64
2, Polio, Multiple 4. 7 11 - 46,36
: Sclerosis and .
Peripheral Neuritis
3. Paraplegia : 9 5 14 41,21
4, Quadraplegia 2. 1 3 45,00
5, Hemiplegia S 1 2 3 46,00
6. Amputee, Double 3 0 -3 51,33
and Bilateral } '
7. Arthritis and Still's 1 2 3 36.67
Disease . ' o
8. Other ~ , 3 2 5 47.60
TOTAL - 27 26 53 44,60

£ T TP A 0 R
e AT MAEES. P
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Results and Testing of thne Hypotheses. -

H-1:. ~~ Disabled persons will express more.positive attitudes

‘on the ATDP scale than will non-disabled persons.

2. This category contained the following disabilities,
{respondents® qucted answers): ‘left hip replacement’,
"hack injury', finvalid', ‘'deformed limhs', and 'in

wheelchair®.

y
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Table 6 indicates that disabled persons have lower
scores on the ATDP than the total non—disabled'group; implying
more favourable attitudes. While this is in the hYpothesized

. direction, the difference in mean score was only significant
at the .10 level,
TABLE 6: Means, standard deviations, t'statistic, and level

of significance for ATOP scaores © of total non-
disabled and disabled respondents.

———
t———

Variable Group N. Mean S.D. t Sig. of
i
ATDP Non-disabled 101 46.12 5.49 1.3837 .1
Disabled 53 44,60 8.29

" However, when the non-disabled group is divided into
those who had had contact with disabled persons (the contact
group) and those who had héd no contact with disabled persons
(the‘no—contact group) a somewhat different picture emerges.

As Table 7 shows; the disabled group still have a slightly more
favourable score as compared with the contact group, but this
-does not reach thé required level of significance to confirm

the hypothesis.

3. In this study, low scores on the ATDP indicate positive
attitudes and high scores indicate negative attitudes.
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TABLE 7: Means, standard deviations, t statistic, and level
of significance for ATDP scores aof non-disabled
respondents who had had contact with disabled per-
sons and disabled respondents.

Variable Group N. Mean.  S.D. t Sig. of

t
ATDP Non—-disabled 84 45,40 ‘5,52 .6793 .25
" Contact
Disabled 53 44 .60 8.29

When the disabled group is compared with non-disabled
respondents who had had no contact with disabled persons, the
former have significantly lower ATDP scores than the latter. This

is shown in Table 8.

]

TABLE 8: Means, standard deviations, t statistic, and level of
significance for ATDP scores of non-disabled respon-—
dents who had had no contact with disabled persons
and disabled respondents

Variable Group N. Mean S.D. t Sig. of t
ATDP Non-disabled 17 49.65 3.39 2.4342 01
No Contact
Disabled 53 44.60 8.29

o e e e e e e e e e ee—

With one exception a similar pattern emerges when both
sample groups are divided into male and female and these sex divi-
sions are then compared. A comparisorn was first made between the
total non-disabled males and disabled males and then between the
total non-disabled females and disabled females. In the first
instance, as can be seen in Table 9, there appears to be no signi-
ficant difference between non-disabled and disabled males, whereas
in the second instance, disabled females had statistically signifi-

cantly lower, i.e. more favourable, scores than non—-disabled females.
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TABLE 9: Means, standard deviations, t stétistics, and levels
of significance for ATOP scores of male comparisons
and female comparisons between the total non-disabled

and disabled groups. 4
Variable  Sex Group N. Mean S.D. t Sig.
: of t
ATDP Male Non-disabled 44 46,70 5,12 1720 .45
Disabled 27 46,44 7.63 :
ATDP Female Non-disabled 57 45,67 5,76 1.8511 .05
Disabled 26 42.69 8.66 '

——— e —————tt

If those non-disabled males and females who had héd no
contact with disabled persons ar;’excluded from the compariéons,
so that disabled male respondents are compared with non-disabled
male respondents who all had had some contact with disabled
persons and disabled female respondents are compared with nan-
disabled female respondénts whc all had had some contact with

disabled persons, it was found, as shown in Table 10 below,

that the mean differences in each comparison were not significant.
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TABLE 10: Means, standard deviations, t statistics, and levels
: of significance for ATDP scores comparing total dis-—
abled males with non-disabled males who had had
contact with disabled persons and tatal disabled
females witk non-disabled females who had had contact
with disabled persons.
Variable Sex Group N, Mean = S.D. t oili.
ATDP Male Non-disabled 35 46,09 5.06 ,2222 .45
Contact
Disabled 27 46.44 7.63
Female Non-disabled 4S5 44.52 5.78 13253 .16

ATDP

Contact

Disabled 26 42,69 8.66

Now t-tests were carried out between the disabled msles

.and those non-disabled males who had had no contact at all with

disabled persons and between the disabled females and those non-

disabled females who had had no contact at all with disabled

persons.

Table 11 indicates that both comparisdns produced

statistically significant results, i.e. the disabled males and

females expressed significantly more favourable attitudes than

non-disabled males and females who had had no contact with dis-

abled persons.
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TABLE 11: Means, standard deviations, t statistics, and level
‘ of significance for ATDP scores comparing total dis-—
abled males with non-disabled males who had had no
contact with disabled persons and total disabled
females with non-disabled females who had had no corn-
tact with disabled persons. ’

Variakle G&ex ' Group N. Meén7 5.D. t Sig.

of t
ATOP Male Non—disabled 9 49.11 4.28 1.9436 .05
No Contact
Disabled 27 46,44 7,63
ATDP Female Non-disabled 8 50.25 1.79 2.4286 .01
No Contact .
Disabled 26 42.69 8.66

R o e e e e e e A A s At A B St

The hypothesis, H-1, as it is stated here, cannot be
thus considered completely confirmed, even though disabled persons
had signifiuantly more favourable scores than non—disablea persons
"who had had no contact with disabled ﬁersons.

H-2: Persons with various types of disabilities will
all obtain basically the zame scores on the ATDP. |

As shown in Table 12, no significant difference in the
means has been found, indicating‘that persons with one type of
disability do not obtain significantly divferent scoreslon the
ATDP than persons with other types of disabilities. Tables 13
and 14 indicate that this is so for disabled meles and females
respectively, Males with one type of disability do not express
significantly different attitudes towards themselves and physical
disabiiity than males with other types of disabilities; likeswise

for females, Conseqguently H-2 can be considered confirmed.
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TABLE 12: Summary for the analysis of veriance between ATDP
content scores and the eight disability categories
for the total disabled group.

|
|

Variation dF Sums of Mean CE Sig. of
Sqguares  Sguares F
Between Groups 7 582.59 83.24 1,2529 Nn.s.

Within Groups 45 2989.99 66.44

Total 53 3572.68
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TABLE 13: Summary for the analysis of variance 4 petween ATDP
content scores and the eight disability categories
for the disabled male respondents.

i
|

T A LS ——
T e A

Variation df  SBums of Mean F Sig. of
Sguares Sguares F

Between Groups 7 458,66 65.52 1.2685 NeSe,

Within Groups 19 581,42 51.65

Total 27 1140.08

4. A note about the analysis of variance and its application
in a few instances here must be made. Four assumptions
underly the simple analysis of -variance. Firstliy, the
samples must be independent random ories; secondly, they
must come from normally distributed populations which,
thirdly, must be euual ly varlable and fourtnly, must have

. the same means.

'When the hypothesis is rejected, we prefer to assume
it is the inequality of the means that has been
violated. Fortunately, the analysis of variance

is much more sensitive to violations of the assump-
ticns of equal means than to violaticrns of the
assumptions of nurmalﬂty or of homogencus varlancoe'
(Hoscoe, 1959, p. 236 )e

In some instances, as here for instance, there only appears
one subject per category, e.g. one male in disability type
5 and in type 7, one female in disability type 4. Wnhen
the assumptions of normality and homogenous variances are
both violated, ‘Roscoe maintains that the probability of

a Type 1 error is likely to be ‘perhaps twice as large' as
the level of significance. A Type 1 error occurs when a
true hypothesis is rejected, and its probability is, under
normal circumstances, equal to the level of significance.
Fortunately, the F- ratios were not significant whenever
the possibility arose that the assumption of normality and
nomogenous variance might have besn violated.
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TABLE 14: Summary for the analysis of variance hetween ATDP
content scores aind seven disability categories 3
for the disabled female respondents.

!

Sums of Mean  Sig. of

~ Variation df Squares  Squares F F
Between BGroups 5 355,45  59.24  ,7415 n.s.

Within Groups 19 1518,09 79.89

Total 26 1873.54

H-3: The more frequent the contact with disabled
‘persnné the higher will be the scores on the intensity state-
ments of the ATDP scale, regardless of whether the attituae
cﬁntent is favourable or unfavourable.

‘Table 15 reveals that for both groups more frequent
contact with disabled persons does not result in significantly
higher intensity scores on the ATDP. 'The total non-disabled
group and the non-disabled females were actually in the
opposite hypothesized direction with the latter being signifi-
cantly so at the .05 level. The non~disabled males were ever
so slightly in the hypothesized direction. dn the other hand,
the total disabled group, the disabled females and the disabled
males tended to be in the hypothesized direction. The dis-
abled females almost reached the .10 level. Since no‘positive

significance was revealed, H-3 is not ccnsidered confirmed.

5. There were no female subjects in disability category 6,
that is, ‘amputee,' hence only seven disability cate-
gories for females.
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TABLE 15: Correlation coefficients between amount of contact
and ATOP intensity scores for both non-disabled

.and disabled groups.

l!

Ay S, AT AT Y

Intensity and Contact
Group
N. r Sig. of r.
Non—-disabled.
Male o a4 - 0051 N.S.
Female | 57 2324 .05
Total | 101 .1303 n.s.
Disabled.
Male 27 - .1098 n.s.
Female 26 - 3005 N.S.
Total 53 - 1519 n.s
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Table 16 indicates that for the total aisabied group and the
fotal non-disabled group, there was a significant pecsitive
relationship between ATDP content scores and ATDP intensity
scores, For both groups then an increase in Favouréble
attitudes resulted in an increase in intensity with which
respoﬁdents held these attitudes. Significant positive cerre-
lafions were also noted for disabled females while disabled

- males, non-disabled males and non~-disabled females, although

not significantly so, were in a positive direction.

TABLE 16: Correlation coefficients between content and in-
tensity scores on the ATDP for both non-disabled
groups,

v
i
{
!

Content and Intensity
Group
N, r Sig. of r
Non-disabled.
Male a4 - .1935 N.S,
Female 57 - 1749 n.s.
Total 101 - .1834 .05
Disabled.
Male 27 - 2674 N.s.
Female 26 - .5509 . 005

Total 53 ' - .4329 .005




97

H=4: High freguency of contact with disabled persans
will be associated with favourable attitudes when high frequency
is concurrent with (a) ease of avoidance of contact, (b) enjoy-

ment of contact and (c) alternative rewarding Dppbrtunities.

Non-disabled Sample.

As shown by Table 17 a sirple correlation between
ATDP content scores and each of the individual contact variables
resulted in a significant positive relationship between content
and enjoyment of contact and between conternt and amount of con-
tact. There resulted a significant negative relationship
between content and ease of avoidance of contact and a very
minute negative directionality between content and alternative
rewarding opportunities to contact.

In a partial correlation, holding enjoyment constant,
there was a positive relationship,; significant at the .10
~level, between content scores and amount, but a significant
-negative relationship between content and avoidance. Once
again there was a slight negative directionality between con-
tent and alternatives. For the other two partial correlations,
as seen from Table 17, no significant relationships existed.

With the addition of each éubsequent contact
variable to the multiple correlation, the coefficient became
increasingly larger. Table 18 shows this and that any'in;
. Crease in éignificanée nowever diminished as each ;dditional
variable was entered. The analysis of variance is used to

test the significance of the coefficient of multiple'correlation.
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The F—rafios for the respective variables are presented in
Table 18 and they are all siénificant. The fingl multiple
regression line showing a significant correlation between
. the combined contact variables and attitude scores at the

.01 level of confidence was:

CONTENT SCORES = 51,051 - (.438 x Amount) + (1.295 x Avoid-
ance) - (2.692 x Enjoyment) + (.652 x

Alternatives). : P

Therefore the attitudes of the non-disabled group towards

disabled persons were more favourable with:

(a) increased amount of contact,

(b) decreased ease of avoidance of contact,
(c) increased enjoyment of contact, and
(d) decreased alternative rewarding oppor-

tunities to contact.

Althdugh this relationship between the combinéd
contact variables and attitude scores was significant, it
does not completely support H-4, which consequently cannot
"be considered confirmed for the non-disablad éroup. From
the simple correlations in Table 17 this result wés expected,
since the coefficients of avoidance and of alternatives were
not in the hypothesized direction.

A look at the coefficients of multiple determina-
tgon, RZ, on Table lé indicates that 21,63 per cenf of the

variation in ATDP content scores was associated with

variations in the four indspendent contact variables.
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Enjoyment accounted for 10.82 per cent of the variation in
content scores; avoidance added 8.77 pér cent to this varia-
tion; alternatives increased this by 1.23 per cent; and
amount added a further .82 per cent_to the total variation,
-Enjoyment was thus the most important contact'variable con—
tributing the most towards the variation in attitudes on the
ATDP of non-disabled persons. This variable was followed in
importance by avoidance, alternatives, and lastly, amount.
However, the increases in the coefficients of multiple deter-
mination caused by the addition of alternatives and of amount
were small and insignificant. This may be attributed to the
fact that ease of avoidance correlated (negatively) with amount
of contact (r = -.295; p = .01) and that alternatives corre- .
lated (positively) with enjoyment of contact (r = .212; p = .05).
" The analyses so far utiiized all 84 non-disabled
subjects whd had.had some contact with disabled persons. How-
ever in_order tc test the H4 as it is stated it was also
hecéssary to isolate those non-disabled raspondents who (a)
could easily avoid contact with disabled persons,: (b) who
enjoyed the contact, and (c) who had alternative rewarding
opportﬁnities to contact, and then to see whethér, for these
persons, a significant correlation existed between high fre-—
guency of contact and favourable attitudes. Unfortunately,
independent variable (c) had to be omitted since too few
respondents éxpressed'all three variables. Thirty~seven
non-disabled subjects stated that they could both easily
avoid contact with disabled persons and'that they enjoved

contact. A correlation coefficient of - ,0937 between amount



100

QF contaét and ATDP scores for these subjects Was obtained
indicating that there is only a minute, very insignificant
trend for high freguency of contact with disabled persons
to be associated with favourable attitudes when high fre-
guency is concurrent wifh (a) ease of avoidance of contact
and (b) enjoyment of contact. H-4 is thus not considered
confirmed for the non-disabled group.

In summary, it seems that for the non-disabled
group the easiér it was to avoid contact with disabled
persons, the less contact they had with disabled persons.
‘Secondly, the more alternative rewarding opportunities to
contact with disabled persons, the greater was the enjoyment
of contact. Thirdly, the greater the contact with disabled
persons, the more favourable the éttitudes towards them.
Fourthly,’the more enjoyable the contact with disabled
perscns, the mofe favourable the attitudes towards th?m,

By themselves these conclusions appear to be perfectly
rational, and support the theoretical consideration, but

© H-4 combining favourable attitudes with the four contact
variables as it does, is not completely confirmed because,
for instance, to increase the frequency of contact, which
results in favourable attitudes, it wéuld be necessary
here to decrease the ease of avoidance, which is contrafy

to the stated hypothesis.
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TABLE 17: Coefficients of multiple and partial correlatiochs
between ATDP content scores and the four contact
variables for the non-disabled sample.

 Correlated Variable Multiple R  Partial R
Enjoy- Avoid- Alterna-
ment ‘ance tives Amount
Content _ -, 3290 | DAGHR 052 -, 225%

and Enjoyment . » 3289 S314¥RR 132 -, 182

and Aveidance L4426 » . 124 -, 092

and Alternatives L4562 ‘ -, 102

and Amount A651 '

* p = .025

¥ p=.01

¥t p = 005

TABLE 18: Coefficients of multiple correlationé R, and multiple
determination, RZ, the increase in R<, and the F-ratios
for the four combined contact variebles with ATDP con-
tent scores of the non-~diszbled sample.

7 S_t ep Increase
Number Variable Entered R R in R2 F
1 Enjoyment .3289 ,1082 .1082 9.946 *
2 Avoidance 4426 1959 . 08677 9.864 *
3 Alternatives 4562 .2082 ,0123 7,010 *
4 Amount 4651 ,2163 . 0082 5,452 #
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Disabled Sampl=,
0}

As-indicated by Table 12, a simpie correlation betWeen
ATDP content scofes and each of the individual contact variables
resulted in a significant positive relationship only betwesn con--
tent and enjoyment of contact. The relationships of each of the
pther three contact variables with content tended slightly to-
wards the hypothesized dirécticn.

In a partial correlation, holding enjoyment ceonstant,
there wasvno.significant relationship between content scorés
and:the other contact yariables. waaver, each of these variables
displéyed‘a mofe or less tendency in the hypothesized dirgction.
Similer resulis were Dbtainad for the other two'partial corre-
lations. )

With the addition of each subsequgnt.qontact variable
to thevmultiple correlation, the coeFFiciént became increasingiy
larger, However; Téble'ZD shoWs that this increase diminished
'vas each variable was entered. = The F-ratios , presented in
Table 20, as tests of significance for the multiple correlations,
were not significant. The Fihal multiple regression line show-
ing a non-significant correlation between the combined contact

variables and attitude scores was:

CONTENT SCORES = 62.295 - (,827 x Amount) ~ (1.345 x Avoidance)
- (3.136 x Enjoyment) -~ (.962 x Alternativés).
'Therefare the attitudes of the disabled group on the ATDP tended to

more favourable with:

be
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(a) increased amount of contact,

(b) increased ease of avoidance of contact,

(c) increased enjoyment DFvcontacf, and

(d) increased alternative rewardlng oppor-—
tunities to contact,

Although this relationship between the combined

contact variables and attitude scores was in the hypothesized

direction, it was not significant. Hence, for the disabled

gfoup H-4 cannot be considered confirmed.

As shown by Table 20, the coefficients of multiple
determination, R2, indicates that 12.25 per cent of the
variation in ATDP content scores was associated with variations
in the four independgnt content variables. - Enjoyment accounted
for 6.54 per cent of the variation in content scores; avoidance
added 4.66 per cent to this variation; - amount increased this by
.70 per cent; and alternatives added a further ,35 per cent to
the total variation. Enjbyment was thus the mosﬁ important
contact variable Contributing the most towards the variation in
attitudes on the ATDP of disabled persons. This variable was
followed in importance by avoidance, amount, and lastly,
alternatives. It should be noted though that.the increases

in the coefficients of multiple determination caused by the

addition of amount and of alternatives were very small and in-

significant. This may be attributed to the fact that enjoyment

of contact correlated (positively) with amount of contact

(r = .357; p = .02) and that alternatives correlated (positively)

with ease of avoidance (r = .266; p = .05).
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Once again the nature of the hypothesis necessitated
the isolation of those disabled subjects who exhibited the
three pre-requisites of H-4, namely, (a) ease nf avoidance
of contact, (b) venjoyment'of contact, and (c) alternative
rewafding opportunities. As was the case with the non-disabled
éubjecté, independent variablé (c)} had to be omitted because
- of the paucity of subjects who expressed this variahble. So out
of the 53 non-disabled respondents subjected tovfhe above
analyéis, only 15 stated that they could both easily avoid
contact with disabled persons and that they enjoyed the con-
tact. In these subjects, a correlation coefficient of —.2359
between amount of Contact and ATDP scores was obtained, indica-
ting a slight, non-significant trend for high frequency of
coﬁtact with disabled persons to be associéted with favourable
attitudes when high frequency is concurrent with (2) ease of
avoidance of contact, and (b) enjoyment of contact. H-4
is thus not considered confirmed for the disabled group.
TABLE 19: Coeffiéients of multiple and partial correlations

between ATDP content scores and the four contact
variables for the disabled sample.

v
—

Correlated Variable Multiple Partial R
' R
Enjoy-~ Avoid- Amount Alterna-
ment ance tives
Content -, 256% ~,191 -.134 -.082
and Enjoyment . 2557 -.223 -.048 -,119
-and Avoidance ©,3346 -.089 -.066
and Amount o . 3449 -~. 063

and Alternatives . 3500

* p=.,05

et s — . -
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TABLE 20: Coefficients of multiple correlation, R, and multiple
cdetermination, RZ, the increase in R2 and the F-ratios
for the four combined contact variables with ATDP con-

tent scores of the disabled sample,

Step ) 5 Increase

Number Variable Entered R R in RZ F
1. Enjoyment . 2557 .0854 .0654 3.568
2. Avoidance . 3346 .1120 . 0466 3.152
3.  Amount | 3449  ,1189  .0070  2.205
4, Alternatives . 3500 . 1225 0035 1.675

H-5: The more personal the contact with disabled

persons, the more Tavourable will b2 the attitudes towards them.

The varieties of contact with disabled persons were

measured by question PQ:iHP:3 (see Appendix A~3), The criterion

for gauging the degree of personal contact on this guestion was

proposed by Jordan (1968, De 255). Respondents wére considered

to havé Impersonal Contact . if they circled either or bath 1 and

2 of PR:HP:3; Personal Contéct if they circled either or all

parts of 3 to 7; and Imperschal and Personal Contact if they

circled options from both preceeding divisions of contact.
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Table 21 presents the non-disabled respondents who
fell in the three differential contact groups. Included'in
this table are persons who stated that they had no contact-at.
‘all with disabled persaons. If the two subjects in the T
group are omitted, the group with the most personal contact
(Mvgroup) have the most favourable attitude mean score,
followed by the group with somewhat less personal contact
(P group), while the N group have the least favourable attitude
mean SCOre.

TABLE 21: Distribution of non-disabled respondents according
to the kind of contact with disabled persons.

Contact Group Norn—disabled Group

N. - Mean ~ 8.D.
No Contact (N) 17 49,65 3.39
Impersonal Contact (I) 2 41.50 5.50
Personal Contact (P) 47 46,36 5.68
Impersonal and (M) 35 44,34 4,99

Personal Contact

s e s L I R A e o e B et S O )
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As.seen from Takle 22, there is a signifibant differ-
ence in the means of the four contact groups, N, I, P, énd M,
which suggest that they do not come from a single population.

- An analysis of variance calculated without the I group subjects
_ resulted in a F of 6.0117 which was also significanf at the .01
level, indicating a sirnificant difference in the means of the

three contact groups, N, P, and M,
TABLE 22: Summary for the analysis of variance for the non-

disabled group between ATDP content scores and
four contact groups.

ll

Sums of Mean
Variation df Squares Squares F Sig. of F
Between Groups 3 367.44 122.48 4,4881 01
Within Groups 97 2647,14 27,29
Total 101 3014, 58

In order to test whether non-disabled persons who>had
had some kind of contact or experience with disabled persons |
have more favourable attitudes towards disabled persons than non-
disabled persocns who had had no contact or experience at all,
groups I, P, and M were combined as those raving had contact and 7
tHen compared with group N as having had no contact. Table 23
presents this analysis and reveals that there is a'significant
difference in mean attitudes towards the disabled between per—
.sons with some kind of contact With disabled persons and perscns

with no contact at all.
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TABLE 23: Means, standard deviations, t statistic, and level
of significance of ATDP scores comparing non-
disabled respondents who had had contact and non-—
disabled respondents who had had no contact with
disabled persons.

i

Non—disabled Group

Variable

N. Mean 5.D. t Sig. of t
Contact 84 45,40 5.53  3.0443 .005
No Contact 17 49,65 3.39

Tables 22 and 23 suggest that not only is there a
significant positivevrelationship between different kinds of
personal contact (not amount) and attitudes, but also thate |
persons who had had no contact with disabled persons express
significantly less favourable attitudes towards disébled
persons thén persons who had had some kind of contact.

A similar pattern occurs winen the non-disabled
group is divided into male and female. Table 24 presents
the distribution of non-disabled respondents according to

sex and the degree of contact.
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TABLE 24: Distribution of non-disabled respondents according
to sex and the kind of contact with disabled
persons.

e ——

. Males Females
Contact Group
N Mean .N. Mean
No Contact (N) 9 49,11 8 50.25
Impersonal Contact {I) 1 36.0 1 47.0
Personal Contact . (P) 25 46.64 22 - 46,05
Impersonal and (M) 9 45,67 26 43.88

Personal Contact

il

|

Although the mean of the non-disabled males who had
had no contact is higher - less favourable attitude - than the
means of males who had had some contact, and although the means
decreasé with increasing degree of contact (except for one male
in the I group) an analysis of variance as presented in Table
25 revealed no significant difference in the four means. When
an analysis of variance was Calculatedeithout the one male
subject in the I group the obtained F of 1.2467 was also not
significant. There thus appears to be nb significant difference

even in the means of the three contact groups, N, P, and M.
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TABLE 25: Summary for the analysis cof variance for the non-
disabled male respondents between ATDP content
scores and four contact groups.

Sums of Mean Sig.
Variation df Squares Sguares F of F
Between Groups 3 176,51 58.84 2.4756 n,S.
Within Groups a0 950,65 23.77
Total 44 1127.16

il
|

Rt A3 T . e i S . WA ROl S T
—

All non-disabled males who had had contact - groups
I,.P, and M —~ were then combined and compared with those males
- who had had no contact with disabled persons - group N, Table
26 shows this comparison and even though the méan of groups I,
P, and M 1s lower - more favourzble attitude ~ than the mean
of group N this difference is significant only at the .10

level,
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Means, standard deviations, t statistic, and level

TABLE 26:

: of significance of ATDP scores comparing non-—
disabled male responcents who had had contact and
non-disabled male respondents who had had no con-
tact with disabled persons.

Non-disabled Males
Variabls: . Sig
Ne Mean 5.0, t of ¢
Contact 35 46,09 5.06 1.5445 .10
No Contact 9 45.11 4.28

N iyl sttt i e

e "

A look at Table 24 shows that, for the non-disabled

females, grcup N had the highest mean, that is the least

favourable score and that with an increasing degree of personal
contact the attitude score becomes more favourable,

difference in the means of the four non-disabled female contact

The

groups was found to be significant, as indicated by Table 27.

With the one female subject in the I group omitted, an analysis

of variance resulted in a calculated F of 4,1892 which was also

significant at the .05 level of confidence, indicating a sig-

nificant difference in the means of the three contact groups.,
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TABLE 27: Summary for the analysis of variance'For the non-
disabled female respondents between ATDP content.
scares and four contact groups.

— e

Sums of Mean S5ig. of
Variation df  Squares Squares F F
Between Groups 3 255,55 85.18 2.8127 .05
Within Groups 53 1605.12 30.29
Total 57 1860.67

Now all the non-disabled females who had had_somg
kind of contact - groups I, P and M -~ were grouped and com-
pared with those females who had had no contact with disabled
persons — graup N, Table 28 reveals_that the female contact
group expressed significantly more favourable attitudes than

the female no contact group.
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TABLE 28: Means, standard deviations, t statistic, and level
of significance of ATDP scores, comparing non—
disabled female respondents who had had contact
and non-disabled female respondents who had had
no contact with disabled persons.

Non-disabled Females

Variable
N, Mean S.0. t Sig. of t
Contact 49 44,92 5.78 2.5789 .01

No Contact 8 50.25 1.79

Unfortunately if was found that the above data
'Qathered from the contact question PQ:HP:3 (see Appendix
A—B) did not lend themselves to a correlation analysis, so
that H-5, concerning the more personal the contact, the mofe
favéurabie the attitude, could not be properly tested. The
most that can be said is that for the total non-disabled group
énd fhe non-disabled females persons who had had diFFerent
kinds'DF contact exﬁressed significantly different attitudes
towards disabled persons with a trend for their mgah attitude
soore'to be in the hypothesized direction and that those who
had had some contact (total Qroup and Fémales) expreséed sigé
niFiCanfly more favourable attitudes towards disabled persons
“than those who had had no contact. H-5 cannot thus be con-
sidered completely confirmed.

ﬂ:§i, For both non-disabled and disabled groups,
younger persons will express more favourable attitudes on

the ATDP than will older persons.
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Table 29 reveals that for both the total non-disabled
gfoup and the non-disabled méles, the younger the person the
more significantly Favourable the attitude.. Non-disabled
" females tended fo be in tHe hypothesized direction but this
was not significant. The total disabled group as well as dis-
abled females were in tie opposite hypothesized direction,‘
that is, the older the person, the more favourable the attitude;
these results were nét significant. Disabled males tended to
be minutely in the hypothesized direction. Therefore H-5 can
only be considered confirmed for the total non-disabled grﬁup
.and the non-disabled males.

TABLE 29: Correlation coefficients between ATDP content

scores and age for both non-disabled and dis-
abled groups. '

e A s . o, At oo 33 AP e e

Content and Age

Group

Ne r Sig. of r
Non—-disabled
Male a4 ' . 3660 Kol
Female 57 : .1011 “  n.s.
Total 101 ' .1918 .05
Disabled
Male 27 .0997 N.Se
Female 26 -. 2960 N.S.
Total 53 . =.1245 ’ NeS.

s s -
o — T S o Bt T o P B S

e

~J

H--7: Females within both non-disabled and disabled

groups will score more favourable attitudes on the ATDP than

males within both groups.
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Tabhle 30 indicates that non-disabled females had

slightly more favourable ettitudes towards disabled persons

than non-~disabled males.

However, the differesnce between

these mezns was not stetistically significant.

TABLE 30: Means, standard deviations, t statistics, and
levels of significance for ATDP scores of the
maies and females within the rnon-disabled and
disabled groups.

\ NP

Group ATD!

Se x Ns WMean 5.0- t Sig. of t

Non-dlisabled Male 44 46,70 5.12 5393 .2

Female 57 45,687 5.76
- Disabled Male 27 46,44  7.63 1,6758 .05
Female 26 az2.69 8,66
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Table 31 presents a two-dimensional analysis of
varidnce where the two independent variables of sex and kind
of contact were cbncomitantly analized és to their‘infidénce

- upon ATDP scores, This analysis shows that there is no sig-
nificant difference in the attitudes of non—disébled male and
female subjects (see Table_SO); that there is a significant
differeﬁce in the attitudes of non-disabled subjects who had
had different kinds of contact (see H-5); and that the non-—
significant interaction would suggest that sex and contact
are independent of each other as to their effect upon atti-
tudes.

TABLE 31: Summary for the two-dimensional analysis of variance

for non—disabled males and Temales and four contact

groups.
Sums of Mean

Variation df Squares Squares F " Sig. of F
Sex 1 38.56 38.56 1.4031 MNeSe
Contact 3 224,59 74.86 2.7242 .05
Interaction 3 165,12 55.04 2.0028 Nn.s.
Within 93 2555.75 27.48
Total’ 101 3084,02

When all the non-disabled males who had had some kind
of contact with disabled persons were compared with all the non-
disabled females who had had contact, the latter had a more
favourable score than the former, but no significant difference
between the means was found. This t~test 1s presented in

Table 32.
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TABLE 32: Means, standard deviations, t statistic, and level
of significance comparing non-disabled males who
had had contact with disabled persons and non-
disabled females who had had contact.

Variahle S e x N, Mean S.D. t Sig. of t

ATDP Male 35 46,09 §5.06 .9596 - W2

Female 49 44,92 5.78

Then the non-disabled males who had had no contact
at all with disabled persons werelcompared with the non- |
disabled females who had had no contact. As Table 33 indi~
cates it was the males who had very slightly the more posi-
tive score, but once again the difference betwsen the two

means was not significant.
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TABLE 33: Means, standard deviations, t statistic, and level of
significance comparing non-disabled males who had had
no contact with disabled persons and non-disabled
females who had had no contact.

Variable Se x N, Mean S.D. t Sig., of t
ATDP Male 9 49,11 4.28 .6992 .25
Female 8 50,25 1.79

J

Concerning the disabled group, it would appear from
Table‘30 that disabled Feméles had significantly more favourable
ATDP scores than disabled males. A two-~dimensional analysis of
variance testing the difference between disabled males and dis-
abled females, the differences between types of disability, and
the significance of the interaction, as shown in Table 34
reveals that there was no significant difference in the atti-
tudes of disabled males and females; that there is no significént
différence in the attitudes of disabled persons with various types
of disabilities (see H-2); and that there is no significant

interaction between sex and types of disabilities.
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TABLE 34: Summary for the two-dimensional analysis of variance
for disabled males and females and seven disability

groups.
Sums of Mean

Variation df Sguares Squares F Sig. of F
Sex 1 137.83  137.83  1.9689 n.s.
Disability 6 435.19 72,53 1,0361 N.S.
Interaction 6 223.13 37.19 .5312 N.S.
Within 36 2520.08 70.00
Total 50 3316.23

It will have been noticed from Table 34 that only 7
out of the totai 8 disability groups were submitted to the two-
way analysis cof variance, (The outcome of the analysis in the
two sources of variation, that is, sex and disability, was non-
significant. ) Only 7.disability groups were used because in
disability type 6 - ‘'amputee, double and bilateral; - there were
only three males and no females, therefore this type was omitted.
The omission of this group would seem to account fdr the diffe-
rent results obtained for sex differences in the sbove two-way
ANOVA and the t-test in Table 30. The F-ratio for sex
differences, excluding the males in disability type 6, was non-
significant, while the t-statistic including the males in dis-
ability type 6 was significant; The mean of the disabled
males excluding the three from disability type 6 is 45.83 which

is lower than the mean of the total disabled males of 46.44,
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Now if a t-test were calculated between this lower male meanv
and the total female mean of 42.69, it would probably yield
a non-significant t, since the calculated t in Table 30 for
the disabled males and females is significant at the .05 level
againsf the tabled t only by .005, In fact this is the case,
with a calculated t of 1.4266 being significant only at the .1
level. However the obseryations here do not invalidate the
significant findings in Table 30; they merely explain why the
F-ratio for tHe sex yariable in Table 34 was not significant.

It thus seems that although the results show differ-
ences between males and females of both groups on the ATDP to
exist and in the hypothesized direction, the difference in mean
scores between disabled males and disabled females was only
significant and so H-7 can be considered confirmed only for dis-
abled males and females and net for non-disabled males and
females,

H-8: = For the non-disabled group, persons with a
higher educational level will have more favourable atfitudes
towards disabled persons than persons with a lower eduéational

level.
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As shown in Table 35 there is the minutest tendency
for the tofal non~disabled group, as well as the non-disabled
females to be in the hyﬁothesized direction. It is however,
-most trivial and nowhere near being statistically signiFiéant.
The non-disabled males were very insignifiqantly in the opposite
direction.,

TABLE 35: Correlation coefficients between ATDP content scores

and the levels of education for the non-disabled
group.

ot st
e et s St et P et et

Content and Education

Group

Na Tr Sig. of r
Non~-disabled
Male .44 .0124 , N. 3.
Female 57 ~-.0916 n.s.
Total _ 101 -.0379 n.s.

1
lI

In Table 36 the influence of kinds of contéct with
disabléd persons and educational levels were concomitantly
studied. The kinds of contact included non-disabled respond-
.ents within the N contact group, fhe P contact group, and the
M contact group (see Table 21}, The educational levels in-
cluded non-disabled reépondents within educational levels 3,

4, 5 and 6 (see PR:17, Appendix A—l). Seven persons altogether,
within I contact group and within educational levels 1, 2, 7
and 8 were omitted since there were too many empty categories

here.
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It was found that there was a significant difference
in the attitudes of non-disabled subjects who had had different
kinds of contact (see H-5); that there was no significant
difference in the attitudes of non-disabled subjects at the
four educational levels (see Table 35); -and that there was
no significant interaction between contact and education cn
attitudes towards disabled persons. In other wbrds, this
non-significant interaction would suggest that the influence
- of contact and education upon attitudes ig independent of

each other,
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TABLE 36: Summary for the two-dimensioral analysis of variance
for the non-disabled group with three contact groups
and four educational levels,

Sums of Mean

Variation df Sguares Squares F Sig. of F
Contact 2 221.74 110.87 4.0640 .05
Education 3 £86.99 28,99 1.0629 n.s.
Interaction 6 141.53 23.66 8671 n.s.
Within 82 2237.03 27.28

Total - 94 - 2687.69

R I T R R R T I ir}t cun .
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A three~dimensibna1-analysis of variance was computed
between non-disabled males and females in theksame contact groups
and at the same educational levels as the above two-way ANOVA,
 Table 37 regeals that, oﬁce again, the only significant fesult is
that the kind cf contact withvdisabled persons sighificantly
inFlQences the attitﬁdes held towardé them (see'H«S). There
' appeafs nd significant difference in the attitudes of non-
disabled males and Females (see Table 30) and in the attitudes of
non-disabled persons at the four educational levels (see Tables
35 and 36). Thére was no significant interaction upon
attitudesvbetween méles and females and the kind of contact,

(see Table 31); between males and females and the four educa-
tional levels; - and between non-disabled persans inythe three
contacf groups and at the four educational levels (see Table 36).
Moreoyer, the nan—signifiﬁant interaction between the thfee‘
sources of variation saggest that the effects of contact, edu-
cation, and being male or Fémale, upon attitudes towards dis—

. abled persons are independent of each other.
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TABLE 37: Summary for the three-dimensional analysis of variance
for non-disabled males and females, three contact
groups, and four educational levels.

Sums of . Mean

' Variation df Squares Squares F Gig.of F
Sex 1 16,32 16.32 .5742 n.s.
Contact 2 264,48 132.24 4.6539 .05
Education 3 73.47 24.49 .8619 n.s.
Sex/Contact 2 4,92 2.46 .0865 n.s.
Sex/Education 3 53.38 17.79  .6262 n.s.
Contact/Education 6 167.60 27.93  .9831 n.s.
Interaction 6 64.84  10.81  .3803  n.s.
Within 71 2017.44 28.41
‘Total ‘ 94 2662.45
= -

In the light of these findings H-8 cannot be considered
confirmed.

H-9: For the disabled group, persons at different
educational levels will all obtain basically the same scores
on the ATDP.

Table 38 indicates that while there were small ten-
dencies for the total disabled group, disabled males and disabled
females at higher educational levels to express more self-
accepting attitudes than disabled persons at lower educational
levels, these were nct significant. Therefore,_since the re--
sults reveal that persons at different educational levels do not
obtain significantly different ATDP sceres, H-9 is considered

confirmed.
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TABLE 238: Correlation coefficients between ATDP content scores
and the levels of education for the disabled group.

J T I I R R I R T e et
e e e e e S e el s e s ottt st e e

Content and Education
Group
N. r Big. of r
Disabled
Male - 27 : -.1079 N.S.
Female 26 -. 2560 N.S,

Total 53 -, 2084 n.s.,

h
i
i

A two-dimensional analysis of variance, as presented
in Table 39 revealed a significant interaction between the two.
levels of sex and five educational levels. Disabled males at
eaqh of the five levels of education had signif}cantly different
attitudes than disabled females at each of the same five educa-
tional levels, Three levels of educational, 6; 7 and 8 (see
PQ:17, Appendix A—l) were omitted from the analysis because of
the lack of subjects in these categories. Five disabled sub-
jects were thus omitted. However, this finding is actually
more relevant to H-7 where disabled females were found to hold
significantly more favourable attitudes to disabled males. It
thus seems that not only is there a significant difference in
the atfitudes of disabled malies and females, but there is also
a significant interaction upon attitudes between males and
females and educational levels, On the other hand this latter

result, although significant, is not very meaningful, since,
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whereas the disabled females have decreasing mean attitude
scores with increasing education until educational level 5,
that is, the higher the educational level, the more favour-
~able the attitude (this is not significant), no such trend
appears for the disabled males. The means aof the disabled
males and females at the different educational levels
appear in Tahle 40.

TABLE 39: Summary for the two-dimensional analysis aof

variance for disabled males and females and
five educational levels.

f e e e e

Sums of Mean | Sig.
"Variation df - Sguares Square F of F
Sex 1 65,08 65.08 1.1237 n.s.
Education 4 137,859 34.39 .5939 n.s.
Interaction 4 622.78 155.69 2.6883 .05
Within 38 2200.78 57.92

Total 48 3026.23
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TABLE 40: Number and means of disabled males and females at
the eight educational levels.

—
——a—_

Males Females

Educational Levels Educational Levels

‘Mean 39 50.2 52.8 42.1 852.5 - - 48 52.5 44,8 42 41.4 41,2 36.7 52 -

Number 1 5 5 13 2 ~-=-1 2 a a4 7 5 3 1=

What is more relevant here is the result that there was no
significant difference in attitudes of disabled persons at the five
educational levels. Therefore, since the results reveal that per-
sons at different educational 1ev;15 do not obtain significantly
different ATDP scores, H-9 is considered confirmed.

H~10: Persons who score high on religiosity will score

low on positive attitudes on the ATDP,

Non—disabled Samnle.

Three questions were orientated towards religion: (a)
religious affiliation (PR: 13), (b) religious importance (PQ: 14),
and religions adherence (PQ: 28); The last two constitute relig-
iosity here, so that irrespective of religicus affiliation, H-10
states a relationship between ATDP content scores and religious

importance plus religious adherence.
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The simple correlation contained in Table 41 between
ATDP content scores and each of the individual religiosity‘
‘variables resulted in a non-hypothesized relationship, signifi-
“cant at the .05 level between content and religious importance.
The relationship between content and religious adherence was
most frivially in the n..n-hypothesized direction.

In a partial correlation, holding importarce constant,
there was no significant relationsﬁip between content scores
and adherence, although this was slightly in fhe hypothesized
directiéﬁ.

With the addition of adherence to the multiple corre-
lation, the coefficient did not become significant. In fact,
the F-ratios, which test the significance of the multiple
correlation coefficients and which are shown in Table 42, are
not significant for either variable. Table 42 also shows by
the coefficient of multiple determination, H2, that adherence
added only 1.81 per cent of the total variation of 4.49 per
cent in the ATDP content scores. Religious importance was
thus the most important contributing variable to the attitude
score.

The final multiple regression line showing & non-—
significant correlation was:

CONTENT SCORES = 48.229 ~ (1.803 x Importance) + (.898 x
Adherence ).
Therefore the attitudes of the non-disabled group towards dis—
"abled persons tended to be more favourable with

(a) increased religious importance and

(b) decreased religious adherence.
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This relationship between the combined religiosity
variables and attitude scores was nct significant and does not
support H-10, which consequently cannot be considered confirmed
for the non-disabled group. From the éimple,correlations in
Table 41, this result was expected, since tﬁe coefficients of
importance and adhererice were not in the hypothesized direction,
TABLE 41: Coefficients of multiple and partial bﬁrrelations

between ATDP ccntent scores and the two religious
variables fcr the nori-disabled sample.

o e ey
A LA A e Do A e T .3 A = e W S

o _ ’ Partial R
Correlated Variable  Multiple R -
Importance Adherence
Content - . : o -.164% -, 016
and Importance . .1637 - 1 o .136 .

and Adherenoe A .2118

-

I
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TABQE:@%: Cogfficients of multiple correlation, R, and multiple
determination, Hz, the increase in R+, and the F-
ratios for the two combined religious variables with
ATDP content scorss of the non-disabled sample.,

 — e e

Step Variable 5 Increase

Number  Entered A R= in p2 F
1 Importance 1637 .0258 0268 2.726
2 Adherence  .2118 . .0449 .0181  2.301

: ynar o zae st ot e S e AT b
R A e s S s el s

rwmaroersene e vty et gy
e e s e v, e LI o £ o s,

Disabled Sample,

As indiceted in Table 43, simple correlaticns betweén
AfDP content scores and the individual religiosity variables re-
sulted im no significant relationshipé,.the one for adherence
being mast miﬂuteiy in the hypothesized directionAand thé one
:For importance, most minutely in the opposite‘direcfion.

| In a partial correlétion, holding adherence constént,
there was also no signiFiCant reiationship between content
scores and importance, altﬁough this was very slightly in.thé
hypothesized direction.l' Moreover, neifher multiplg corre—
lation coefficients were significant.
| .The final multiple regression line which, however,

was very far from being significant, was:
CONTENT SCORES = 45,989 + {1.783 x Importance) - (1.793.x
Adherence ). |

Thereforé,the attitude of the disabled group tended
to be moré favourable with:

(a) decreased religious importance, énd

(b) increased religious adherence.

As gll the results were. insignificant, H-10 is not

confirmed for the disabled group.
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Coefficients of multiple and partial correlations

TABLE 43:
between ATDP content scores and the two religious
variables for the disabled sample.
Correlated Variable Multiple R Partial A
Adherence Importance
Content .093 -.018
and Adherence . .0928 .106

and Importance .1403

TABLE 44: Coefficients of multiple correlation, R, and
multiple determination, HZ, the increase in Hz,
and the F-ratios for the two combined religious
variables with ATDP content scores of the dis-
abled sample.

Step Increase

Number  Variable Entered R R in R2 F

1 Adherence .0928  .0086 .0086 .443
2 Importance . 1403 L0197 0111 502




CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

Discussion of the Hypotheses,

Hypothesis 1 stated that disabled persons will express
hore positive attitudes on the ATDP scale than will non-disabled
persons. Analysis of the data relevant to H-1 revealed that no
statistically significént differences in the means existed
between the total disabled and total non-disabled respondents
(Table 6); between the total disabled respondents and those non-
disabled respondents who had had contact with disabled persons
(Table 7); between the total disabled male and total non-disabled
male respondents (Table 9); and between the total disabled male
and female respondents and - those non-disabled male ana female
respondents respectively who had had contact with disabled persons
" (Table 10). Statistically significant differences in the means
existed between the total disabled respcondents and those non-
disabled respondents who had Had no contact with disabled persons
(Table 8); between the total disabled female and those non-
disabled female respondents who had had contact with disabled
‘persons (Table 11). Moreover, with one exception, the disabled
sample, whether total or males and females had lower means than
the non-disabled sample, whether total or sub-divided by sex énd
contact., The one exception was that the non-disabled males who
had contact were Q.35 lower in mean score than the disabled males,

The hypothesis, as it is stated here, cannot be con-
sidered chFirmed. Nevertheless, the results do reveal a
tendency for disabled persons to be more accepting of themselves
énd their disabilities than non-disabled persons are accepting
of disabled persons. This tendeﬁcy reaches statistical signifi-
cance (one—tailed test; p = .05) when disabled persons are
‘compared with non-disabled persons who had had no contact with

132
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the disabled. In addition, disabled females were significantly
more accepting of themselves and their disabilities than all non-
disabled females were of disabled persons. Heré then is partial
. support for H-1. The other results suggest that contact may be
an importaht factor in more positive attitudes towards, or more
acceptance of, disabled persons. Yuker et al. (1960) found
that a sample of 170 Hofstra College students obtained signi-
ficantly less favourable ATDP scores (p = ;001) than a sample
of 248 disabled Abilities employees. They do not indicate
iwhether or not the students had had contact with disabled
persons., Another finding of theirs was that with non-disabled
subjects the amount of contact with disabled persons was
signiFicantly related (p = .001) to the degree of acceptance
of the disabled. (The influence oflcontact on a non-disabled
person'’s attitude will bé discussed more fully at a later
stage) The important point is that when Yuker et al. (1960)
compared disabled with non-disabled subjects, they did ﬁot
control for sex or any other variable. The only indication
as to the nature of their samples is that the mean age of the
disabled employees is 43 and consists of approximately 186
males and 62 females.

| In a later review by Yuker et al. (1966) it was
reportea that 1079 disabled male subjects expressed.signifi—
cantly more favourable attitudes an the ATDP (p = .001) than
did 1689 non-disabled male subjects and that 219 disabled
female subjects expressed significantly more favourable
attitudes (p = .001) than did 1410 non-disabled female sub-

Jjects. This was the case here when the no contact non-disabled
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males and Females were compared with the disabled males and
females respectively, As will be recglled, disabled females
also scored significantly lower scores than the total non--
disébled females.

Yuker et al. (1960) pqstulated an explénation for
the tendency for disabled persons to express more positive
attitudés thanlnonvdisabled persons on the basis that dis~
ébled persons are probably more acceptiﬁg of disability than
non—disabled persens. The explanation is rather taQtological
in that the cause and effect are 'explained'.in the same
'terms; Heider's (1958) balanced cases of Similarity and
familiarity (see page 59F) of fer a more sophisficated e X
>planaﬁion. A disabled person, because oF'His siﬁilafity
to other disabled persons and %amiliarity‘with the socio;.
psychological problems of disability should be able to
reflect a truer similarity-difference picturg concerning -
Adisability, compared to physical normaléy and thus express
relatively more positive attitudes on the ATDP. than a non-
disabied,person without this épecial kind of eﬁbathy. fhis
' appiies even more so to a physically normal person who had
had no contéot with disabled persons,.in that he is not at
all familiar with disabled PErsons and their various handi-
caps so that. theoretically, there shoula be a substantial
discrepancy in attitudes between this kind of person and a
person who is disabled or even a person who had had-cdntact
with disatled persons. Diéabled persons were found to

have only slightly more favoureble attitudes than non-disabled

. persons who had had contact with disabled persons, but
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significantly more favourable attitudes than non-disabled
persons who had had no contact. It would appear then,
that contact with disability and disabled persons, giving
the person a better understanding and more sympathetic
outlook of the socio-psychological nature of disability,
influences the favourableness of attitudes more than the
variable of disability itself. Two other findings ré~
» inforce this assertion. The one is that persons with
various types of disabilitiesdl obtaih basically the same
attitude scores (H-2). The other is that non-disabled
persons with some kind of contact with disabled persons
express significantly more favourable attitudes towards
them than non-disabled persons who had Had no Contéct (H-5 "
When administered to disabled persons, the ATDP
is a heasure of self-acceptance or self-rejection and dis—
ébility—acceptance or disability-rejection (Yuker et al.
1960).  Dixon (1973) using another attitude scale found
that disabled persons also express generally more favourable
attitudes towards 'the disabled' than did non-disabled
persons. However, as indicated in Chapter 2, so much
research on this thesis' topic reveals contrary results.
For instance, Brookfield (1970) found, using the same scale
as Dixon (1973) that disabled subjects were significantly
more Fayoufable towards a physically normal person than
toward a disabled person, while Arnholter (1962) showed -
that disabled persons were least accepting on the ATDP as
compared” to non-disabled fellow workers and rehabilitation

‘professionals.
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A noteworthy feature of the ATDP scores Dbtaiﬁed
here is the narrow range expressed by both groups. The
possible scoring range extends from 20 for the most favour—
" able attitudes to 80 for the least favourable, (As
» pointed out, in this study low ATDP scores indicate favour-
able attitudes and vice versa). The range of content
scores for the non-disabled group extended from 32 to 60
and of the 101 non-disabled respondents, 93 (92.08%)
scored between 40 and 60. The range of content scores of
the disabled group extended from 26 to 58 ana of the 53
disabled respondents 38 (71.6%%) séored between 40 and 58,
Thus the total range of content scores of both groups
extended from 26 to 60 with 131 (85.08%) of the 154 respon-
dents scoring between 40 and 60, If the standard
deviations are taken into account, 68.26 per cent of the
non—diéabled group's scores fell between 40.63 and 51.61
and 68.26 per cent of the disabled group's scores fell
between 36.31 and 52,89. Within such a narrow scoring
range it is difficult to determine who is meaningfully
more favourable than someone else. This difficuity is
linked with the problem of meaning equivalence and content
scalability which will be discussed at a later stage (see

section ‘'Recommendations relating to the ATDP').

Hypothesis 2 stated that persons with various
types of disabilities will all obtain basically the same

scores on the ATDP,
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The results (Tables 12 - 14) suggest that respondents
scores on the ATDP may be unrelated to the type of their dis-
abilities. Table 5 presents the distributioﬁ and the means
‘of disabled subjects according to their type of disability
and their sex. Personé with arthritis appear to be the most
self-accepting (1ow scores indicate positive attitudes and
vice versa) whiie amputees appear the least self-accepting.

The results here confirm those obtained by Yuker
et al. (1980, 1962) who found no relationship between ATDP
scores, that is, self-acceptance or self-rejection, and the
type and extent of disability. However, Smits (1964) found
that the mean self—concept.score of mildly disabled adoles-—
cents was significantly higher than the mean self-concept
score of severely disabled persﬁns. Smits did not use the
ATDP but self-concept is very closely related to self-
acceptance. |

Self-acceptance or self-rejection is related to
"the perception of héw one looks to others, and to the feelings
‘one has about the judgment; of how one looks to others -
Cooley's looking - glass self, Brookfield (1970) found
that a subject’s attitude toward self related positively
to his perception of the attitudes of others towards him.

Now there is conclusive evidence (a rate phenomenon in the
attitudinal area covered by this thesis) that an hierarchy
of preference towards various disability groups exists
(Elsberry, 1974; Goodman et al. 1963; Matthews and
Westie, 1966; Richardson et al. 1961; fringo, 1970; and

others). Since some disabilities elicit more favourable
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attitudes froﬁ non;disabled_psrsons than other disabilities,
those disabled persons who are ranked fairly low by non-
vdisabled persons in the preference hierarchy, which appears
to be relatively consistent, may perceive these relatively
negative attitudes towards them and consequently reflect
these attitudes in scoring low on attifude toward self,
wishing to reject the cause of their perceived negative
attitudes, fhat is, their disability. Conversely, dis—
sbled persons who are ranked fairly high by non—-disabled
persons may reflest these positive attitudes towards them
in scoring high on attitudes towards self. The hierarchy
of disabled persons' attitudss_towards self obtained here

| (see Table 5) is, Ffom most_favourabis to least favourable:
(i) Arthritis; (2) Parsplegia; (3) Quadraplegie;

'(4) Cerebrai Palsy; (5) .Hemiplegia; (6) Polio; - (7)
Other; (8) Amputee. Of these- groups Tringois (1970)
hierarchy by non--disabled subjects wasi (1) Arthritis;
(2) Amputee; (3) Paraplegia; and (4) Csrebral Palsy. -
Except for 'ampytee;' Tringo's hierarchy of preference
ssehs most comparablé with the hierarchy of attitudes of
disabled groups towards themselvss obtained here. In
other words, the disability groups most favourably eQaluated
by non-disabled persons were the ones who sxsressed fhe most
favourable attitudes towards themselves. It must be
remembéred; though, that the anaiysss of variance fevéaled
ns significant differences in the means of the various

disability groups.
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Hyﬁothesis 3 stated that the more freguent the con-
tact with disabled persons the higher will be the scores on
the intensity statements of the ATDP scale, regardless of
whether the attitude content is favourable or unfavourable.

Table 15 indicated that for both groups except non-
disabled females more frequent contact with disabled persons
didknot result in significantly higher intensity scores on
the ATDP, The non-confirmatory findings for the total non-
disabled group and the non-disabled males are in agreement
with Dickie (1967) and Friesen (1966) who also found that no
relationship existed between contact and intensity, In
Jordan's (1968) study, the hypothesis was supported in five
nations, positively directipnal in four nations and iﬁ the
opposite hypothesized direction in the Uﬁited States.

Cessna (1957), Krieder (1967) and Palmerton (1968) also
Found a significant relationship between contact frequency
and intensity of attitudes towards disabled persons.

According to Friesen and to the results here,
intensity does not seem differentially a function of the
amount of contact with either the non-disabled or disabled
group as far as the ATDP 1s ccncerned. The results do
suggest that more favourable attitudes on the paft of both
groups may be significantly related to higher intensity
SCOres (Table 16). The more accepting a non-disabled person
was of disabled persons and a disabled person of himself

and ‘'disability,' the stronger he held this attitude.
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It is rathér difficult from the non-significant
finding between contact and intensity to propose a sound
interpretation, but it seems best to regard the null hypo-
thesis as tenable, pending further evidence.

Hypothesis 4 stated that high freqguency of contact
with disabled persons will be associated with favourable
attitudes when high freguency is concurrent with (a) ease
of avoidance of contact, (b) enjoyment of cqntact, and
(c) alternative rewarding opportunities. A multiple re-
gression line showed a significant correlation between the
.combined contact variables and attitude scores, indicating
that the attitudes of the 84 non-disabled subjects towards‘
disabled persohs were more favourable with (a) increased
amount of contact with disabled persons, (b) decreased ease
of avoidance of contact, (c) increasea enjoyment of contact,
and (d) decreased alternative rewarding opportunities to
contact. | Enjoyment was the most important contact variable
contributing the most towards the variation in attitudes on
the ATDP for non-disabled persons. This variable was
followed in impértaﬁce by avoidance, alternatives and lastly,
amount. Other findings were that the easier it was to
avoid contact with disabled‘persons, the less contact they
had with disabled persons. Secondly, the more alternative
rewarding opportunities to contact with disabled persons,
the greater was the enjoy ment of contact. By themselves
thése conclusions appear to be perfectly rational and
support the theoretical considerations, but H-4, CGmbining
favourable gttitudes with the four contact variables, as it

does, is not completely confirmed because, for instance,
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“to inecrease the frequency of contact, which results in favourable
attitudes, it would be necessary here to decrease the ease of
avoidance, which is contrary to the stated hypothesis.
Moreover, H-4 was not supported when'those non-—
.disabled subjects were isolated who stated that they could
easily avoid contact with disabled persons and enjoyed the
contact, and a correlation done between their attitudes and
tﬁe frequency of their contact with disabled persons. There
appears to be no correlation between freguency of contact
and favourableness of attitude, given that the person enjoys
the contact and can easily avoid it. - Given these two pre-
requisites there appears to be no reason why there is a
necessity for frequency of contact to ensure favourableness
of attitudes. It is guite reasonable to assume that a
person with.a low frequency of contact has favourable atti-
tudes when these two prerequisites are present. Without
these two concommitant variables it was found that the
greater the contact with disabled persons, the more favour-
able the attitudes towards them. One explanation might
be that the person enjoyed such contact. Indeed, this is
the case since it was found that the more enjoyable the
contact with disabled perscns, the more favourable the
attitude. In turn, this may be due to the availability
of alternative rewarding opportunities to contact which
so happens to be the case, insofar as there was a signifi-
cant positive correlation between alternatives and enjoyment

of contact,
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Concerning the disabled samplé, a multiple regression
line showed a non-significant correlation between the éombined
contact variables and attitude scores., However, the trend
_~was for the attitudes of the disabled group to bé more favour-
vable with (a) increased amount of contact, (b) increased ease
of avoidance of contact (C) increased enjoyment of contact, and
(d) increased alternative rewarding opportunities to contact.
Once again the enjoyment was the most important contact
variable, contributing the most towards the variation in
attitudes on the ATDP for disabled persons. This variable
was follewed in importance by avoidance, amount and lastly,
alternatives.  These tendencies are perfectly rational and
substantiate the theoretical propositions discussed in
Chapter 2, but because they were not significant, H-4 for
the disabled group, cannot be considered confirmed.

As was done for the non-disabled subjects who had
had contact, those disabled subjects who exhibited the two
prerequisites of H-4, that is (a) ease of avoidance of con-
tact ana (b) enjoyment of contact, were first isolated and
then their content scores and amount of freguency count
were subjected to a correlation analysis. (It will be
femehbered that for both groups the last contact variable
of H-4 - alternative rewarding opportunities — had to be
omitted, because too few subjects expressed this variable).
Only 15 disabled persons expressed that they could both
easlly avoid contact with other disabled persons_and that
they enjoyed the contact. For them a correlation coefficient
between amount of contact and ATDP scores was not significant,

so that there appeared to be merely a slight trend for high



freguency of contact with disabled persons to be associated

with favourabie attitudes when the high freguency of contact
is concurrent with (a) ease of avoidance of contact and (b)

enjovment of contact. Thus, for the disabled group, H-4

is not supperted.

Using non-disabled subjects, H-4 was completely
confirmed by Ceséné (1967), Friesen (1966) and Jordan {1968).
On the other hand, as waé thé case here with the non-
disabled group, other researchers.obtained significant results
only between attitudes and cne or two.separate ccntact
variableé. For instance, Krieder (1957) reports that enjoy-
ment of céntact and ease of avoidance‘were 'Freqﬁently'
related to attitude Favourableness. Dickie (1957) found a
.significant positive relationship between amount of ccﬁtact
and attitude scores. There have also been some negative
_ Fiﬁdihgﬁ for instance, in Felty's (1965) study, amount of
.Contéct was not significantly positively related to ATDP _
content scores.

Palmerton»(lQGB} repbrted only Conditional con-
firmation for this hypothesis, in that he found high freguency
of'contact,enjoyment of contact andvalternative rewarding
opporﬁ&nities related positively tc Favouraﬁle attitudes
towards disabled persons. Hdwever, as was found here with
the non-~disabled grcup, ease of avoidance of contact related
negatively at a significant level with favourable attitudes
towards disabled persons. He suggested that difficulty in
concépt‘equivalence may account for this unexpected

negative relationship. The ease of avoidance question
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(see PQ:HP:S, Appendix A-3) is infended to refer to a matter
of volition rather than a necessity to make the contact. The
suggéstion was that subjects may have interpreted the phrase
'easy to avoid contact' as being similar to easy to"sideu
step! or 'dodge' contact with disabled persons. If the under-
lying assﬁmption of the ease of avoidance guestion put forwerd
by Palmerton is valid, then it may well be that avoidance is
ppsitive1y~related to attitudes.

It is interesting to note that for both groups
the enjoyment of thé contact contributed most to the hypo-
thesized relationship. In other words, it would seem fhat
perceived enjoyment is significantly associated with attitude
favourableness., This‘has important implications especially
for the non-disabled group, in that any programme aimed at
decreasing unfavourable attitudes towards disabled persons
must devise means for increasing the enjoyment of contact
with disabled persons.

"Hypothesis 5 stated that the more personél the
contact with disabled persons, the more favourable will be
the attitude towards them, Analysis of the data revealed
there waé a significant difference in the attitudes of non-
disabled subjects who had had different kinds of contact.

The different kinds of contact were impersonal contact (I),
personal contact (P), impersonal and personal contact

(M), and no contact (N). With the exception of the I
group, persons with the most personal contact had the most

favourable attitude mean score, the group with somewhat
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less personal contact had a less favouraonle attitude mean
score, while the no contact group had the least favourable
score, vAn analysis of variance calculated for thése three
groups indicated that there was a significant difference:
iﬁ the means of these three groups. Despite these findings,
to properly test the hypothesis, a correlation analysis
néeds to be done. This could not be undertaken as the data
were not scalable, Therefore H-5 could not be completely
tested. The above findings and those following would
suggest however the validity of H-3. These other findings
are that non-disabled perséns with some.kind of contact
with disabled persons have significantly more Favourable
attitudes towards them than persons with no contact. How-
ever, for non-disabled males there was no significant
diFFerence in the means of the different contact groups.
Nor did those males who had had contact with disabled
PErsS0ONS EXpress signifiCantly different attitudes than
males who had had no contact. On the other hand, females
within the different contact groups were found to have
significantly different attitudes and that those females
who had had contact with disabled persons expressed sig-
ﬁificantly more favourable attitudes towards them than
females who had had no contact.

Once again, contact appears to be an important
variable influencing the favourableness of éttitudes.
Although a correlation could not be done, the significant
findings would still seem to lend weight to the assump-
tions and reports of Allport (1954), Cook and Selltiz
(1955) and Newcomb (1956) on the possible expectation of

a positive relationéhip between attitude and kind of contact.
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Hypothesis 6 stated that for both non-disabled
groups, younger persons will express more favourable atti-
" tudes on the ATDP than will older persons. Results showed
(Table 29) that for both the totél ﬁon—disabled group and
the non-disabled males, the younger the person the more |
significantly favourable the attitude. No significant
correlations were obtained for the non-disabled females
~and the total, male, cr female disabled respondents.

Concerning non-disabled persons, other studies
have found that youngér persons express more favourable
attitudes towards disabled persons than older persons
(Knittel, 1964; Richardson, 1970; Tunick, 1973). But
here again conflicting evidence appears, even by the same
investigators. Richardson (1970) also found that older
persons express more favourable attitudes. No relation-
ship between ATDP scores and age has been reported Siller
and Chipman {1964)., ©Often age is confounded with another
variable, Knittel (1964) reported a positive relationship
between ATDP scores and age when the latter is confounded
with education.h Tringo (1970) reported that an increase
in age and education resulted in an increase in acceptance
of disability groups. )

It may well be that when relaticnships between
attitudes and age do occur, they are more likely to be
explicable not in terms of age per se, but rather in terms
of age and some other variable. What is required is a
careful control of these possible confounding variables

(they may even be independent predictor variables by
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themselves) tc test whether age vériés'with attifudes independently
or dependently on either one Dr»more of them. 0Older persons had
éignificantly-higher educafional levels than younger persons

(r= .2020, p = ,O5)_Whigh suggests thaﬁ ATDP attitudes are not

a function of age and educaticn, No significant relationship

was Foﬁnd between age and‘frequency.of contact (r = ~.0544) which

rules out contact as a confounding variable for age. A possible

-confounding variable for age might be religioué importance and
réligious adherenée in that'the younger the non-disabled person,
“the mqré impoftant was his religion to him (?»é 2124, p = L05)
ana the more He adhersd tolthe rules and regulations of his
religiﬁn ( r =.1997, p = .05). By themselves religious

" importance could b; coasidered to be positively relateq to
attitudes at the .10 level (r = ‘.1637)' while there was no sig— .
nificant relationship between religicus adherence‘and attitudes
(r = .0158). A new.nggested hypothesié may be that younger

" non-disabled persons who régard their religion as more importaﬁt.,
;will express morelfavourabie attitudes thah'older non—disabled |
persons who regard their religion as léss important.

6thefning disabled perscns, Yuker et al. (1960)
-Fouhd that disabled pérsons younger thahvaverage scoréd high

on the ATDP. Here the result suggested no significant

" relationship between self-acceptance and age. Moreover, there

was almost no correlation at all between age and education

(r = .0002) and older disabled persons did not have signifi-
canﬁly more contact with other disabled persons (r = -.2708,
p = .10] than younger disabled persons. Notwithstanding

Yuker et al.'s finding, this investigator would like to consider
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the null H-4 as true until. proven nfherwise. A'tentative}inter«>
preﬁatian is offered. .ccording to Yuker et al. (19680) no re-
.lationship exists betwaen.ATDP scores and the age at which the
person became disablad. If this is ﬁrue, there is no reason
why younger andlolder personsrshould-score significantly .
different on the ATDP. Moreover,'if age happens to be confoud-
ded with, say, familiarity or contact as seems to be the case
for non~disabled persons thari persons with a aisability, for the
yery reason that'they all have some kind of disability, all
share_more or.less the same Familiarity witﬁ ﬁhe problems,
etc., afidisability no matter what age they are and hence,
ifreapective of age, they should all éxpress basically the-same
attitudes.
| ._ On the other hand, it might be arguea for both groupa
fhat younger persons may value ph?sical appearance, strength,
mobility and so on, mare than older peraons, and‘thus in the
Caselof non-disabled persons, may 58 less accapting‘of dis~-
'abled_persans and in the case.af-disabled aeraons,-less
' acceptingvof'themsalves and their diaability than older persons.
.But apparently this is not ao for the non-disabled group.
Hypothesis 7 stated that Feﬁa195'within bath non-
disabled and disabled groups will score more favourable
attitudes on the ATDP than males within both groups. Concern—
ing the aon—disabled group there appeared to be no significant
difference in the attitude of male and female subjects (Table
30 and 31). " There was also a non-significant interacticn
. between sex divisions and contact (Table 31). Comparisons

between non-disabled males and non-disabled females, firstly,
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who had hadnoontact with disabled pefsons, and secondly, who
had had no contact with disabled persons were not sighificant
(Tables 32 and 33). Concefning the disabled group, Table 30
indicates that.the disabled Females had éignificantly more
favourable ATDP scores than disabled males.

"It thus seems that althodgh the results show differ—
ences between males and fehales of both groups on the AfDP
to_exiét and in the hypothesized diréction, the‘diFFerence in
méan scores between disébled males and disabled females was
ohly signiFicant and so H-7 can be considered confirmed only
for disabled méleS'and Femaies'aad nof for ndh—disabled males
énd Fehales. | |

tudies on the relationship betwezsn sex and

‘attitudes are‘quite'contradictory. As indicated in_Chapter 2,

ten ‘studies have reported that non-disabled females express
'more,Favourable attitudés fowards disabled persons thanvﬁon~
C disabled males, Taken onlnumbef alone, there does appear |
to be substahtial evidence thét Feﬁales hold more positive
attitudes ‘than males, = Siller (in McDéniel, 1969) suggested
a possible explanétion for this:

'An implication may be that the undeflying

feelings are similar but that women are more

subject to social pressures to compensate

for this attitude' (p. 25).

Arother explaﬁation may be that since females are
consideréd to be fhe 'caériers of culture' they will'reflect
the prepélent societal norms better than will males.r
According to this suggestion when the ﬁrevalent societal

norms towards disabled persons advocate a favourable or positive
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disposition, which sesems to be the general trend in most
industrialized societies, then females should reflect these
norms and tend to be more favourable than males.. OF
course this is a matter of empirical verification.

A finding of Jordan (1968, p. 39) is relevant
here. Women within seven nations and across all ten nations
scored higher than men in the neéd to help others. It
should follow then that because the disabled are frequently
viewed as needing'help, females should more readily help
disabled bersons than males, and consequently be more accepting
" of fhem.‘. This he found to be so across all nations but‘only.
within two nétioné, the United States and Colombié (Table 45).
:Jordan speculatea about his unconfirmed hypoﬁhesis concerning
‘the relationship of sex and the néed_to'help'others in the
' £hree nations by suggesting'that in these nations, England,
Frénce and'Denmérk,‘theré seems to Be less sccietal differen-
')tiation befweeﬁ the sex rcles of loving and Caring..
'Perﬁaps as either pefsonal aFFluenée or national

development occurs both men and women can be

- tender-minded rather than assigning tough-minded

‘roles to men and tender-minded roles to women'
(Jordan, 1968, p. 102).

This might poséibly explain why~Females ténd'to
: ekpresé more favoursble attitudes towards disabled persocns
than Males - because of the societal sex rolerdiFFerEntiation.
Yet the above guotation is not an apt explanation for the unh~
confirmed results obtained here., . In South Africa neither
-personal affiuence nor national development occurs which de—v

emphasizes sex role differentiation.
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What is ihteresting is to compare the means of the
males andAFemales obtained by Jordan in-the ten nations with
the means of the non-disabled males and Females obtained in
this study. Table 45 contains this infprmatioﬁ_and also in-
cludes a Comparisqn of the total group means.:

TABLE 45: Number and means of total non-disabled sample and

males and females within eleven nations and across
ten nations on the ATOP.1

- NI R I AN I

Males Females: Total

Nation
) Ne Mean N, Mean N, Mean
. United States ieé_ 46,04 209 44,58 392 45,31
. Costa Rica ® 126 39.29 147 38.38 273 38.84
. Colombia 84 52,55 130 50.24 214 51.39
. Peru . 195 50.28 98 52,15 293 51,22
England 26 39.69 38 46,74 64 43,22
. Holland 124 48.06 101 48,36 225 - 48.21
. France . B4 49.69 B4 49.55 128 49.62
. Yugoslavia - 104 - 52.35 84 52,07 188 52.21
. Dermark 96 49.07 57 47.16 153 48.12
10. Japan 113 50,65 97 50.47 210 50.56

Across Nations 1101 48.20 1042 47,34 2143 = 47.77

‘11. South Africa 44 46.70 57 45.67 101 46.12

1. " The male and female data within and across the ten
nations were taken from Jordan (1968, p. 41, Table
9) but the data of the total sample within and across
the ten nations were computed from Jerdan's male and
female data as no means for total nation samples were
given.

2. Dnly in Costa Rica do high ATDP scores indicate’

' positive attitudes and low scores negative attitudes.
Reversed to pe in line with the other nations! mean

‘ scores, the means would be: Males 40.17;
Females 41.62; and Total 41.17.
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Only in the United States and Colombia and;wheé
Combined across the ten nations did females express signifi- -~
cantly more favourable attitudes towards. the disabled than
males, while. in Perﬁ, males held significantly more favourable
attitudes than Feméles. In all, there was a tendency for
females to spore‘more positively on attitudes towards disabled
persons than males in ééven nations (and across Jordan's.ten)
whereas males tended to score more positively than females in

" four nations.
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~ Table 46 presents hierarchies of favourableness,
from most to least, for the total sample, males and females
of the eleven nations according to the rank order of the.

" respaective means in Table 45 (see also note 2).

TABLE 46: Rank order of favourableness zccording to the
mean ATDP content scores. for eleven naticns
comparing total samplss, mals samples and fe-
malevsamples.

Han_k3 Male Sampie Female Gample Total ESample

.1  England "Costa Rica Cdsta Rica .

2 .Costa>Hica United States England
a3 United States ééuﬁh Africa United States
a -Sduth'Afriéa  England *  South Africa
B 5 Holiand Denmark ADenmarkv
6 Dénmark.‘ Hollana Holland
7 France  ?ranCe 'Fréncé
,_8 ; Peru Colombia Japan

9. Japan Japan Peru

iD " Yugoslavia Yﬁgbslavia " Colombia

11 :  _ Colombia Peru Yugoslavia .

A A1 A A O A ettt e SN Al S vt 78
> s e e

Concerning the disabled group, Females had signifi-
. Cant1y more positive ATDP scores than maies (Table 30). It
wag.élso found that there was no significant interaction.getween_
sex and type of disabiiity, thatbis, males with Qarious dig-
abilities did not express significantly different attitudes to

females with the same disabilities (Table 34).

3. Rank of 1 to 11 from most to lease favourable
- mean ATDP scores. ‘
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Now, Yuker et al. (1950) found that disabled Females
were more self-sccepting fhan disdbled'males. The result
“obtained here reveals that‘thisvdDES appear to be so. A study
by Smits (1954) examined self-acceptance and the extent of
disability. His finding that.severely.disabled Females have
" a lower self—acceptance'than both séverely disabled males and
mildly.disabled females is not only contrary to Yuker et al.'s
(1960} result, and the findings here but also Has implications
Fbr H--2 where.the:typé of disability was found to be unrelated
to attitudes. Moreover, a result Dbfained-hefe was that there
is no ihteracﬁion between éex and types cf diSability; ih
other.words, disabled males with variohs.typeé'of‘disabilities
did not express significaﬂtlyldifferenﬁ éttitudes than dis-
abied females with the same varioﬁs £ypés of disébilities.

Hypothesis 8 statea that for the non-disabled grbub,
persons with a‘higﬁervéducational level will have more favour-
'__aﬁle attitUdes towards'disabled persons than persons with a

lower educational level. ':Table 35 shows that there is only

‘a minuté tendency for- the tdtal non-disabled group and the
non-disabled females to bé in the hypothesized direction.
Moreover, Table 36 reveals & non—signifiﬁant'interaction between
contact and education, and Table 37 reveals a-non~éignificant
inferaction between sex divisions and education, as well és a
) non—significant interaction-between sex divisioné?.contact
and edubation.

In the light of these findings, H-86 cannot be con-
‘'sidered confirmed. This result is contrary to the reports

of Harasymiw (1971), Tringo (1970) and Tumick (1973) who report
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positive relétionships batweenlattifudes and education, In-
Tfingo's étudy, edﬁcation,“confounded with age, produced a
positive relatipnship with attitgdes. Dif?erent levelis of
intelligence.do not seem to influence the direction of atti-
tudes towards the disabled, but, as in the case of age,
education may be related to the positiveness or negativeness
of attitudes when éonfoUnded with some other variable. Here
when the variables of sex and contact weré confounded with
education, the interaction upon attitudes was not significant.
What is reguired is further émpirical sthies in whicﬁ these
intervening variables arelheld constant while each is tested
in turn in order to gauge more accurately which variable in-—
fluence attitudes the moét,

A possible explanationxfof the nonfsignificaht
results'qbtained hére may lie in the fact that the range of
non~di5abled respondeﬁts' level of education was Very narrow.
No respondent fell at either end of the‘educétional level
.quesﬁion (see PQ:17 in Appendix‘A—l), tHat is, at '3 years
of school or less' and at ;one of more advanced degrees.'
Dhly oﬁe circled '6 years of school‘or less,! aﬁd only four
circled 'some graduate work beyond. the first degree.' The
ma jority raﬁged'From 'S years of school or less® (15); ';2
years of school or less' (356), 'some college or university'
(26), to 'a college or university degree' {19). H-8 is |
thus really_only generalizable to these Fer educaticnal

levels.



i56

 Hypothesis 9 stated thatlfor the disahled group,
persons at different educaticnal levels will all obtain
basically the same scores on t’he.ATDP'.

The results reveal thafvpersoﬁs at different
educational levels dd not obtaiﬁ significantly diFFerent ATDP
scores (Table 38)." H-9 is thus corsidered confirmed. Further
analysis indicated that disabled males at five educational
levevlé expressed significantly different attitudes than dis-— |
abled females at the same Five edicational levels (Table 39).

The result coﬁcerning no significant correlation
between ATDP contenfvsdofes and levels ofheducatidn for dis-
ébled'persoﬁs séemg to confirm Yuker et al.'s (lSﬁO) Finqings.

The range of disabled respondent’s level of educa—
tion was muqh broader than the nohrdisableds' range. | In
fact, all eightAlévels,of the education question (see PQ: 17
©in Appendix A-1) were‘bccUpied, although'the number of respon—
denté in some was véry smal;;..:At the '3 years Df school or
less! level there were th:ee respmndents; at fhe '6 yeérs OF’
school or less' leyel; none; at the'9 years of school or
less' level, nine; at the 'l12 years of school or lesé' level,
_ twenty; at the 'some college or uniVersity' level, seven;
at the 'a college or university degree' level, three; at the

'some graduate work beyond the first degree' level, one; and

~at the 'one or more advanced degree' level, one.
g s

Hypothesis 10 stated that persons who score high
on religiosity will score low on positive attitudes on the
ATDPR, Concerning the non-disabled sample, their attitudes

* towards disabled persons tended to be more favourable with
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(a) .increased religioﬁs»impmrtance end (b) decreased religibus
adherence. This relaticnship between the combined religiosity
yariables and attitude scores was not significant, nor does it
Support H-10.
| The attitudes aof fhe.disabled sample on the ATDP tended

to be more FavourabléiWith (g) decreased religious importance
and (b) increased reiigious adherence. This relationship was
very far from being significanf,vnar does»it éupport.leﬁ, Con~
sequently H-10 cannot be considerad confirmed for either non-
disébled.br disabled group. 

Jordan's (1968) data on attitudes and religiosity
indicated little support for this hypothesis. It would seem
from the nonwsignificaht results obtained here Fﬁr both groups
" that H;lo should perhaps be reformulated. }His is one area |
.that clearly needé %urther research.

| In summéfy, the following are the findings which

f emergédvffom the analyéés of the data oFlthis research. Posi-
';tive_résults méan that the ;05.leve1_ofvconfidence was
attained. Negative results ﬁean that this signifibance 1eve1
was nbtnatéained. " The lower the score on the ATDP, the more

favourable the attitude.

1. Av» Disablgd persons do not score lower on the:ATDP than
non--disabled persons (H-1).

2. Disabled perscns do not score lower on the ATDP than
those non-disabled persons who have had contact witﬁ
disabled persons (H-1). |

3. = Disabled persons have lower ATDP'scores than those non-
disabled persons Who have had'no contact with disabled

persons (H-1).
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Disabled males do not score lower Dn>the ATOP than
non-disabled males (H-1),

Disabled females have lower ATDP scores than non-

- disabled females (H-1).

Disabled males do not score lower on the ATDP than

those non—disabled‘maies who have had contact with

disabled persons (H-1).,

Disabled females do noﬁ score lower on the ATDP

than those non—disabléd females who_haye'ﬁad thtact
with disabled persons (H-1).

Disabled males have lower ATDP‘sCores than those
non-disablea males who have had no contact with
disabled persons (H—l)(

Disabled females have lower ATDP scofes than those
non—disabled females whé have had no contact with
disabled persons (H-1),

Persons with varlous types of disabilities, whether

as. a group or divided into males and Feméles,-ali

_have basically the same ATDP scores (H-2).

For non-disabled persons,.as a group as well as
méles,.Frequency of contact is not positively re-
lated to ATDP intensity statements (H-3).

For non-disabled females there is a negative re—

lationship between frequehcy of contact and ATDP

intensity statements (H-3).

For disabled persons, whether as a group or divided
into males and Temales, frequericy of contact is not

positively related to ATDP intensity stétements {H-3).
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For ron-disabled persons, as a group, there is a
positive relationship hetween ATDP content scores
and ATDP intensity scores (H-3). |

For non-disabled males and Femaleé, ATDP content
scores are not-positively related tpiATDP intensity
scores (H-3).

For disabled pérsons, as a group as well as females,
thefe is a positive relationsnip between ATDP con-
tent écores and ATDP intersity scores (H—S),

For disabled males ATOP content scores are not

- positively related to ATDP intensity scores (H—S).

For non-disabled and disabled persons, high fre-=

quency of contact with disabled persons is not .

associated with favourable attitudes when high

frequency is concurrent with (a) ease of avoidance

" of contact and (b) enjoyment of contact (H-4).

Non-disabled persons, whether as a group or divided

into males and females, who have had different

kinds of contact, have different scores of the ATOP

'(H~5),.

Non-disabled persons who have had contact with dis-—
abled persons have lower ATDP scores than non-

disabled persons who-have had no contact with dis-

_abled persons (H-5).

Nonédisabléd'males who have had contact with disabled

persons do not score lower ATDP scores than nore

_disabled males who have had no coritact with disabled

peréons (H-5).
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Non-disabled femaies who have had contact with disabied'

persons have lower ATOP scores than non~disabled fe-

males who have had no contact with disaebled persons
(H-8).
For the non-disebled persons, as a group as well as

males, the younger the person, the lower the ATDP

scorev(H—S)..

For non-disabled females, age and ATDP scores are not
inversely related (H-6).
For disabled persons, whether as a grbup or divided

into males and.Femalés, age and ATDP are not inversely

-related (H-6)..

‘Non~disabled females do not have iower ATDP scores

than non~disabled males [H-7).

Disabled females have lower ATDP scores than disabled

males-(H—?).

There is no interaction between non-disabled males and

females and kinds of contact (H-7).

Non-disabled females who have had contact with dis-

ébled persohs do not score lower on the ATDP than

non-disabled males who have had Cbntact with disahled

vpersons (H-7).

Non-disabled males who have had no contact with dié—

abled persons dc 'not score lower cn the ATDP than

non-disabled females who have had no contact with

disabled persons (H-7),
There is no interaction bestween disahled males and

females and various types of disabilities (H-7).
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For non-disabled persons, whether as a group or
divided into males and females, education is not
positively related with ATDP scores (H~8).

For non-disabled persons, there is no interaction

between kinds of contact and educational levels

(H"’B)-
There is no interaction between non-disabled males

and females and Kinds of contact and éducational

. levels (H-8).

Disabled persons, whether as a group or divided
intoc males and Females; at different educational

levels all have basically.the same ATDP scores (H-9].

‘There is an interaction between disabled males and

females and educational levels (H-9).

Non-disabled persons and disabled persons who score

‘high on religiosity do not score high on the ATDP

- (H-10).



CHAPTER 6
. RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUMMARY

Recommendations relating to the ATDR.

The technigue cutlined by Suchman (1950) of pleotting
content scores by intensity scores to obtain a U- or J- shaned
curve, the lowest point of which, that is, the zero pdint, serving
to divide the research sample into a 'favourable'group and an
Yunfavourable' group with the zero point representing the point of
neutrality or indifference, could not be carried out on the ATDP
because if was found that the ATDP content items were not scalable
(Frieéeh, 1966; Jordan, 1968). Plotting this zero point is
meaningful only if the content items form a scale'in the Guttman
sense. This.has already been discussed in Chapter 2. Briefly,
the determina£i0n4of a zero pdint does not dependvon-tﬁe parti-
;4cu1ar set QF guestions uséd‘(Guttman and Suchman, 1947). Regard- -
less of the particular sef of qgestions‘usedrthe zero point wi11 
divide the research samplé into the éame two Qroups on theviséue
~under investigation. fhe problem of bias is thus sclved sinbe the
zero ﬁoint cannot be determined if a partiCular set of questions
meésures more than one afeé or domain or, comparing the results
of two-sets of duesfions, if the two séts of qUestiéﬁs do ndt-re—
late to the same single issue. |

A prerequiéite to the cuttiﬁg of a sample into positive
and negative groups is to ascertain

'... whether or noct it is at all ﬁeaningful to‘arréhge
people in rank order along a single continuum with
respect to the perticular area being studied. This
means that the area must be tested to see if it is

scalable’for the given population of people!
iGuttman and Suchman, 1947, p. 59).

The underlying assumption of the scalability of any
samplé of questions, as well as the universe of questions from

152



163
which any sample of guestions may 58 selected, is that it has a
single 'content variable' for all respondents, in other words, that
Athe attitude under investigaticn is unidimensional. Respondents
who obtain the same total score will thQs obtain the same scores
on each content item, Henceﬂfrom a.respondent's tontal score it
is possible to know, within a 10 per cent margin of error,vwhat
answers he gave to each guestinon. It is now meaningful to
arrénge persons in rank order on the area from positive to.negative
Df From favourable to unFavourable; The rank order of persons from
one scqlable samﬁle of quesfions must be essentially the same as
the rank order that could be obtained from the universe of guestions
on the area heing studied. It Folldws then that thé rank'order of
persons from one scalable sample of guestions will: be the same as‘
. the rank Drderlffom another sample onquestioné on thé same area.
Howevef, as Guttman and Suchman (1947) péint out,
;‘IF a given universe of conténtvis not scalable, then
"it is not meaningful to order people from high to low,
~and in particular it is not meaningful to speak of
people being positive or negative on the area. - The
lack of scalability indicates that more than one con--
tent variable is involved and no single ranking or
division into pro and con can be made' (p. 60).
According to Friesen .(1966.) and Jordan (1968) the ATDP
‘measures more than one content variable.aﬁd its contént‘is nﬁt |
scalable. This is wHy the zero point canhotvbe plotted. The
fact that. the ATDP does not form a scale iﬁ this sensé and meaéures
~more than one content variable may account FDr;many of the contradic-
tory results reported in Chapter 2 and by Yuker et al; (1965). It
may also account for the contradictory results obtainad by different
attitude instruments supposedly measuring the same attitude dimension.

That the ATDP has a number of content variables rather
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thaﬁ only one, painﬁs to thé.multidimensional néture of attitudes
in general. Many attitudea, and certainly COmplex attitudes such
~as the ATDP measures are rot unidimensiomal¢ » In'this connection,
Jordan (1968) attempted to submit the ATDPitc Guttﬁan's multi-
dimensional analysié and to Guttman's Tacet theory analysis. The
first technique need not be discussed. SufFice to say that Jordan
could not analyze'the ATDP by the first methéd for several reasons,
Uﬁe of which was difficulty in computer pregramming. Facet theory
analysis was undertaken in some detail and showed that

 'the ATDP is at best a scale of verbal-symbolic~beliefs
_about the disabled' (Jordan, 1968, p. 73).

Yuker et al; (1960, 1966) have assumad that two basic
factors underly the ATDP. Ppproximately half of'the i tems imply
similiarities or differences ih 'personality characteristics,'
’ﬁhile the others imply thgt disabied PETSONS shquld have or should
no£ have ‘'special treatment.' |
| Now Siller andeHipman (1954) Factor analyzed the ATDP
éepa?ately for 245 high school studenté, 553 college students and
75‘fémale adults. One factor appeared for all three groups buf'
Siller.énd Chipman report difFicu1ty in deciding Lpon the number of
Factors‘For eacdh sample. The coliege and adult sampleé each had
five Factors.althqugh for the 1étter group six and eight factors
were consideréd as élteénatives. A.two—FactDr soiution was
accepted for the high schooi sample, Fa¢for T, labelled Hyper- -
sensitive-Depressed, included 53 per cent of the variance. | This
factor involved | |

'... acceptance of statements claiming the handicapped
?o be grouchy, worrying, more easily upset than non-
disabled, inclined tc self-pity, keeping to themselves,
etc.' (8iller and Chipmarn, 1964, p. 83G).

Factor II,labelled Benevolent Infericrity, included the remaining
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47 per cent of the variance. This Taetor involved acceptance of
the items

... that it is almost impossible for the disabled to

lead normal lives, that one should not expect too

much from the handicapped, they should not be ex-—

pected to meet the same standards, and cannot be

@s happy as the non-disabled' {Siller and Chipman,

1954, p. 836).. '

Another possible factorial soiuticon for this éample
revealed that part of the Hypersensitive-~Depressed factor could
. form another'Facth, labelled Depression ~ Strained Interaction
which’involved those items stressing

Yo fhe'social'interation difficulties assumedly
inherent in dealing with the handicapped!' {Siller
and Chipman, 1954, p. 836). :

Jordan (1968) compared factor analysis with facet theory
: .anélysis. When the content items of & sCale‘are largely evolved
through an a posteriori mefhod, that is, on an empirical basis,and
Jordan is of the opinion that the ATDP:items were selectéd in this
manner, relevant or necessafy variables may be unintentionally
omitted. Factor analysis on the scale

.+ Can only “rotate” that which it is given, i.e.

the item statements. If major factors have been

. omitted or improperly renresented, the factor analy-
sis will still blindly turn out a "best" set of
factors' {Jordan, 1968, p. 16).

With facet theory, variables can be accepted on a thevre-—
tical basis rather than on an empirical one. The basic assumption
of facet theory is that the attitude universe, from which samples of
attitude items are drawn, can be diVided or substructured into
components, Each component is defined in terms of cohcéptual
eleménts,. The components are relatec in a systematic order

according to the number of identical conceptual elements they hold

in common. Since the entire attitude universe is substructed
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irito components, items from each of the deriVed component may be
sampled-to form a scale while this also permits the relationship
between the varicus components to be determined.

Mention was made of the problem of bias, and that this
is solved to a large extent when a céntent area is scaléble. Iﬁ
seems then that thsre may be some bias in the ATDP.,  Builford
{(1967) defined ‘response biaé' as |

'a response to a test item (which) tends to be
altered in such a way that it indicates some-

thing other than that which we intended it to
‘measure' (p. 277. Brackets added).

Several kinds of response sets are applicable to the
ATDP, Firstly there is social desirability. Correlating the:-:
scores from Edwards' (1957) Social Desirability Scale with ATDP

. scores, Yuker et al. (1980) found that the coefficient was not
significant and concluded that - ° : A
'the ATDP measufeé somefhingvotﬁer than social
desirability as defined by Edwards' (Yuker et
al., 1966, p‘._37)‘. : '
However, Feinberg (1966), uéing the.Cerne and Varlowe
(1954) Social Desirability Scale reported that social desirabil-
ity éignificantiy ihfluenced reéponses on fhe ATDP. In‘thé
author's opinion it does seem possible to answer the ATDP so as to
make a good'impression. Faced with a question such aé: 'Physically
handicapped persons afe Just as intelligent as non-handicapped ones,!
the respondent who wanfs to give a sociéliyvdesirable answer instead
of an honest answer wouid answer 'Strongly.agree' o? 'Agree' rather
than 'Strongly disagree' or 'Disagree.". The majority of.other
questigns are of the same nature. Of course, many respondents may
~ be honest, but the point is that the possibility of giving sociéily

desirable answers seems to exist.
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‘Gecendly,; there is the response set of acquieeceoce.
Here there is & tendency to give more af%irmative resoonses that”
negatlve answers. Most of the questions suggest that.disabled
persons are_different'From non-cisabled persons and five questions
suggest that disabled persons are similar to non-disabled persons.
Data reviewed by Yuker et 51, (1986) reveal that ATDP scores do
correlate with measures of acquieecence but not significantly.

_Flnelly, it is necessary to. mention some general ob-
eerVatione about the ATCP. It is doubtful whether some of the
questions are eguivalent in meaning or content For all the res-—
pondents.. 0On the one hand fhe scale was desigoed as a meesure
of attitudes towards all disabled persons and Tringo (1970) finds
support for this validity of generalized attituoes by demonstrating
that each of 21 disability group variables correlates highef with
the overall score then with other disability wvariables. If any-—
thing, the problemraopeafs (at least to the author) to be more
one of the'degree of disabilify, rather than toe type of oisability;
Guestion 5 of the ATDP: 'Handiceoped people are usually easier to |

get along with than -other people.,' For various reasons, if res—

| pondents are thinking of mildly hahdicapped people, they may

indicate more positive attitudes to this gquestion than‘if'they wefe
thinking of severely handicapped'people. It might be very diffi-
cult toveettle for one answer from four response categories (six

on the‘original scale) for 'handicapped people.f_ Question é:

'Physically handicapped people are the same as any one else,' is

'so broad as to leave much room for individual interpretations.

'The same' can refer to socially the same, emotiocnally the-same,
psychologically the same, physically the same, and sa on. The

reference point of respondents' answers remains unknown.
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Question 8: 'It is up to the Government to take care of phgsicaliy
handipapped perscns,' poses the problem for the respondent of whether
or notvthe person 1s so Séverely disabléd that he cannot be finan~
Cially independent. What specifically is meant by 'to take care
of?' - Other questions, notably numbers 10, 13, 14, and 17 to a
greater or lesser degree lack meaning equivaleﬁce. Only one
question (12) differentiates between mild énd severe disabilities,
but thén has the same content.és guestion 3, which ingquires abdutl
|haﬁdicapb9d pecple.’ _Questions.ls and 17 are'éo similarly worded
that it seems one question‘wquld have suffiéed. It is recommended
that the ATOP bé administered to two matcﬁed groupé of physically
normai persons.. Thé qustiohs submitted to the one group éhould
all fefer to mildiy disabled persons;‘ The questions to the second
' group shéuld all refer'to severely disabled persons. This is one
way of studying the problembf meaﬁing Df concept equivalence as it
pertains to the ATDP.- Anocther suggéstion in trying fo edualizev
" meaning would_bevtoidefiﬁe all ambiguogs-terms or cohcépts in the
ATDvao-that the questions would not be subject to individﬁal
interpretation. | |

A final noté én this'problem shduld be mentioned. .It
appears to.tﬁe author that if the ATDP is, to a greater or lesser
' extent,'ﬁot equivalent in meaning and in addition; measures more
than one conteqt variéble, then there would be a certaim amount of
diFFiculty in deciding whether-of not_oﬁe peréon is more Favouraﬁle
than another person when the range of scores is narrow. Of course,
stafisfically it can be qetermined that one sample ié significantly
more Favourable'than a secohd. But this Statistical significance
is not'very'meaningful when the content of a scale it analyzes

measures different things for different people. This hinges on
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what precise1y.does the ATDP measure?

Thé underlying assumption of the ATDP is that when ad;
ministered to non»disabled persdns; those -who agfee with the state-
ments suggesting a difference bétween disabled persons and phy-
sically normal persons have.iess éccepting,»that is, less favourable
~attitudes, and vice versa. Tihose who agfee with the statements
suggesting a similarity between disabled persons and physically
normal persons have more_accepting, that is, mere favdurable atti-
tudes, and vice versa. Now if a respondent has had close personal
contéct with, say, cerébral ﬁalsied personé in the capacity of a
professional therapist ofﬂother sucﬁ_persoﬁnel, he or she will not
agree on guesticn 2: 'Physically hahdicapped persons are juét és_
intelligent as noh-handicapped ones. " Dces this mean fhat they
" have negative attitudes? A bettér assumptidh is that'they do see
a difference bqt.that they are expressing a realistic answer whiéh
is, of-cdurse, Qery far From being less accepting of disabied_persohs.
If a reSpbndent disagfeed on guestion 5: 'Physically handicapped
. .pepple-are the same as anyone elsg;' referring to physical Features,

- the author submits that.he is peffectly Qorrect and is merely ex— |
pressing & difference between 'physically hahdicapped persons' and
'everxone else' without necessariiy holding a negative attitude.

- Other questions may be discussed in fhe same'way. A similar posi-
tion is taken by Bell (1962)vwhq says: |
1T think at the present time we can more safely say

that the ATDP scale provides a mzasure of the atti-

tude that the physically disabled differ in certain

ways from the general population than that the scale

© measures "degrees of acceptance" of handicapped!
- (p. 188).
| The position.is strengthened by Siller énd Chipman's

(1984) factor analysis of the ATDP which specified that some of
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the ways fhétrthe physicaily disabled may differ from‘the genefal
population is that they ere more hypersensitive, depressed and
inferior. ‘A single attitude‘score of acceptance or rejection of
disabled'peréohs may thus obscure the multidimensionality D?
attitudes tcwards the disahled.

Palmerton (1968) has likewilse suggested fhat the under--
lying assumptions of the ATDP be reconsidered. It ié recommended
that there are grounds for such a reconsideration éince persons
indicating a difference between disabled and non~disabled persons
may be reflecting a relatively true picture of disabled. persons and
aré confused with perscns who only believe disabled persons are
' diffefent frbm non-disabled persons. Dnvthe present basis both are
considered to hdld negative attitudes. = In other words, pefsons
considered to be holdiﬁg negative attitudes, that is, nen-aceepting,
hay instead.each be expressing quite different sentimenté.

A few words of caution from the ATDP?develﬁpers:

. 'Reépénses to single itemé should not be intefbreted
'since no evidence for their validity is presented ...

* The authors believe that a meaningful interpretation
is possible only with regard to the general pattern

of responses to the items as a set, and not with
individual items' (Yuker et al., 1966, p. 32).

- This éautioﬁ depends te a large extent upon the number of questioné
that are susceptible to‘the above criticisﬁs. vMofeover, in the
last analysis, the présent assumptions are based on an'unidimeh—
sional.approach while scale and factor analysis indicates.that atti-

¢

tudes towards disabled perscons are complex and multidimensional.

Recommendations relating to the 3amples.

In this study, samples were secured from available
populations. For the non-disabled group, random sampling was

ehployed, whereas for the disabled group the samplé was selected
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according to the criteriondof ability to complete the question-
naires and was restricted to.pérsons with visual bodiiy physical
disabilities. As an exploratory study, it is thdughf that any
sampling bias here dues not impose too great a limitation on the
study. However, the results are generalized with the sampling
probedure in mind,

Concefning the non-disabled sample, it is recommended
that in future research this‘saﬁple‘be ﬁoré representative. It
might prove fruitful to compére urban-rural samples,'és well as
différent ethnic samples. Résearch might be éxtended nﬁt Just to
persons having had contact withvdisabied persons, buf to personé
actively involved with fhem. |

Concerning the diéabled sample, it is recommeﬁded that
.‘é,gr9ater nuhber be investiéated.A The low retqrn DF.questionnaires

from the diéabled sample (35.8%) was hot expected. Two important
'.Factorsléhownvfo infiuence a high return on posted quesfiohnaires
ére‘the‘amount.of spare time the respondent has to compléte the
_Form énd the interest of the Coﬁtent to the resﬁondents. Both
_ these facfors were aséumed to éppiy to the disabled sample. In
ény caée, the three questionnaireé took énly about half-an~hour to
: pompiéte; Tt is the author's contention that for one reason or
_gnother, the disabled'sample were unéxpectedly apafhetic. It
' wouldlbe‘interssting to do a Followmup study Q% those who did not
return their completed éuestionnaires,vinvestigating theirvself—
;acceptance,.personality'Characteristics, sbciometric raﬁingé, etc,
»Anqther intéresting possibility would be to éompare thése 'néni
returners! With the Treturners' on the ATDP,

It appears then, that it is necessary to do more than

send out personal requests to disabled persons te elicit responses.
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Disabled persons should be personally contacted and handed the
questions. Another suggestion is that more persons'with different

disabilities be tested and compared.

Summary.

DD disabled persons, ‘as a group, all have similar atti-
tudes towards.their disabilities and are they equally self-accepting?
Or is it nscessary to sub~divide the disabled group according to the
type of disability because persons with different disabilities ex~
 press different attitudes towafds’éelf?_ Thesé are some of tée

questions, the answers to which are necessary in a successful re—

_habilitafion programme. If there is no relationship between self-
acceptance or self—rejectioh and typé aﬁd extent of disability,
thelsame'rehébilitétidn techniques can be.applied to every type of
disahbled §Erson; Other ihportént qguestions are: - Should there be
 specia1 prqgfammesrdesigned for young disabledrpérsons and anéther'
for older disabled persons?’ Do males and females require tﬁe‘same‘
fehabilitation measures? |

,Rehabiiitation has,alwéys been aésociated with disabled

and dther persons who need to be restored to fheir fullest social,
 economic, physical,and mental capacity. In the 1ast'ana1ysis, the
quintessence of rehabilitation is concernéd_with improQing the
- guality of a pérson‘s life, On the other hand, the chief cause of
Athe'disaﬁled person's social'and_ecqnomicviimitations - the neg-—
ative or unfavourable attitudes of the non-disabled majority - have
_'been given little attention. Only recently have there been active
steps taken to 'educate' the public at 1arge_about‘the true nature
of disability and disabled persons. Such a public education pro-

gramme, if it intends to decrease unfavourable attitudes, cannot be
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directed at the general public. Or can it?  If research éas

shown that noﬁ—disabled males are less accepting of disabled persons
than are non-disabled females, then different programmés are needed
for males and Females; Similarly, is a singie prdgramme for persons
at different educatiohal levels sufficient? Tdvpromote favourable
attitudes towards disabled persons, is it neéessary to increase the
amount of contact with them or increase the enjoyment or meke the
'contact volitional? What is thevrelationshib among these?: And so
on.

This study is origntated to guestions of this sort. The

‘attitudes of non-disabled persons towards disablea personsvénd the
attitudes of disabled persons towards their disability, and their
- self-acceptance or self—fejebtion'were investigated.  The attitﬁdesv
of these tWo'gréups were measured by the Aftitudes Toward Disabled
Persons .(ATDP) Scale (Yuker‘et al., 1960)." The ATDP served as the
vindepéndenf qriterioh variable and itrwas hypothesized to stand on a
number of rélationships with certain independent predictor variabhles.
-THeSe independent variabiesvwefe obtaihed thréugh two other question-
'. néirés, a Personal Questionnaife (P.Q;) and‘a Persoral Queétionnéiré
re Handicapped Persdns (?Q:HP). 'All fhreé quéstionnaires were

completed by each of 101 non—-disabled subjects and 53 disabled

.-sybjects.
Key ferms relevéntuto the study were defined.
o The choice of hypotheses was dictated by previous empirical
findings and by theofetical-considerations. Previous attitudinal

research on disability was reviewed. The majority of studies cited
used the ATDP or a Bogardus~type Social Distance Scale or én'Osgood-
type Semantic Differential Scale. The review revealed many con-—

tradictory results. Whereas several investigatcrs found the same
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fesults to.,; aboertain problem, several cther investigators found
the opposite results to the identical problem. H-6 to H-10, con-
cerning the relationships with demograpoio.variables and ATDP scores,
were derived.From previous researoh Findings.
| A number of theorists were oitod as pertinent to this
study. Heider's (1958) balance theory of sentiments was consider—
ed applicable to attitudes towards diéability. His cases of simi.-
larity ano familiarity state that a person tends to like another
oimilar and'Familiar person.‘ His ooposite.oases of dissimilarity
_and onfamiliarity state that a person tends to dislike another dis-
'similar-and unfamiliar person. This suggests that disabled pefsons
shoulo have more favourable aﬁtitudes toWardsldisability and dis—
~abled persons (and hence fhemsélves) than non-disabled persons. H-1
"aimed to test this assumption. H-2 was‘also derived Ffom the |
_.assumption.that a person tends to like anothervsimilar and Familiér,,
person.- | | |
| | Gottman.and-Foa (1951) and Rosenberg (1980) have suogestod
thai Freunnoy ‘of contact 1s dlreotly relatcd to 1nt°nswt/ of atti-—
’»tude regardless of whether the aﬁtitudeyoontent is positive or
negative. H=-3 aimed at testing tois assomption.'
‘H—4 was derived from the assumleors of Heider (1958),
~ Homans (1951), Malewski (in Zetterberg, 1965), and Jacobson et al.
(1960) who suggested various aspects of H-4 concerning frequency of
contact and‘Fovourable attitudes.‘ | |
Allport (1954}, Cook and Selltiz (1955), and Newromb
(1956) have suggested that favourable attltuoes tend to be related
to the intimacy of contact. | H-5 was aimed at testing this assump-~
tion. #o this investigator's knowledge, this is a newly formulated

hypothesis being tested for the first time.
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Statisfical procedures consisted of meané, standard
-deviations, t-tests, analyses of variance, simple, partial and
multiple correlations..

Table 47 presenfs a éummary of all teﬁ'reséarch
hypotheses for the non-disabled ahd disabled samples. _ When—
ever hypothesized or tested, the findings for males and females
within each sample ére*also indicated." .H~1 stated that dis;
abledvpersonslWillﬂexpress more positive attitudes on the ATDP
scale than will non—disabled persons. '-The differénce between
."méans was in the hypothBSized direction, though not significant,
>ahd so H-1 was considered unconfifméd. Névertheless tﬁe dis;
abled gfoup, disaﬁied males aﬁd disabied.Females had siénificantly
-more favourablevattitudes than reépectively, the noh—disabled
group who had Had ﬁo contact with disabled persons, ﬁén~disabléd
"‘males who)had had no contact, aﬁd non~disabled females who had
had no contact. In addifion, alilthe diSabléd females had a
- _sighiFicant1y moré FaVburable score than all fhe non—diéabledb
females. | |

| 'H-2 was confirmed in that there was no significant
’differeﬁce between the ATDP scores of persons with Variﬁus
’ types‘ of disabilities. |

H-3, stating that the more frequent the contact
with disabled persons, the higher will bé the scores on the
intensity stateménts of the ATDP scale,‘regardless éf whether
the attitude content is favourable or unfavourable, was noct
confirmed. Thé disabled sample were in a positive direction,
but the non~disabled‘samp1é were in a negative direction.

H-4 tested the assumption that higher frequency of

contact with disabled perscns will be associated with favourable
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attitudes, if high frequency is concurrent witl (a) ease of
avoidance of contact, (b) enjoyment of contact, and {c)
.aiternative rewarding opportunities. H-4 was not confirmed
for either the non-disabled or diéabled group. For both
groups thougﬁ, enjoyment was the most'important variable .
contributing to Favourable attitudes.

H-5 stated that the more personal the contact with
disabled persons, the more Favourable will be the attitudes..
towards them, This was only tested With the non~disabled
group and was not confirmed, although their attitude mean
scores tended toﬁards the hypothesized direction. The
-totai non—disabled group who had had some kind of personal
contact with disabled persons as well as the non-disabled
feméles who had had contact expféssed'significantly more
Favoufable attitudes thanAfespectiQely the total honédisabled
group who had had no contact as weil as thg non-disabled
- females who Had had.no antacf{
| H;G proposed fhat'%qr both noﬁ;diSabled and dis-

: ablea éroups, younger persbns will expreés more positive
' attitudeé on thé ATDP than.will older persons. This was
'confirméd onlyifor the.totalgnon—disabled group and the
noh—diéabled males. |

It was hypothesized in H-7 that females within both
non-disabled and disabled graups.will.have moré favourable
'attitudes on the ATDP than males within both groups. - H-7
~was confirmea for theidisabled.malesvaﬁd Females;'but not

for the non-disabled males or females.
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H;B'stated that,ifor the non-disabled group, persons
with a higher educatioral level will have more favourable -
attitudes towards disabled persons than persons>with a lower
educational level, Results did not support H-8.

H~9 stated that, for the disabled group, persons at
different educational.levels will obtain basically the same
score on the ATDP. This was confirmed. |

H-10 postulafed that persons who'scofe'high_bn
religiosity will score low on positive attitudes on the ATDP,
Fof‘both groups the(relatiohship between the combined
religiosity variables and aftitude scoreé was not signiFicént
and did not support H—lD,-wﬁich‘thus was not considered cohw
- firmed. S v - o .

The ATDP wés di;cussed af some length from different
- aspects. According to the Guttman sense of fhe term the
ATOPR waé not scélabie in that it éppeérs tg measurevmorekthan
. one gohteht variable. It'was suégested that this‘may-
éccoﬁnt for many of the cqntraaictory results. .Jordan'é
(lQGB)FFacet analysis of the.scale showed that'it is, at .
best,ia scale of Verbai—symbolic;beliefé about the disabled.
Sillef aﬁd Chipman (1964] discovered éinumber of factors
undérlying the scale pointing to thé multidimensiénality of
aftitudesvin general and of attitudes towards disabled

persors in particular.
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TABLE 47:  Summary of hypotheses 1 to 10 indicating direction-
ality and confirmationl for the two research Samples,

i e At P et AR T A i v
e T e e A0 A Al B Sl Yl T A e % e 1 M T TR ——a

H-1  H-2- H-3 H-4 H-5
Sample Co '
. Group Disabi~ Contact Contact Fre- Personal
- Differ- lity Frequency guency and Contact
ences Differ- and In- Favourable- and
ences tensity ness Favourable-
" ness
2
Am En Av Al
Non=disabled
Males o + co + O 0O 0O O +
Females ++ - oo -- 0 0 0 O : +
Total + 0o R I +
Disabled
Males _ + =+ o+ 0o o o - 0
Females + -+ ~+  © 0 ¢ o o a]

Total =+ Ry + 4 o+ o+ e

-
|

1 Codes: + = Positive direction of_researdh 2

e - hypothesis : Am = Amount of contact
'~ ++ = Gignificant difference in ' :
" hypothesized direction + En = Enjoyment of con-—
or confirmation of research tact
~ hypothesis (p = .05) : .
- = Negative direction of Av = Ease of avoidance
research hypothesis :
-— = Significant difference Al = Alternative re-
' in opposite hypothesized warding
direction (p = .05) opportunities
o = Not hypothesized ‘ S
0o =

Not applicable
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e

TABLE 47: {Continued)
Sample H-5 H-7 H~8 H-9 H-10
Age Sex Education Education  Religiosity
Differ— Differ- Differ- Differ- and Favour—
ences ences ences ences ableness
Im Ad3
Non-disabled
Males ++ + - (a]a] -0 0
Females. + + + 00 0 ' o
Total ++ oo + 0o e -
Disabled
Males + ++ 0o +F o] o
Females - 4 oo T 44 o o
Total . . - 0o 00 I + -
, 0
~ Codes: { = Positive direction of 3
R research hypothesis
++ =-Signifioant difference ~ Im = Religions importance
' in hypothesized direction o :
~ or confirmation of Ad = Religious adherence
research hypothesis (p=.05)
= Negative direction of
-  research hypothesis
' —— = Bignificant difference in
opposite hypothesized
direction (p =.05)
o = Not hypothesized
00 = Not_applicablé

et | NI Lt e P e O e Y e mttiiviaras 3
T R o e e i




180

It was»demonstratea-that the ATDP is susceptible fa
several kinds of response sets; such as biaé, social desirability,
.and acquiescence. The pfoblem of meaning or concept eduivaléhce.
was felt to ﬁarticulquy influence responses on the scale and the
recommendatidn was made that ambiguous terms or concepts be de—
fined to avoid individual interprefationlof the.questions.

The underlying assumptions of the ATDP were quésfioned
and conclusions similar to those of Bell (196é) and Palmerton
(_1968) were reached, that the ATDP measures attitudes of differ-
ences apd'similarities between disabied perﬁoﬁs and non-disabled
pérsons; but that these exﬁressed differences and similafﬁties
cannot necessarily be interpreted as degrees of rejéction or
acceptance. | ”

| .Itiis the author's opinion that the‘validity[ relia-

f bility aad general usefulness of the ATDP as reported by its
originators, Yuker et Aa,l._(19'5_o, 1956) could be improved by
éeriGUSly considering the discussion abcut, and tHegsuggested _
recommendations ﬁo the scaie, L

Certain recommendations were aiso madevconcerningf
the two research samples used in this study. FUturé research
samples should be more representative.  This applies‘particularly
to non-disabled subjects in say, age and education variables.

For disabled subjects a greater number should be investigated.
Here the method of guestionnaire administration and collection
should be revised. Personal administratiaon seems'to be necessary
to elicit a better return.

It is hoped that this may serve as a foundation as
'@ell as an exploratory study to future researcﬁ in SoQtH AFfica

_on the topic of this thesis,
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| APPENDIX AL,

. PERSONAL QUESTIONNAIRE (PQ)



No. _ : | o Location

Male _ - Group

Female . Date

PERSONAL QUESTIONNAIRE,

This questionnaire has to do with personal

‘information about you., Since the guestion-

naire is completely anonymous, you may

answer all the questions freely without any
concern about being identified. It is
important to the study to obtaih your answer

to every guestion.




PERSONAL QUESTIONNAIRE.

Please read each question carefully and do not omit any questions.

Please answer by circling the correct answer (or answers) or fill in

the answer as required.

l. How old are you? (Write agé 1N DOX sevesnscncnnns | l

2. Are you male or female? (Wfite sex 1in box) ciasns

3. Where were you mainly reared or ‘brought up' in your youth?
(that is, up to the age of 15 1r 16). -

COUNErY 4ecescesncerassasosscascsasssassns Lo
Country town ..., -
City ;...........................;........ 3.
City suburb............................... 4,
a4, Where héve you-(or the main bread winner in your Family) been
employed during the past three years? |
| Country .;..............;................. 1.
Country town ....................{........“2.
City ..........................;.......... 3.
City SUBLID «neevseerseennseneensennnees e
5. Where have you mainlz lived during the past three years?
Country ..............:...........;....... 1.
Country tOWN wieessisssnsrocassasssenacsen 26
City seessvscncencacacosrstssnceansarsonscaases 3o
'City SUBUTD svevecsnsssncoccacsssscsanannas B
6. What is your marital status?
T A I
BINGLE uervnnrerennne saesensneneneasnnne 2
vDivorced R B
Widowed sevescosonarncsnsascancnnsncnansse 4

Separated .lllllll.l.llIllllllllll..llllllll 5-



9.

10.

11.

l2.

2

PaQ.

How many children do you have? (Please write number in box)

Please answer either A or B, whichever applies best to your

present situation.

only one.

A.

B,

Please read both choices, then answer

If you are self-supporting, about what is your total yearly
income before taxes (or, if you are married, the total year-
ly income in the family). Include extra income from any

regular source such as dividends, insurance, etc.

write total in box

Please

If you are not self-supporting (or,_if you are married, if
your family is not self supporting), what is the approximate
total yearly income before taxes of the persons who mainly
provide your support (that is, parents, relatlves or others)

Mske the best estimate you can.

According to your answer to Question 8, about how does your in-

come compare with that of most people in the total community where

you live?

Much lower Crserseseersarscentasaratesnanns 1.

Lower s s e P EEPE SR TR RS RN BRESS "6 0 ua 2-

About the same sse csstsessNcesIB s e s 3-

Higher .l'llll-IllI.ll‘ll.lllll.ll..llll‘ll.' 4-

MUCh Higherv.lllllllllll.lllllllll.!lll.l-! 5l

How many brothers have you? (Please write number in box) r————f———-

How many sisters have you? (Please write number in box)

\

About how does (or'did) your father's income compare with that of

most people in the community in which he livesi(or lived)?

MUCh lOWBr‘ e s s eI s e 0P FEY EECSEEANNgUVONREROEEERSOAED 15

LOWBI‘ I.lll..llllllllIIIIIlI.IllllII'III.III 20

About the SaME suieiieesscacasnsncnnncsnsnse 3e
Higher ..'....'...'.' lllll ® @8 » 2 s S 8w 88 A cas a0y 4.

MJGh higher .‘ll..ll‘llllll..lllll.l.lll.ll'. 5-



13, What is your religion?
CAthOLAC ve veveveeererenerererenrenenss Lo
Protestant .....1........;.............;'2;
JEWISH vevvnvnvansssencas-vsnsnsnasenas 3
ane .......;..............;.......;.... 4,

Other (Please specify) 5.

14, About how important is your religion to you in youf aaily life?
I héve no religion ...,..........;...... 1.
Not very important cvecivecercacrcrnsenss 2o
Fairly important ..;..Q........,........ 3.
~Very important cueisiiesieriinrensenaass 4.
15. Which social class.do you believe you are in?
Lower ..............;................... 1.
Lower middle ................;.......... 2.
Middle sveeviosasascsssssascansssasasans Je
Upper middle .................;......... 4.
Upper R -
Upper UPPEY ceveasssesn sarssnsanssnenss O
16. Which social class do you believe your féther is (or was) in?
LOWEY sevvninns ......5;..,...........}.. 1.
LDWér middle eaveccens cersasessasasasaas S
MAQO1E wavuvaravesersaasnsncasnsasannnas 3
Upper Middle cevessescescesccncacannsaes Ge
UPPEr ticeererecearsioassasssasae sasaes D
.Upper UPDPEY seeureionnscanonennosananess 6.
17. About how much education do you have (circle only one)?
3 years of schbol O 18SS seesecersassen Lla

6 years of SChOOLl OF 18SS eeeenasecrssae 2



9 years of school oOr 1esS «evievvrsecanes 3e

12 years of school or 1eSS s.evessesesees b
Some college or university .v.eeesecesess S
A,college or university degree ...e.e.ce. B.
Some’gfaduate'WDrk beyond the first degree 7."
One or more advanced degrees teravsserane 8
Other (Please note number of years-of

study or diploma obtained) - : 9,

-18. About how does your education compare with that of most people?
Much less than most .e..vvvevenvrncnnnses Lo
Less.than most ;.....;....................2.
About average ...}.........,.... R
More than most R TR R TR 4,
Much more than most .;..............;.... 5f
19. About how does (orvdid) your father's eﬂucation compare with
thét.of most people in his time?
Much less than most .....cviivverannesssas Lo
Less than mosf tessesseesecesacrnsesnanas e
About average .,;......Q.....,......,.... 3.
More than MOSt seesnccascnannnsnnsonnanas 4o
Much more thén MOST seeeavoconcrsnnninsea S
. 20. What type of living arrangement do you have?
Rent a house ........ e e i.
Rent a Flat ...veee.... e 2
Rent a room (ﬁeals in a restaurant,etc).. 3.

Rent a room with meals (boarding house,
BEC. )ttt ettt cerenea. 4.

Owna flat .....vu seeresataeans heeas 5.

OWN @ hOUSE voennnnnnns Che e cataceaenaaas 6.



21,

22,

o3,

24.

25.

Other (please specify) : 7.
Please answer eithér A or B.. Please read both before
. answering.,

A. If you are renting the house in which you llve, about how
much money per mDnth do you pay for rent? (Write amount

in box) . : — .

B. If you own the house in which you live (house, flat or
other) about how much money do you believe you could rent
the house for? (Write amount in box).

How long have'you lived in your present community?

less than 1 year ....... et reerearrsae e . 1.
From 1 to 2 years ci.ieevesesasaaaseas caress 2.
From 3 to 6 years ......... e eeraeeeaaan .. 3.
From 7 to 10 yEars «.vecverssscnonsasanses ;.. 4
Over 10 years cievecvsriasarscrosnanoens ceses O

Have you changed your residency (from one community to another)

during the past two years? Please circle the correct answer.

Have you changed your employment during the past two years?

Please circle the correct number.

About how many times bave you changed residency (communities)

during the past 10 years? Please circle the correct number.

None covvevnnens Crieesernaenna Cisseresesnas eees L,
One time cvcveuens thecser e Cresraceeanne . 2
Two to three times .o viiiiiieiienrrinnennans .o 3.
Four to six times ...vvievnnnn cetseeneseeernas 4,



Dver ten times veeeeevees. Ceerenera eeaen 6.

26. About how many times have you changed jobs during the past 10
years? Please circle the correct number. :

NONE sevuvuwnnnns R R PR,
One time ..............;..... ....... ;}. 2.
Two to three times .v.vieeeenrocccacass 3
Four to éix o 111 . 4.
Seven to ten times ....iviiiiiiininnn .» 9.
Over ten times ...... Crerreeaacarnas «+» B.

27. Please state your occupation. Briefly state the title or name
of your job and the nature of your work.

28. In respect to your religion, about to what extent do you observe
the rules and regulations of your rellg10n7 Please circle the
correct number.

I have no religion veeivenenrannecnnnns 1.
Seldom caviveneneenne ‘e cvseanrrrenan 24
Sometimes .........;.................... 3.
Usually secuienessnnssaascanas ....1..;..; 4,
Almost alwaysS sevesseressisssssnsraasves I

29. Please state your type of disability cecevecovessaccanse
30. What is your home language?
English cvvvvenannnn Cereeeree e eeen L.
AFrikaans «.u....... e teres cansnanse 2

Dther (please specify) ' 3.




" APPENDIX - A-2

’  -<"',Attitudes"TDward‘ Disabled Persaons (ATDP)



No. -Location
Male Group

Female Date

HANDICAPPED PERSONS SCALE..

Here'you are asked to express
your opinion on the following 20 statements.
Make your answers refer to persons with
physical handicaps, for example, persons who
must wear surgical appliances, artificial

limbs; . to persons who limp sériously, who

have missing, paralyzed or malformed limbs;

to persons with defects which are obvious
to a stranger but who afe otherwise in good
Health. |

' Do not make your ahswers refer
to the blind, deaf or persons with speech

Dr'héart defects.



HANDICAPPED PERSONS SCALE.

INSTRUCTIONS: Given below are 20 statements of opihion about phy~

sically handicapped persons. We all think differently about persons
with physical handicaps. Here you may express how you think by choos-—
ing one of the four possible answers following each statement. These
answers indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statement.
Please mark your answer by placing a 01rcle around the number in front
of the answer you select.

You are also asked to indicate for each statement how strongly you feel
about your marking of the statement. Please mark this part of your
answer in the same way as before, by placing a circle around the number
in front of the answer you select.

1. Parents of handlcapped children should be less strlct than other

parents.
1. Strongly disagree 3. Agree
2. Disagrée ' : ’ 4, Strongly agree

About how strongly do you feel about your answer?
1. Not strongly at all - 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly 4, Very strongly

2. Physically handicapped persons are just as intelligent as non—
handicapped ones.

1.‘ Strongly disagree 3. Agree

2.. Disagree _ _ : 4. Strongly égree

About how strdngly do you feel about your answer?

1. Not strongly at all 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly ' 4. Very strongly -

3. Handicapped people are usually easier to get along with than
most people : :

1. Strongly disagree | 3. Agree
. 2. Disagree 4, Strongly agree
. About how strongly-do you feel about your answer?
: i. Not strongly at all . 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly 4. Very strongly
4. Most physically. handicapped people feel sorry for themselves.

1. Strongly disagree - 3. Agree



2 : - ATDP
é. Disagree , 4.lStrongly agree
About how stronély do you feel about your answer?
1. Not strongly at ali 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly 4, Very strongly
Physically handicapped people are the same as anyone else.
1. Strongly disagree © '3, Agree
2. Disagree ' 4. Strongly agree
“About how sfrongly do you feel about your answer?
1. Not strongly at all 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly 4, Very strongly

There shouldn't be special schools for physically handicapped
persons.,

l. Strongly disagree : 3. Agree

2. Disagree - 4. Strongly agree
~ About qu strongly do you feel abou? your answer?
1. Not‘strongly at all 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly _ 4.'Very strongly

It would be best for physically handicapped persons to live and
- work in special communities. '

1. Strongly disagree 3. Agree

2. Disagree o o 4, Strongly agree
About how strongly do you feel about your answer?
1. Not strongly at.all 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly . 4. Very strongly

It is up to the Bovernment to take care of physically handicapped
persons. ‘

1. Strongly disagree 3. Agree
2. Disagree . 4. Strongly agree
About how strongly do you feel about your answer?

1. Not strongly at all . 3. Fairly strongly



10.

11.

3 | ~ ATDP

_2. Not very strongly 4. Very strongly

Most physically handicapped persons worry a great deal.
1.> Strongly disagree ' 3. Agree

2. Disagreé t : a, Strongly agreé
About how strongly do you feel about youf ahswer?

1. Not strongly at all 3. Fairly strongly

2. Not very strongly 4. Very étrongly

Physically handicapped people should not be expected to meet

‘the same standards as non-handicapped people.

1. Strongly disagree 3. Agree

2. Disagree : ' 4. Strongly agree

About how strongly do you feel about your answer?

1. Not strongly at all ‘ 3. Fairly strongly

2. Not very strongly , v4. Very strongly

Physically,hahdicapped people are as happy as non-handicapped
ones. - ‘ : '

1. Strongly disagree 3. Agree

2. Disagree . 4, Strongly agree

About how strongly do you feel about ybur answer?

" 1. Not strongly at all 3. Fairly Strongly

12,

13 .

2. Not very strongly 4. Very strongly

Severely physically handicapped people are no harder to get
along with than those with minor handicaps. '

1. Strongly disagree | 3. Agree

2. Disagree ' ' 4. Strongly agree

About how strongly do you feel about your answer?
1. Not strongly at all- 3, Fairly strongly
2. Notvvery strongly ' 4.AVery strongly .

It is almost impossible for a handicapped person to lead a
normal life, . '



14.

15.

16.

17.

K | ATDP

1. Strongly disagree 3. Agree

.2. Disagree . _ 4. Strongly agree

About how strongly do you feel about your answer?

1. Not strongly at all 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly 4..Very strongly

You should not expect too much from physically handicapped
persons., _

1. Strongly disagree v 3. Agree

2. Disagree . 4. Strongly agree
About how strongly do you feel about your answer?
1. Not strongly at all ' 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly - 4. Very strongly

Physically handicapped people tend to keep to themselves
much of the time.

‘1. Strongly disagree 3. Agree

2. Disagree 4. Strongly agree
About héw strongly do yQQ feel about your answer?
1. Not strongly at all 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly 4. Very strongly

Physically handicapped people are more easily upset than

_non-handicapped people.

1. Strongly disagfee 3. Agreé

2.. Disagree 4, Strongly agree
About How strongly db you feel about your answer?
1. Not strongly at all 3. Fairly strongly
2. Not very strongly 4. Very strﬁngly

Physically handicapped persons cannot have a normal social
life. ‘ ‘

l;. Strongly disagree 3. Agree

2. Disagree : ‘ 4. Strongly agree



18,

19,

About how strongly do you feel about your answer?

1. Not strongly at all -~ 3.
2. Not very strongly a,

Most physically handlcapped people
as good as other people.

1. Strongly disagree ' 3.

2. Disagree -4,

Fairly strongly

Very strongly

Feel that they are not

Agree

Strongly agree

About how strongly do you feel about your answer?

1. Not strongly at all : 3.

2. Not very strdngly 4,

You have to be careful of what you
physically handicapped people.

;: 1. Strongly disagree o " 3.

20.

2. Disagree 4,

Fairly strongly

Very strongly

say when you are w1th

Agree

Strongly agree

About how strongly do you feel about your answer?

1. Not strongly at all 3.

2.  Not very strongly v 4.

Fairly strongly

Very strongly

Physically handicapped people are ofteri grouchy.

1. Strongly disagree 3.

2. Disagree o 4,

Agree

Strongly agree

About how strongly do you feel about youf answer?

1. Not strongly at all 3.

2. Not very strongly . 4.,

Fairly strongly

Very strongly.



* APPENDIX A-3

Personal Questionnaire re Handicapped Persons (PQ:HP)



No. 'Location

Male Group

Female : ' Date

PERSONAL QUESTIONNAIRE : HP

Thié questionnéire deais with yéur contacts with‘physically
handicapped persons, and what you know about them. .Perhébs you
have had much contact with physicallyvhandicapped persons, or you
may have studied about them.. On the other hand you may havé had
little or no contact wifh ﬁhysically handioappéd pérsons; and may
have never thbught much‘aboﬁf them at all.

For the purpose of this'invéstigation, the answers of all
persons are important, so even if you know véry littie or nothing

about physically handicapped persons your answers are important.



PERSONAL QUESTIONNAIRE : HP..

‘Please read each guestion carefully and do not omit any queStions.
- Please answer by circling the correct answer (or answers) or fill
in the answer as requested. '

ll

Some physically handicapped conditions are listed below.
In respect to these variocus handicaps, which have you

had the most actual experience with. Please answer by
circling the number of the group you select. Circle only
one.

1. blind 6. disfigured (such as severe .

2.  partially blind burns or scars on face)

3, deaf (and deaf mute) 7. Spastic (or cerebral palsy)

4. partially deaf 8. speech disorders

5. crippled or amputated 9. none

limbs

Which other groups have you alsc had some experience with?
Please circle the number of each additional group with which
you have had some experience

1. blind . 6. disfigured (such as severe burns
. partially blind or scars on face)

. deaf (and deaf mute)

2 _
3 7. spastic (or cerebral palsy)
4. partially deaf

5 .

8. speech disorders
none

. crippléd or amputated 9.
limbs

If 'on the preceding question you indicated that you have had

no personal experience with physically handicapped persons (by circling
response No. 9) please skip guestions 3 through 9. If you indicated '
that you have had experience with one or more of the above handi-
capping conditions, please answer gquestions 3 through 9.

i
B

The following questions have to do with the kinds of experi-—
ence you have had with physically handicapped personz. Please
circle the number of -each experience that applies to you. If
more than one experience applies, please circle a number for
each experience that applies.

I have read or heard a little about physically handicapped

DEI‘SDI"IS LR N RN R B B I A B B B B A AU R B R R R B SR B B A B B B R R Y S B RV R A S A B ] 1-

I have studied about physically handicapped persons through
reading, movies, lectures or observations ....ccieiiene. 20

A friend is physically handicapped «ieeceessercecnsenase 3u
Some relative is physically handicapped seevevsnseaasaa. 4.

I have personally worked with physically handicapped pérsons,



1

2

Between 50 and 100 0ccasions .eveececsasseancnsess 3.
| 4

5
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as a teacher, counsellor, volunteer, child care

etC. 3 08 ¢ % 3¢ 8N ES PSS NEFEBE A CAReREeOCaRPRIENLEERTS 5-

My father, mother, brother, sister, wife (husband)
or child is physically handicapped ««eiecevveaaas B

I, myself, have a physical handicap. (Briefly please
indicate the kind of handicap) vvieeeeecesseenaes 7o

. Considering all the times youvhave talked, worked, or in some

way had personal contact with physically handicapped persons,
about how many times has it been altogether? Please circle
the number of the single best answer.

Less than 10 OCCASIiONS 4eesesesensacnctsassonsanes

Between 10 and 50 0CCASIONS tevsvercrsenacssessansse

Between 100 and 500 occasions tiresestectennanens

More than 500 0CCasions seesesassessnesassescanses Ou
When you have been in contact with physically handicapped
people, how easy for you, in general, would it have been to
have avoided being with these handicapped people?

I could generally have avoided these personal contacts
only at great cost or difficulty seeeserevennesnaas Lo

I could generally have avoided these personal contacts
only with considerable difficulty .......ccvivenanes 20

I could generally have avoided these personal contacts
but with some incoNVENience «.uieieiescsrerasnnaraas 3o

I could generally have avoided these personal contacts
without any difficulty or inconvenience .i..ceseeee 4.

" During your contact with physically handicapped persons, did

you gain materially in any way through these contacts, such

‘as being paid, or gaining academic credit, or some such

gain? ‘
No, I never received money, credit or any material

gain L i N N N N N N NN 1-

Yes, I have been paid for working with handicapped
PEI'SONS s eeecenncancceasnsoorssesssssnassssanscnnnas S

Yes, I have received academic credit or other material

o - D R B

Yes, I have been paid and received academic
Credit tiiiiiiiiniiiiiniireineeivnresnercananeanas 4,

If you have never been paid for working with handicapped
persons go on to the next question. If you have been paid
about what percentage of your income was derived from con-

" tact with physically handicapped persons during the actual

period when working with them?

Less than 10% vuuvvvunrrenerannersiesnnesnaasnansss Lo
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Between 10 and 25%.""" ...... crerreresiiaens 2
Between 25% and 50% veeeceosessscnnnrnans cees 3
Between 50% and 756 vuieereeraranoanoanncssans a.
MOTE than 75% veveeeeeeseavesssssssanassnsens D

‘How have you generally felt about your experiences with

handicapped persons?

' I have definitely disliked it ....... AU |
I have not liked it very much cvvieeeancsss e 2
I have liked it somewhat ..ceveeeecnns heeas oo 3.
I have definitely enjoyed it ........ veceeeas 4 '

If you have ever worked with the physically handicapped for
personal gain (for example, for money or some other gain),
what opportunities did you have (or do you have) to work at
something else instead; that is, something else that was
(or is) acceptable to you as a job? -

I do not know what other jobs are available or
acceptable ciiiviiiennns O I

No other job was available ......... ereeeen. 2

Other jobs were not at all acceptable to

ME soorasssncsscececcsrsncsnns teccsdss s .

Dther jobs were not quite acceptable to me .. 4.

Other jobs available were fully acceptable
tome covviinriaanan Chesessenrareans -








