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seven),  senior hl‘qh. (grade eleven) ;\end second-year 2

-~c0nf1den\;1e. .

ABSTRACT

. B
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. -

The purpose of the. study Ias- to describe and’

compare,.ithe expressed attltudes o}

+

£

non-disabled perséns 7 a

to_wa'fd “the physica\]:ly.disabled ‘as 'a.‘ function of . -5 B o

educati,ona]...leve.l and.co"\ta'ct. Attitudes were measured

by the Aftitudes Toward Disahled Persons,-._scale (ATDP)

'Speci‘fically, a coﬁlpa‘r‘ison'was mad,e.;‘between' ATDP scores

R

T of students ‘who had experlenced prev:.oUs contact w1th :

physmally dlsabled persons ahd sr.udents who had not, in

~each of three educatlonal levels. ]unlor hlgh (grade -

v 1

. ' , 4

. , . s { > P N . . [y
,un1Ver,s1ty . : ‘\ I R T T

- . . N )

Data from 273 Junlor hJ.gh school 268 sen:.or high

school - and 155 second-year unlver51ty students were -

' sub]ected ‘to analy51s of variance and Sheffe testsw.,w:LtH

'.the nullTYpotheses § Jected at the 0 05 level of . -‘:'g.s,

. . 2 L ¢ ' . . R
| DR ST ) . : - -
PR A .
-

Flndlngs J.ndlcated that both educatlonal leVeI

and contact Were related to the afttltudes of non—dlsable.d
y) . <

.'su}bjects toward dlsabled Subjects, and that there was: an'

A . N
R . .

J_nteractlon betwgen these two varlabl-es.

' Generalaly, subjects in the contact @roup fOr each
~)\\ u'i ‘

. .
. l

R

o T

succ'Jess:Lve educatlonal ].evel tended to be more posltlve -

\ . LI ‘- « .
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J.n their exprels'sed a'tt:i:tndes to:wara 2<‘iisa_b‘l‘e'd' pez_‘sons than .
“subjects in the nojcontacht .~grou§. . .In .the no‘-acontac;t-
— . ) - . 4
L ‘f-g'r_oup,, however, there was no diftere‘nce in attitudes ",‘g‘;',‘. 3 . )
’ toward disabled persons between the gr'ade"'jse'v'en, "ana_; '- :"
‘_universi,ty st;udent's , or between the cjratie e],even.,a;i"é : .‘-.'f.éf.’;:. - ' J
unlverSJ.ty Students, and for g;rade eleven students o . 'Is;.':' . N

‘ there was no dlfference between ‘the contact and no—contacé( j
groups. . 'Elnd:.ngs also mdicated that there w.as no,‘ - ' '\ ’

. dlff_erence in attltudes toward‘ dlsabled pers.ons between S T

. nr R

gra:de eleven and ‘university students. -Thus,;.the . o ""«,.

Soim °
:LnteractJ,on between educat:Lonal level and contact dld o '
.___ . Y . . h . - . . H
not appear* to, be linear. so L e :
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- INTRODUCTIO'N AND STATEMENT OF PROBLEM O S g .
. tee N e - 4»‘.. R A "o, e e “:“: A :-1 -' ‘a
ST Att&tudes towards the phy51&:ally dlsabled= -and the? R '
determlnants SF such attltudes\gve received W1de ,“° G el
6‘ . . 5.(, . 'y nT '
attzentlon from, 'such varled sources as psychologlsts‘* ~':,; R
.- s A fT
Had - .. ce
phy‘51c1'ans, rehabllltatlon personnel and dlsabled persons o3 S R,
P oL CEL L TR
themselves.‘ Even now there is cons@erable con‘troversy, LT TS
because of confllctlng ev1deﬂca., about Whether or not ‘- z" . S
ce o - J; e
the‘ ubllc s attltude toward the physmally disabled is. )° e
. $ .7 . (] . ‘et e o . N
_.favory, le or unfayorabloe. ao ‘,' S el e : 1;" DT
Such unce,rtémty tends to compllcate matters when SR o>
v o v r: R v b -~ ..
attempts are mag]e to alter pubilc oplnlon. Perhaps the
.answer lles 1n studylng samples of the populatlon g° Skl Tk
. determlnlng thelr attltudes, establlshlng relevant N R
= > . R
factors, and p0551bly c,ha(ngmg. _these attltudes by adoptlng‘ oY
progr.ams thato are based on emplrlcal undcerstangz.ng of a ~
e, o . . . o :i.t',.h_ -‘,b .{v-
par,tlcular group © e _ . . L E
.- I ..0 N ‘C" t=!° .' - ' 'ev.\ . ' . ’ "\
" L IF Purpos-e ofa the Study: T ey Lo o
‘e . . Jo.. . ,_ .Q . [ o LN . '...,.-;. . .
, A . . . o ' e L oot et
: This study describ’es and,compares t‘.he, expressed
attltudes, as: measured by a standardlzed scale, of non- '
N A
. dlsabled persons toward physubally d:.sabled persons as a . .
e, ” ¢
‘ functlon of three educational _leVe‘ls .and prew.otls_ Jzontact
) ‘ ' T D . @ - X - ,’ - )
° : AT o I
o Lt . 0 . ) ¢



- ! v .
"‘,,\ o - . . . . -
» . . /‘ . ' < z
@ [ - :‘3:"! .c‘ % 2 ':'
’ L ‘E:'-' . () ‘-{‘é
’ . / . o . 4 . _"'
‘-t with/physicilly disabled persons. . . Y SR %
N . YL N S - Ny o '
.gj e . / - II. 'Background "Theory and-. Rationale : P
: ‘ ".- . . ‘ ‘. ’ ’ . ' ’ I . / .
o 'w o] A reV1ew of the litgrature on' the phy51cally
. - / ‘ .
’ . - . SR

}sabled 1ndlcates that the problems of the handlcappe§p

7 K
e /are not so much of a phy51cal nature as they are social '
. ! . / .
= ] [ he
L j:/ and psychologlcal Méyerson (1948), 1n hlS bflef hlstory
R .- .f- of attltudés towards the dlsabled descrlbes how the e ‘ :
- T LY attltudes have varled throughout the years, for ékample,
L4 ‘,¢l : . / N . l -
J./\T. ‘the ancaent Greek view, "a sound mlnd in.a sound body"
. I \,. " . . ) . -4\. .
: ' “with gll its negative implications for: the physically’
\_ TN‘_ v dlsabled ranging to the'widely held "over-compensation .
P L
;..On ' theory" Wthh lmplles that ‘thé adjustment process of the
,b-:, . ) St » ¢ -
b L ;'= phy51cally dlsabled makes the person superlor and. capable i
- o of ﬂchlevementS\that otherw1sé1nlght have been bexond ‘
:‘, - ._.'“;f:‘.reach; ‘, T .; UL o . T}f '
N ) . T Vo . ~.=;. T . . ' ) * . /¢ .
- . T L According to'Meyerson, if these varled attltudes .///t !
. . ‘ ntowards ths phy51cally dlsapled are.examlned a little more ".‘R
-.:," ,L‘ K . - ‘ o *
. _ﬁ v closeLY: lt can be seen that -the negatlve values which are
*,,~f o placed upon the phy51cal dlsablllty can. be con51dered in
. three dlstlnct ways =Qé'. - N
- "}{: 'j (l) fhose 1mposed by ; the dlsablllty itself [{an )
‘,;>“~*’:u_ , lnabltlty to do slmple everyday actrvxtles] e
L. ) - ) (2) those 1mposed by 5001ety [segregatlon ( v
Lo, vt v 0L+ " because of percelved differences between *
. . '=;, ’.j. ~the dlsabled and non- dlsabled‘ for example,’ '
T oo ° spec1al schools] o .
A 5 ’.:'. f . Ty
R : S B B . ¢ .
; . ‘:‘\ Coe, . .. . - . .,‘ ot n): . . , . . . .
- oo B A . u.;.‘”._- o ';..A CA o s d
N l‘. o N L :T“.' ,“:{, o L \;3%},: H,,f-“'p



A'of self and the'ﬂme", whlch is a reflectlon of the re-

BT R TR B R RSN LI Ve et o s me s

(3) those 1mp11ed by the dlsabled person

himselT: [based on values which stem in

part from the regard with which he is held

by hls culture] *  (Meyerson, 1941, ‘p. 2).

This reseagﬁﬁ was dlrectly concerned w1th the
second category and therefore 1nd1rect1y concerned with

1

the third category asqwell - . ' ‘ ' N

A physmcally dlsabled person s attltudé towards
séif and.others llke-hlm is influenced by a number of
¢ . - X .

factors. - 'Examples are: ' personal values, that is, worth

‘placed on self;‘personality}'or gerieral outdook on life;’

. s . . -
and environmeﬁf, which consists.of family, friends,
medical teannapeople of the community,. as well.as the -

r’..\? 4 '.

actual phy51cal env1ronment . A physically disabled person,
B «; ) .
to become well ad]usted psychologlcally and soc1ally, and .,

RPN

capable of taklng ‘a place in soc1ety, must learn to cope - -
! \ '

with 1nterpersonal relatlonshlps Therefor ’ lt 1s ":'o

1mportant to know and understand as far as 1s p0551ble,

-

‘the attltudes held by . non—dlsabled people toward the ' S

phy51cally dlsabled jj e : L
. Theorlsts in’ the field. of soc1al psychology have -

,suggested that the prlnCLple ofathe “looklng glass" self:

is . very 1mportant in the formatlon of the self—concept
Yy N .

The soc1olog1cal deflnltlon of self ConSlStS of two

1

components; the "I"™, which is the 1nd1v1dual¢s perception-

actlons of-others. It can be concluded that these twd .

s )




rl

. person. ' . ' 5

L

. .
.
N .
¥ ‘ . )
" * a
“
. .
.

- .
components 1nteract w1th each other, 51nce 'it-is believed

.that a reasonably favorable self- rﬁage is probably eSSentlal

to de51rable ‘mental healthland soclai "adjustment Coopersmith,
1967; Mead; 1934; Wylie, 1961L. $uch a p051t1ve view of
A A

self is of. great importance to the;physaqally d;sabled

3,
%

¥ . ' - v -

& )

2,

Investigators have shown that;the.self-image of the

handicapped child is frequently a reflection of the social*

. . ) ] . ) h . o
stereotype, or a reaction to it and that‘¥ejectlon produces

a sense of inferiority,'self—copsciousnesérand fear

(Berreman, 1954;”Tenny, 1953) . Berremaﬁ_(19545 postulated

that'aside from‘perception of the,actualwphysiéal disability,

‘the 1nd1v1dual 's eventual self image is the product of a

two gtage mental reflectlon .
&
- M .
(l{‘interpreting'suspicion the sensation in
‘ the faces, actions and.WOrds of associates,-and‘

(2) the accumulatlon of other people s attitudes -

. both true interpretations amnd mlsconstructlons (p; 348).

[~
These'images are incorporated with the already developed : jk.
-view of self. ) T e . ’
. Theorjsts. such as Wright (l960)‘have related the ':

theorles of 1mpre551on formatlon, phenomenal causallty and
expectancy o the development of attltudes towards the‘ .
phy51ca;ly disabled. Although each. of these theorles

varies sqmeWhat, they are alike 'in that they define '

attitudes toward the disabled in-terms of an equilibrium

§

e

v
wattun whoe TNV R vy e B

o



hthe physically dlsabled person, srnce the percelved role

. w1ll tend to dictate the behav;our.con31dered to be

. 4
measure determlned by society's reaction (attltude) to the o

[y

v . -y -

between what'is expected.and'what is actually'perceived; P E i
The unfamiliar, that is to say the perceived disability, L H' Coe

drsrupts the relatlonshlp between the two and causes

R

ten51on. Thus, the occurrence of the physlcal dlsablllty

may 1nfluence the expected as well -as the actual role for' 3

N v

will be communlcated to the person and, as a consequence,

2

approprlate. - , : : . o .

Follow1ng from these theorles then, non- dlsabled

persons' attltudes toward phy51cally dlsabled persons would
tend to be 1nfluenced by familiarity or-contact with them.

This would imply that familiarity'migh%'modif;/expectations.

- T
s
.

Thus, within the Tramework of the 5001al-psycholog1cal

%
»

deflnltlon of dlsablllty, ‘it is- pOSSlble to" v1ew phy51cal

dlsablllty as a value judgement "that the 1mpact of dlsablllty

upon the handlcapped person and upon society is in large-

. . » .t

dlsabll;ty and hehce toward its posSessor. Support for/

" such a theoretical position has -been posited by Barker, ":-;‘g;}
. L ) . - . ' & S
Wright, Meyerson and Gonick, 1953; Dembo, Leviton and =~ °*
"erght, 1956 and Wright, "1960. ’ N A

‘ Other theorists suggest an added relatlonshlp to’

- 4

the value judgements placed on disabled persons by soc1ety. L .
e , o

S It has been argued that qualltles such as potentlal

’ - . . .. <. ) e
' - Lo . . . . .o
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. wdisabied, and when applied to the unfamiliarT or'physically

.8iller, 1964) to show that’educat;onal level is related to

attitudes toward disabled persons, as measured'by the .

. dimension and ediicational leviel assumes an equivalent . ' ©

‘deveLopmehtal'leyel,.at least oy age, and this is not the. '

e

IR 2 s

E

. s ' " . D - . L : ' e "‘H

leadership, good citizenship, possible contributiom4to the

improvement of society,,and,beipg an acceptable Head of. a
family are normally associated with the familiar, or non- . '
] R . .a ) S, K . Ch

disabled peréons,-may result in negative attitudes. . : ' -

Experlmental ev1denceﬂtends to support this contentlon . . \

. <

(Centers and Centers;-19634 Force, 1956;,Semmel and . .

™ -

. Dickenson; Warren and Turner, '1966). - L o : e

. Théré has -also been some efidenbe (Knittel, '1963;

1

Attltudes Toward Dlsabled Persons scale (ATDP) This

suggested relatlonshlp would seem to be in accordance with

studies ln'soc1a1 psychology which have‘con51stently found Co
that education correlates,highly'with the conserQative—

e

[33

libefal dimension. The more education people habe,-tpe

more liberal they tend to be. Relating this to attitudes-

toward disabled persons, this would seem'to mean that the =
higher the levél of'education that people have attained S

2

the more- llberaI‘they are and therefore the mere favorable Y ' .Kw

thelr attltudes toward phy51cally dlsabled persons.

Honger, the relatlonshlp between the conservatlve -liberal .

>
-

e Pad

-

case with tﬁis present .study, as +the subjects are of

L <, v



differeht'deselopmental levels (and therefore different‘age

levels) . Thps, any perceived relationship between’ the-

: . ! N .
congervative-liberal dimension and educational level in this

.particular study must be viewed.with caution.’

-

In the study of'the relationship'between attitudes’
an? behav1our, two approaches have been taken.. One approach
also the approach taken by thlS study, observes the |
relatlonshlp between‘yerbally expressed gttltudes-and past

experience.of the. individual, ~the assumption being that_a

" particular attitude (positive or negative)-held by a persoh
}1s a functlon of SpelelC experlences 1n the past with the

! ob]ect of that attLtude, The other approach has @ its

¥

underlylng assumptlon the view that attitudes are manlfested

[ Lo
. . fl

in overt behav1our. Thus the outward behav1OUral'expre551on

M ¢

of a negatlve attltude ‘is dlfferent from that of a p051t1ve
attltude. However,, thls approach in the study of attltudes
of non-— dlsabled persons towards dlsabled persons has" been

1

taken very lnfrequentlyf i
Most research efforts have been desighed'to study
specific determinants of ‘attitudes of ndn—disahlednpersohs

towards diSabled persons. Separate studies of ‘educational

level and contact (of‘various types).have found_that an
N ; L .

‘increase in either one generally. is-associated with a more

_persons. Both educational.}evel'and coqtact gre products of

'favorablé attitude of non-disabled persons .towards disabled

i
pt ’

'
-t
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i w1th age w1th1n the restrlctlons of any partlcular sd?lety, .

*

past experlence and 51nce experlence of any klnd 1ncreases
vl

- it would be reasonable to assume that both these factors

interact in the1r lnfluence upon ex15t1ng attltudes of

non—dlsabled persons towards ‘disabled persons Spe01f1cally,
\

it mlght be expected that]hlgher educatlonal levels and

. " .

wider varieties of "experlence" would result in more
openness.or willjkgness to confront new 31tuat10ns,and that

more hlghly educated people would tend to generallze beyond

’
)

the spec1f1c to all or most phy51cally dlsabled persons. f

Therefore one.of the aims of thlS study was to

—~
» \\

.determlne, w1th1n a partlcular sample of a populatlon,

whether or not educatlonal level and contact are related.

':to ex1st1ng attltudes of non- dlsabled persons toward

disabled persons, and examine’ the p0551b111ty of an -
interaction between the two factors.
"The dltimate goal of .those who proVide‘services

to phy51cally disabled people is 'to equlp ‘them for eventual

.Ipart1c1pat10n 1n a soc1ety largely composed’ of phy81cally

* ‘normal individuals. One of the greatest. determinants: to . -

-

the achievement of this ohjectEVe-is the attitndes ot.
individuais within society toward’physicaily‘drsabled
people~and therefore, one neéessary prereduisite for -
proper preparation of the phy51cally dlsabled for 1ntegrat10n

is a general knowledge and understandlng of these attltudes

’
’.

pape—
~
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. as they apply to the socxety‘of whlch the phy51cally

dlsabled persOn lS "a ' part.

Slnce there has been such éonflicting"evidence as

g

:'to ‘the fNture and determlnants of publicly held attitudes

toward the phy51cally dlsabled a study ‘aimed,at further;

examination would prove extremely useful to those who are

- gloyed in the rehabllltatlon of physically disabled

o

persons. Once 1dent1f1ed and understooa, such variables

®

may be instrumental in the development of more effective

n . . ' ’ . ;
intervéQtlon_strategles, for example, educational programs
to influence.public attitude, as.well as the modification

of:exlstinglattitudes.- : ' L L ’éﬁﬁ -
L III. Hypotheses
- ) T

.. P A ‘ 71,1 S
; fﬁ:'ﬁ Since 1t was the purpose of thlS study to, compare

the ATDP (Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons) scores of .

students of dlfferent educatlonal levels w1th or w1thout
[/

'hav1ng had cont%ct w1th dlsabled persons, the follow1ng

null hypotheses were formulated-

i

\ l}.,There will be no’51gn1ficant\difference _

between mean ATDP scores’ of students who
have had prev1ous contact with physlcally
disabled persons and those who have not had

contact with physicallyldisahled persons. -

Q

(

‘

—m



2. There will be no, 51gn1flcant dlfference -
between mean ATDP scores of junlor hlsﬁ

school students, senior high school students

’

and second-year university'students.'

.
*

‘13. There will be no 51gn1flcant dlfferences

’

between mean ATDP scores of students who have
,had prev10us contact with- physxcally dlsabled
persons and those who have not had contact
with phys1cally dlsabled persons for elther-
(a) junlor high school students o o
(b} senigr high sqhooL students L {

i (c) second-?ear nnivereity thdents."

IV. Definitions of Terms -

The fellowing are definitions of particular terms

»

used 1n “this study:

PR “ : .’ RPN
1. Attltude. attitude as measured by the Attltudes) K

o Toward.Dlsabled Persons (ATDP) scale.'
2. Contact: having knewn'and-had verbal-communicetion'
with a phyeicaily-disebiéd.nerson.- |
3. Educatidnal'Level; (a) junior high sehool -
g;&de seven (b) senior high school - grade eleven
(c)'second-&ear university - second academic year

" at Memorial University of Newfoundland..

3

-
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2.

11

4. Dlsablllty or Handlcap- condltlon of 1mpa1rment

Y

phy51cal . & hav1ng an objective aspect that: can

usnally be escrlbed by a phys101an" (Hamllton,'

1950). Most profe551onals agree that there is a’

\
definite difference in the operational definitions
' ’ -"\ . \ . ' .
of rthese tw% terms. However, for the purpose ofl

.thi§4study, theygwill be used interchangeablyf
v, iimltations of the Study

i V
. The. followind 11m1tatlons of the study,should be noted:’

This st&dy was llmlted to the spe01f1c educatlonal

I

levels mentlo 3d earlier: Junlor hlgh schook, senior

hlgh school and second—year unlver51ty Therefore, the

l

results .of this study cannot be reliably generallzed to

T
1

members of .the gubllc outside of a 31mllar populatlon.
|
This study's second limltatlon-ls again in connectlon

1
with the sample used The subjects 1n both the Junlor‘

’

, nlgh and senior hlgh educatlonal levels were from an

~ urban center, St. John S, Newfoundland (populatlon,

-

,was composed of students who may have come from various

"88,102), whereas the second-year nniversity sample

o

: smallér communities in the Province of-Newfoundland,

It would appear, as well, ‘that the university sample
would be a self—selected substrata of the populatlon of
people of. that age, and therefore dlfferent from the

junior hlgh and senior hlgh samples..

4

na.
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3.

- One 'of the main concerns of ‘this study was to determine

.whether or not contact with physically disabled»persbns‘

". was related to exigtinq attitudes of non-disabled

’

persons toward disabled persons. The problem of .

'agreement by investigators and experimental subjects

L

on-a definition, and indeed connotations, of the term -

“contact“'was alluded to earller and should be kept

~in mind when 1nterpret1ng the flndlngS'of this, study.

'No ettempt was.made in the analysis of data to

[l

determlne whether or not other extenuatlng factors

a4

4.

!

5.

~eéxplored. However, -sex of shbject-was not a cohntrolled -
. qg\« . ’

Afactor in thisistudy and therefore any discussron of

were 1nvolved and therefore any 1nterpretatlon ofothe
-0

term “contact"' other than that Specified by‘this

study could prove unreliable.-.

On the basis -of possible results obtained in this:

study, the p0551b111ty of ‘sex dAfferences 1n attltudeS**

e =

of- non-dlsabled persons toward dlsabled persons was.

results pertaininé'to.sex offsubject should be

1nterpreted w1th cautlon.

The subjects whose ATDP scores were examlned in thlS

study were- of three different and increasingly higher

[

,educational levels (junior high, senior high, and:

.

university).. Age, social and intellectual development

t . . . N LY R
of these-subjects also increase as their -educational

- t

4

(2
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] ' Lo . e J
‘ ' ' R ” %3
) 'lével_increases and therefore it should be pointed

out that these factors could be cenfounding
: 1ng

. variables in .this study. ‘ " '
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CHAPTER II

\ REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ; : .

e There,haS»been a considerable amount of theory

"and research concernlng ‘the area of phy51cal dlsablllty,

.) ‘ﬁ-
1ts effects-on the dlsabled and its effects on the nonh

/

-disabled This chapter w1ll examlne 1lterature relevant

to thlS study.

Q-

I. Sources of Attitudes Toward.Disability
. st e s ' ’ : ,'. K .
Some théorists in the area of social psychology

and related:fields attenpt to account fcr-pecple's.

L

P

‘theory,qthe unﬁamlllar'dlsrupts the relatiqnship between

perceptions”of others by'the,theories of equilibrium;
Basically, these theories postulate that peopie, objects,

and events are generally perceived'by a person in terms of

famlllarlty with them and that any dev1ance from the

I

fam111ar will be qulckly attended to and p0551bly negatlvely

judged. " Thus, attitude may-be modlfled by the'mere fact

1

that deviance exists and will be affected by the extent’ of

hlS dev1ance.

-

Helder (1946) recognizes this 1nterplay of

‘w

perceptual processes and famlllaglty . Accordlng to this -

the effect bf the disability and its'perceived cause, and

i

. 9..:

e




. oonflgurgtlons w1th the equlllbrlum mechanlsms w1th1n the

" which 1ncludes av01dance ofﬁsltuatlons and 1nformat10n R e

this produces ten51on Thus, Heider comblnes potentlal

£ )
°

,1nd;v1dual to explain. the 1nteract10n between famlllarlty

e ’

and reallty

-

Fest1nge4?(1957) .advanced- a 51m11ar theory, that
of c0gn1t1ve dlssonance. Accordlng to thls theory,

dlscrepanc1es between cognitive elemehts (knowledgeb or
between cognitlve and affectlve (feellng) components ‘\: 'lgf.w‘

-,- ‘, .

produce-stress. Thus, the person, becomes motlvated to '_ ' S

- . -

":reduce thlS dissonance by changlng bellef and/or behav10ﬁr,

q.\

which will incregse dlssonance. .o ; RS

anough experlence, we have come to expect certa&n,z_ T

.thlngs in llfe, one of - -which is phy31cal normallty. o f': f;i

[ o
Physical normallty produces consonance between whét-ls
. i o - . ¥ j .
experlenced and what s expected - cognitive elements. L BN
5 . e 4 . . .
Visibie physlcal dlsablllty, then, results 1n a R, ‘ .

discrgpancy betyeen the cognltlve elements, and p0551bly o
“the affec_;xé/:fements as well (theie maght»be feellngs _’ .

arising from the 51tuat;on, " such as fear andahostlllty)

As a result the person who is visibly physic;lly.disahled.g

standsva\good Ghance of7being rejected by hls peers. |
Several wrlters ‘have ett;mpted to dlrectly apply

these equlllbrlum theorles to attitudes towards the T

physlcally dlsabled; wr;ght (1960) ln parthular, hes ‘

.—— y
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s

*,'expect the dlsabled to be depressed over the 1oss of thelr

dlSablllty must have a cauSe, wthh is usually attrlbuted

. .'" s ‘: L ) - Y ) .
used the concept of phenomenaI causallty 1n her theory of

) »

uattrabutlon and the requ1rement of mournlng Accordlng to

-~
»

'thls thedry, as. far as the percelver is concerned

. . , .
€ . Q. ‘
to misfortune or to the mlsdeeds of the dlsabled person. .
‘ CLLrE :
The requrrement- of mournlng 1mplles that the non-dlsabled'

o

-
v

‘-abllltles. Thus, erght's theory deflnes attltudes towards

o as belng negatlvely affected by the dlsabllltl Sy

a
"

) the dlsabled in’ terms of an equ1llbr1um between the effect

of the dlsablllty and 1ts attrlbuted cause..'

[
» AT 1 \

. ‘ Granskow and Magllone (19651 based thelr study on

o

Helder s balance theory. They hypothe51zed that subjects_

w1¢h more famlilarlty w1th the dlsabled”would have a more
\

p051t1ve attltude as measured by the ATDP .Thelr.hypoth Sis

P

was shpported

©
*

. N R “

» LlndOWSkl, Jacques and Galer (1969) conducte

study to petermlne, by means of content analysls,

(]

(2) in the absence of emotlonal acceptance suégects :1' -
/ . . LY ‘o .

(3» those who had oontact viewed phy51cal dlsablllty as a -

manageable problem but orne whlch had adverse effeots on o
N A o : : ol

.o . .
+ “ - -

(2]




&

e

.social relatiohship.

. society result in a minority status'éhv the handlcapped
3 * ..

'mucﬁ Iike that of raciall,. nationality and creedal groups“

.found that 1nd1v1duals‘haV1ng contact with’ hlgh status
- 'Negroes. held more positive’attitudes toward ‘that .ey

‘group‘than individualé having'cdntact-ﬁith low s

S £ 2

-4 - Ce )

the selected,life areas of self-respect, iﬁdependencé,.énd

- II. Disability as a Value Judgement

There' has been some speculation’ that the disabled
hold‘a similar position in society to that of other mihority

groups’ én@ that this'is partly due to the kKind of' values

_that are widely held in-society today.

Tenny (1953) in his attemptlfo';clate‘thelmincfigy :

N . '.'\-
] . a . . . e

stdatus of the disabled to the minority status of other

groups says that: "Prejudice may range from indifference

to hoétiliﬁy", and therefore-"the ;imitations imposed by

L1

[

and because of this "a ‘handicap like other differences.’

[

tends to produce social dLstance" (p. 260-1) .

.

Allport (1958)studléﬂ attltudes towards Negroes and . _7_;”

P '\

’Négroes. Slnce the handlcapped can also be vie ed AS a

s

mlnorlty group and are pércelded as, haV1ng hlgh or low

status (Tenny, 1953), Allport s flndlngs ‘would appear
. A
relevant. B o

o
L AR P
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_ erght (1960) makes it ev1dent that reactlons to

something, be it a person, thlng,'or event may be favorable
s .. (
‘or- unfavorable and that such judgements‘are made-through
two distinct psychological processes lnvol&ing what Dembo

(1956) has called. comparatlve values. If the evaluatlon

PR
s

is based on comparlson w1th a standard the person is. said

.to be evokinq comparatnye values.. On the other hand if the

evaluatlon arises from "qualltles 1nherent in the object of

Judgement 1tsel£ W the person ‘is sald to .be evoklng asset

.-~

. values (p. 131),ﬁjDembo‘points out-that when we gompare an

¢

object with a standard, the, characteristics with which we
are- interested become potentmand iﬁpose their properties.

-
. v

upon our perception and evdluation ‘of other characteristics.

Thus, - - S A .
" if phy51cal normalcy is taken as.a standard"
-and a dlsablllty is v1ewed as* far. below P
-standard, other vague characterlstlcs and the

person hlmself are regarded as below standard - )
o .(Dembo, et al. in Wright, 1960 p' 132y.

Y . : e ' I

' Dembo's’ work is given theoretical support by Lev1ne

LY

(1961) when he;says that soc1ety v1ews the handlcapped in

‘u

< terms of_thelr value to 5001ety, ﬁe 1mplles that value

iwofth)'is related to e

. ) A .
potentlal for leadership, capability of = .
‘contributing to the improvement of society, 1
-potential for good citizenship, and being an
acceptable head:-of a family. .(p. 84).

ALevine.(lgal) says ‘that such valuations of the.handicapped,

- partlcularly thosé\w1th hlghly v1slble dlsabllltles, often

s
"
P - A TLY

o

-
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: "that .gerrerally,‘ the severely retarded was the least '

O A A
. by e, TR
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b

a * h - . {

- result in a heg}ativ'e attitude. ‘toward thejhandi’capp'éd of e T

,our society.

'Billings (1963) mvestlgated attltudes of normal

chx.ldren towards crlppled peers. H:Ls conclusions tend to - b

- _}suppo.rt those of Tenny (1953) that 1nd1v1duals who differ

physically from the\majorlty of people around ‘them have a
minority status"ahd as such are subject to the attitudinal
dynamics of ahy minority ‘group.

.Warren and Turner (1966) .conducted. a slirvéy of

.attitude's _.towards exceptional child_reh by' students plannihg,’_ v

on entering profe'ssions focusing ‘'on children and personnel.

. _already engaged in those professions. The -authors £ound

3

.preferred-, the mildly retarded fell mldway, the antr-socxal RS

was highly - ranked and SO was the academlcaliéktalented
Thus it seems poss:Lble to view phy51cal drsablllty

as a value judgement. _ As Barker, et al. (1953) say:
The meaning of disabled physique .to the ‘
" disabled person himself, and to others who
. 1nteract with him, will depend in general
- upon the values of the cultural group to which-
he belongs (p. 67). .

It. would seem reasonable to 'a”ssume that knowledge ‘
of such existing attitudes might .prove helpful in atteripting

to produce desirable attitudes toward disahled'éersohs or to

modify those Which already. exist.
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III. Self-Concept : R

The development of a self concept is con51dered

essential in the .1nd1v1dual s adjustment to hlmself and to

“the relatlonshlp between hlmself and hlS enVLronment, and~
'there 1s also general agreement among soc1al psychologlsts

‘ that a favorable self- concept is necessary for good mental-.

healTh (Coopersmlth 1967 "Mead, 1934; Wylie, 1961)

Coopersmlth (1967) says that one s self-—esteem, or ce e

personal judgement of one's own worth, is’ "SLgnlflcantly

‘assocn.ated with personal satlsfactlon and effectlve

,-fu’n.ct-n.om.ng" (p 3). fe also goes on to say that

"attitudes towards ‘the self, like other attitudes, carry

" . . . . .
-affective. loadings and motiva-tional consequences"' 7)

Accordlng to various theorlsts, one s self-concept 1s

partly determmed by how others percelve him as well as -

how’ he thinks. others percelve him. Coopersmlth summarlsed

Mead_ s work (1934) concernlng the soc1al:.zat10n process,

- by saying that the 1nd3.v1dual lnternallses the 1deas and :

attltudes expressed by key fJ.gures in hlS llfe - observ1ng,

| adoth.ng and expressmg them as hlS own, ThlS holds true

'for attitudes towards oneself as well as external objects

From Mead, 1t can be concluded that self-esteem 1s largely
! !

derived from the reflected appralsal of others., ,

Berreman (1954) suggests that the self—lmage of the

han‘dicapped child. is frequently a reflectlon of the 5001a1 ‘
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stereotypes, or a reaction to them.
Kvaraceus (1956) in a di§cussion on acceptance,
,ejectlon, and exceptlonallty says

some exceptlonal children because of thelr
\marked-differences and abnérmalities have ..
lways run the risk of rejection in a cultu:e
wRich, places heavy emphasis on cosmetics and
co formlty. Secondary handicaps. may emanate
‘a feellng of rejectlon can prove more

»

'There is' §ood reason to belleve that at

least in myny if 'not in all instances, new
self attitufes are integrated within old . ‘*
ones either Yy modifying the meaning of the -
former or the\latter or-both . (p: 141).

Cut r (1961) supports this'yiew--
It is w1th1n the ramework of the varled

‘relationships of young child that he
differentiates -himself as an individual,

"develops a physical precept of himself: (body Loe
- image) and a psychologlcal image (self- concept)
p. 344) .

@

.Wylie'(l961) in a dricﬁséion-of self-concept and its

"

relation to interaction Qith thers concludes:
The self- concept is a learned constellation
of perceptlons, cognltlons\and values

- ‘and

an itportant part of this learning comes '~ .
£from &1scern1ng the - reactlons one gets from .
other persons (p. 121) .

l [4
|
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s ) .
the proposition that the degree to which
a'disapilityghandicaps an ividual is to a large .measure

determined by societal values, there seé bela uumber
of factors which appear to be related to society's react
to disability. o of these factors are.‘.f

(D) contact‘With the disabled person,jand

L

(2) educational ‘level of the-non—dlsabled person.
. o T
Contact - .
It should be noted that'the'authors of the.-
follow1ng pieces of theoretlcal and emplrlcal ev1dence,.
) oresented 1n support of: contact w1th dlsabled persons as

belng one-of the major determlnihg factors ln establlshlng

" the attitudes of non-drsabled persons toward- dlsabled

. . , ‘
;dwf,,ﬂff— : ‘ . ——

persons, have in many cases applied dlfferent 1nterpretations

" to the term'"oontact“. o ) . ?
. Homans (1950) suggested that the frequency ‘of

contact between rndﬁblduals or groups 1s related to .

'attltudes towards these 1nd1v1duals or groups in a p051t1ve

dlrectlon He also observed that mlnlmal contact resulted

iﬁ'neutrél-or uegatlve.attltudes (p. '112).
| In keeplng with Tenny's position (1953) that the
hahdidapp;d'can be ;iewed as a ﬁinority group, other |
| statements made by Allport'(1958) may be'applled to this

situation:

- ' 1 +
(:\,3) . . . o« L . . . ) .
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the trend of evidence favors 'the con- © | ,

‘clusion that knowledge about and acquaintance i T
with members of minority groups make for ‘
tolerant and friendly attitudes. The -
relationship is by no means perfect; nor is it

clear whether the knowledge causes the
- friendliness, or whether friendliness invites

the acqulrlng of knowledge..But that there.is

some . p051t1ve trelationship is ev1dent (p. 254)

‘and, .

Contacts that brlng knowledge and.acgquaintancé
; to engender sounder ‘beliefs

: rning mindg
EE ' Co reason ‘contribute to the reducti
‘ -prejudice (p. 255)

Roeher (‘1959') used a flve-pomt leert scale of
attltudes towards the phy51ca11y dlsabled smu_lar to the
ATDP. 'He found s1gn1f1cant differences between three
~'groups of subjects hav1ng mJ.nJ.mal, medlum or maximal

! \

contact with dlsabled persons The least pos:Ltlve

'v , ) . X . ‘

ot " attitudes were found in the mlnlmal corrtact group and the v

' | ', most positive attltude's. were found in the maximal .contact
gr'onp (p < .05) . " |
' West‘ (1962) indica'ted that 'exposure 'to childrén with
visual problems tended to result in p051t1ve change 1n the
attltudes "towards the v1sually handlcapped held by normal

. ' peers. o ’o

v, S " Arnholter (1963) admini’stered-the ATDP' toa
selected .populatlon of dlsabled workers, non-—di’sabled'

Lo . workers, ‘staff and professmonals worklng with dlsabled and

l

A

[

non-disabled. He found that workers w1th .drsabled persons

‘and for.this - a CR

o
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-were ‘;"morel accepting of disability’ than workers with the

I ! —_

" non- dlsabled Also' the ATDP' sco'res'were positively

related to .the amount of contact with the dlsabled

oo Slller (1963) found that spec:.flc eXperlence's

-.‘,,'

with the dlsabled are hlghly 1nfluent1al in condltlonlng

""attltudes toward. a partlcular dlsablllty. Also there

was an, 1nd1catlon that- aversive react:.ons pers:.st desplte
J.ntellectuallzed awareness of theJ.r defens:.ve nature.

Repeatedly, subjects commented that once into a,« relatlon-

a

shJ.p w1th a dl:sabled person, " they aré much more" comfortable -

and that earlier/ averse feelirngs o‘f’ten become more pos:Ltlve.. '
‘ : Desplte all the evidence whlch suggests that

general publle attitudes t0wards the dlsabled are positive
and that this posi‘.tive attitude has exposure to the ‘disabled

as 1ts source, there is some contradictory ev1dence-

\ v

Granofsky (1956) attempted to determlne the best

method of modlflcatlon of attltudes towards the v151bly

0

dlsabled.v In a “before and after" experiment, a group of
. v . ! . " . .
non-disabled women, who had not had any experience with the

physically disabled were exposed to a period of approximately-

eight hourS' of social contact with wvisibly diéabled

veterans. The study J.ndlcated that attl.tudes towar&s the

' physmcally dlsabled are hlghly res:.stant to change,

'speca.flcally w1th respect to the soc1al contact var:.able

l' .
\‘.l‘.'_r'

O SN e -
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.Whiteside (1960), inlan-attempt to détermine if
'children.in a school who.had experience with.handicapped . "/; 'J
,children.showed-a-greater degree of aCCeotance'of d,isabilityu
'than children who did not'the this experience, used
o i pictures of children with various disabilitdes,and a

' ]

~checklist, "Feelings About Other Children”. .He concluded

from his results.that there was no significant difference - " ’

-5

i in the expressed attitudes of childreén with experience
with the handicapped, from children without such

e

e e ‘. experiepce. -
LA . . Masson‘(1963) also.reports that the ekpression of
o s attltudes toward the dlsabled by the non—handlcapped tends

to be generally unfavorable. Such contradlctory ev1dence

1ndlcates that bb6bth type of contact and extent of contact
are 1mportant in understandlng the relatlonshlp between

. . contact and attltudes, possibly because of the major
s ; '
- problem of deflnlng the term "contact" and other forms of .

v N N . .
] . . ) \

past experience".

l Educational'bevel

| '?he'relationship of ade to attitude is very,
’ ia ) ':‘compiex. Studies have 1nd1cated that attltude formatlon
| ’and attltude change are more closely related to exposure
'and experlence rather than to age alone. - Also, the nature'
of the samples in studies that have repgrt d a 51gn1flcant

dlfference between age and’ attltude toward i\sability,

\ v
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have often 1nd1cated that the‘age factor is confounded
with factors of educatlonal level and contact

Studies attempting to relate educational leVél~t0f
‘attitudos towards disability tend to fall .in two -
cateéories; | i |
Ki) those whose subjects are currentiy studenté:

(2) those whosevsubjects have completed thein formal

,,educationJ

: o
L . we

il 10

Knittel (1963) had four groups in'his study
-junior high students (grades 7-9) with a disabled sibling
and withoué'a'disablédxstpling, and-senior high )
studentSs(grades 10-12) wdth a-disabled sibling and without
a disabled sibling; .Amodg.subjects with no disabled -
51b11ng, he found that )unlor high school students. showed
a more p051t1ve attltude toward dlsabled persons, as
:moasured by the ATDP-O0. .A reve;sal was obtalned in tneso’
findings:among subjectg with a disabled sibling.'iKnittel '
found that senior high school studentS‘éhowed a more
' .bositive attitude toward disabled persons thaﬁ'juniot‘hiéh
school'students. ‘ - . |
;Auvenshire (lQﬁZ)}-using:his Attitudes‘To%ard
Severely Disabled College Students scale with-a samuleiof
316 college students, found>that.freshmen and sophomore
males were le%o accepting‘than'juniofs, seniorsuor |

" graduate studénts.”

LR R T N AR



ST

N
-~
~i

: : o o
Siller (1964) found that college students had more . y

favorable attq.tudes on .the ATDP-0 than - either junior hlgh I

school students or senlor.hlgh school’ students, and that )

’ the ju;uior high students were more aéc‘éptin_g than senior .
" high students. - - \
., Horowitz, Rees and~ Horowitz {1965}, uSJ.ng a smpler

RYRTR S
© AYSYA TR IR syavany

measure, found that older grade, leve},s. Lated- the' ‘deat on

’:

pe:r‘sonal and achlevement characterlstlcs more reallstlcally

NIRRT RC AL

and lgnowledgeebl‘y when three grqde levels (sixth graders,.
\Bigh school, college uﬁdergr‘aduej:es and college graduat'es) .
" were co;npar‘ed.. |
Lamers (1965) found 'that colleée'freshinen tended to
'be more acceptin’g lthan college sobhomores on the ATDP—l',
but ‘he did not report any data or 51gn1f1cant levels
These studies have utlllzed subjects who are _
%’presently students. If completed formal educatlon level _
and’ its effect on the attitudes towards disabled persons
is examined, similar resulte may be found.
) ,Roeher (1959) , using a Likert scale of attitudes
towards the disabled similar to the ATDP, found 'tha.t‘ |
) 1nd1v1duals whose occupatlons demanded hlgher levels of
educat:.on were sxgm..fn.cantly more acceptmg ‘than those ‘

‘whose occupatlons demanded lower levels of education on a .

sample of 300 Canadian adults,

Eniar®

Y
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,Lukoff and Whiteman’ (1963) » using the Attitudes to ST !
Bllndness Scale, reported that level of educatlon has - M

: correlated pOSlthely with positive attltudes on the sub- )
. (

scale 1ndex measurlng' attitudes toward the :Lnteqratn,on of -
. L I . . . I .

« blind people ‘in sighted activitiés and settings. ., .
) o : , o g
——-————XS umma xr - e ,‘, I S TRTATRVRPRCATAER LR LR AR

1, PP PR PRYSYRISTREAL] RYATACRERTAERTA LY
FYRERYRTRIALRLL L aasisas vasadan b )
ST TATRIE

As a whole, then, studies tend to Asu'peort the e

‘ hypothesns that there is a pos:.tlve relatlonshlp between

I a . ]

educatlonal level and attltudes towards dlsab'ied persons e e

o

Wlth the exceptlon of Knittel (1963), ‘none of the.. . ey

above studles pertaining to.elt-her contact or educatlonal'

level have attempted to relate these two factors: to each.

b

other -in thelr effects upon attltudes of non-dlsabled persons
1

«towards phy'SJ,cally disabled persons. Knittel's study

B

inrx;olved subjects of varying. educational levels, somewhet

-similar to the'educational.levels.lex'amined in this -pre’sent. ' L
- ‘st_udy_., and h'i_s subjects were also members of one or two

g'roups_'— ‘those who had had contact with disabled persons

_and those’ who had -not been exposed to.such. contact. Knlttel
however, dealt only W1th one type of contact; between hls

o subjects and dlsabled persons - that o‘f s:Lbllng relation-

shlps.* Thls makes 1t theoretlcally 1mposs:Lble to generallze

from the re_sults ‘of hls study to other samples or populatlor}_s '

whose contact expefiencgs mayihave been other than sibling

< " A
[y ¢

relationships, which in itself is a -select type of

¢ . ) i ' !
R . X

relationship. . : .

L] . . }
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oo e .o o w7 CHAPTER'III . .o
) .-« 7 -+ DESIGN OF THE S']’,‘UI_DY . ) oY '
o SO Thls chapter se'ts Eorth the methods and
. Y A ' - . )
‘4. . procedures used to test "the three general hypotheses of BT " .
Tl e the-study.:fSeparate sectronsfdeal #ith gEneral' e ’

' '+ . procedires, sampling; instrumertation, data collection

L , procedufes,'and'the‘methods dsed.tp analyze ‘the data. :

e I. General Procedures. . . ©. . R

' { " . E
'-ﬁ_ﬁjnﬁu ThlS study employed a pbst hoc,'two.factor de51gn. . N

A I .-\

J@A ., .The two’ 1ndependent marlables were contact, ‘whe ther or - o o

- ":L. " not the'éUb;eCtS had prev1oﬁsly experlenced encounters ' {lift
\ T 0 .., with, - physmauy dlsabled personsr' and educatlonal lével, .h
fn; . il .1: whloh cons1sted of three 1evel§-,juhl°r high school, '-f.;f R
S - e senlor Plgh SChOOl and second-Yearﬁunlversltx\ he :A ‘::' |
o ;”“‘: NS dependent,barLZble was the score obtalned bY SUbJECtS 1n.i
BN . o

e _é, .;; RN the th;ee educatlonal levels on the Attltude Toward ° ”3

T, “-Dlsabled PerSons scale (ATDP) Ehe subjects in thlS, . :: :
‘. Y, s . ) K R A.‘ L' ’
. . 5tudy were admlnlstered the ATDP to determlne thelr -
L\ R4 . . o .
; expressed attltude teward physrcally dlsabled persons, to~ .t
L determlne the relatronshlp of prevrous contact,-and ‘“”:' . Lo
N . educatronal level to thelr expressed attltudes and to B
* ° “ . ~ - '- ." 1 o - - - L TR N .
=* N ] - ., ™ a'. K ) . . . IM : )
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eiamlne the p0551b111ty of an lnteractlon ex15t1ng between-

contact and educatlonal level and 1t5»relatlonsh1p:td R ~f_
their expressed attitudes. . R R
=, II. Sampling

fe T ”

~-

Proceduges- T h L e . :

' ».  The school p0pulat10ns dealt w1th were under the’,
\

'.Jurlsdlctlon of two separate school systems Done of Wthh

» Ll

“was not coéducatlonal and although the . llterature was

‘ not conclu51ve about sex dlfferences belng related to the

- for goodness of flt was performed to- deterane whether or '

] coeducatlonal populatlon was not blased w1th respect to
,'found that the ratic of’ males to females was 1arger than
-'in the total populatlon.

ﬁlt was the 1ntentlon of the 1nvest%gator to obtaln a sample

why,

8 .t ‘

attltude of non= dlsabléd persons ‘toward dlsabled persons,-

some studles foundlthay females respond,more favorably .
than_males'to disabled perSonsL(Fischbefn, 1964- Siller,
19644'aﬁd Maglione) 1965)~ Thus, a ch1~square statlstlc,
not the samples selected frOm-both grade levelsaaf both
school systems were truly representatlve.

2, - - 4 e

It was: found that the sample obtélned from ‘the

«

{

.:rthe number of maleS/and females expected.,.ﬂaweggx‘ w1th1n

the sample from the’ non-coeducatlonal populatlon, 1t was K
A}

l- b

- - f « 0

. These results were not satlsfactof? and, since ,;f

+




PSS I U B St NSO Y

. of studenté\that were representative‘of the total

pqpulation with regards to sex of subject, the followlng_

procedure was taken: male subjects _were randomly

deleted from the non coeducatlonal sample, accordlng to a7

table-of random numbers (Roscoe, 1969, P. 286 287), until

the desired proportlon was obtalned The résults.of thlS'

12

procedure are presented in Table 1.

-

TABLE 1

'\ Percentages of Males and Females Under Both School Systems

7 .

et g reaen

and in Samples’ .
' \
Ty
. - L 4
' . o Males ' ' Females ' 2
Level O % ° % E o % % E |x af o

-

. Grade Eleven - | 116 _..4,3_ 47 125, 96 152 ,57- .53 142,04 | 1.49'1" . <.0l

Grade Seven | 155 .58 52 141. % | 118 .42 ~.48 131.04 [ 2.4 1 .01

The Chl square statlstlc for goodness-of flt to

.T deterﬁine if the obtalned proportlon of males to females

was répresentative of thé expected proportlon of males to

. femaY¥es was not.performed on the MUN sample, because the

investigator assumed-that sex..of - subject would be randomly

; represented 1n the populatlon of unlver51ty students

. However, slnce the 1nvestlgator was dependent upon

4

.the c00peratlon of the varlous 1nstructors for perm1551on




s ) i
to administer thé ATDP in theif classes, the féliowing*_

‘procedure was  taken in an effort to obtain a representaﬁ}ve
N . . h fl ) i . Q .
1 .

sample of’ the totai population of second-year university
'-students according‘to the faculty_in:which they were

registered.. A‘lisﬁ of major faéultiesvwithin the ]
university Was.obtained'aﬁdlit was fognd'that"thése were:
the faculties of_arts,.cémméfce, gdﬁéétion, engineering,j'
nursing, physiéal'educafion, éciepce and gocia}lﬁork. A

record of second-year courses was theno.reviewed and an S

.

| —~.attempt was made to -select those courses in which the.

student enrollment was representative of  the major g

<

faculties: The instructors of. the seieéted courses were -

L
. - . \

then contacted to obtain permiséion towbave the

quéstionhairgs édﬁinisfered ig'gﬁeir qlégses.' At no time .
was permissio; réfused; Tablé'z.brééents the nﬂﬁbgr'of
.studenéglin-eaEh féqulty who were adﬁinistered-tﬁe ATDé.,

in this study. . . . . . !

. . «
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TABLE 2"

‘

: Number'of University Students in each Major Faculty

v,

. grade seven

-seeond year

students, 268 grade eleve'n‘ students,"and 155

university‘students As can be seen from
i .

Table ‘1, there were more males than females in grade-

seven, and more females than males in grade eleven

34,

Faculty “‘Number. K - % of Total .‘.
Arts 7. 50
‘Commeroe 19 :' .‘ o lZ.Q’
Edutatlon‘ .25 "dif o lé.d
Engineering o 16 L L 10.0 '
. -Nursing '15.'A." "i :.‘ 10.0.
".-Ph;sica‘l Edycation -’ 18 .. - ovo12.0
Soience ; . — , 7 Q “5.0 U
Social Work " "6 3.0
Unknown .42 | : 2’7.0."
- ) r .
155"2 . .100.0
'Description of the Samole
The.final sample of'696‘snbiects inclqded.élB

. ThlS,

however, was proportlonate to the actual number of males o

and females

attendlng schools operated by both school



o T

:systems.' '
"Table 2 presents the.number:of'uniuersltY;sfﬁdents
from each ma]or faculty withi /the'sample.and-the
percentages of the total unlqu51ty sample that each
faculty represented Since,42 of the 155 students dld

not 1nd1cate'the faculty with which' they were-assoclated,

' nb statistical analysis was-performed'on this-data to

'y

determlne whether or not the sample was representatlve of

theatotal populatlon of unlver51ty students reglstered in

Y

"each faculty I e . .
. When the’ data from all three samples had been
collected 1t was separated 1nto two grOups. the contact

"lgroup, consrstlng of those subjects who had experlenced

the -rio~ contact group, those subjects who had eXperlenced

no such contact R cross tabulatlon of level sex, and

contact was performed by computer, in, order to enable

) >
further descrlptlon of the samples. Table 3(a)”and
Table 3(b) present summarles of this informatlon-

P . .
v ° * . ce B . ‘

: . 7
L 4

"prev1ous contact w1th phy51cally dlsabled persons, and bi'"-

-

4
f
2
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TABLE 3(a)
. v
: Cross-tabulation of Level and Sex for
Subjects’ Having Experiénced Contact -
+Level ' _
Sex’ ’ Univefsity Eleven Seven Total
Fémale . . 64 . S92 86 242
$ of Total 13.0° . 19.0 " 18.0  51.0
Male. . . S6. ¢ 87 : 91 234
? 6f Total, ', - 12.0. . 18.0 19,0, ©  49.0
120 C179 . 17707 476
o25:00 38.0 ° 37.0, . 100.0¢
i TABLE 3 (b)
- Cross-~tabulation of 'Lével and Sex for
. Subjects _Hé:ivling’ Experienced No C'ontoa‘ct
- ‘
: KT
. . ) Level . _ h
Sex - ' University Eleven . ‘seven’ ' Total
Female - 211 e0 . 32 103
% of Total . 5.0, 27,00 15.0 ' 47.0
Male Co23 29 64 116
"% of Total® ' 1.0 , . 13.0 29:0 52,0 °
34 - - -89 © 96, . 7 219 .
‘16,0 . 4lL.0-  44.0 - 100.0.
: o R o - ,
Note: There was one missing observation from this data. .
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:-Demographic Data on all. Subjects . ~

" - )

4 . LA

i .
PR

Although the major lndependent varlables examlned

! .

in this study Were contact and educatlonal level, other
.anformatlon was - obtalned on each subject ThlS

1nformat10n has been summarlzed 1n Table 4. . Thus it can.

3
i

he seen that the average age_of the grade seven stﬁdents,'
.- the érade eleven studente and the second-year'university |
~students.waa lZ‘years, 16.3 years, and 18.6 years, .
respeetively.'lThe aVeraée number:of éiblings of‘these
-three'gredpsA&ere 3}87,14.26, and '6.83, respectlvely
" It was also found that males constltuted 56 8%, 43, 2% and
50. 9% of grade seven, grade eleven and unJ.Ver51tyf . .'. - , L -,

respectlvely and that females constituted 43.2%, 56.8%

and 49.1% of the same three groups..

TABLE 4 | o

" Demographic Data on Subjeets in each Educational Level

o Average Average No. % of % of .

‘Sample . Age - of Siblings . Males Females - ) s
‘Grade Seven . 12 . . .3.87 ' 56.8  A43.2

| N=273 . ' : . .
Grade Eleven 6.3 - 4.26 -  43.2  56.8. 2

_ University © 18.6 . 6.83 7 50.9 - 49.1
+ N=155 : : »

Note: - There was one missing observation from this data.

R
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C -+ .III. Instrumentation,

'ipvestigator,'which are contained.in Appendices A and B.

' .
%
v 4

38.

Data was gathered by;means of the Attitude Toward .

Disabled Persons scale and a questionnaire devised by the

’

' Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons (ATDP) Scale

’

-

The, ATDP was selected to measure - the attltudes of

‘subjects in the study. toward dlsabled persons._ The ATDP

is an objectlveq Likert-type scale, the wordlng of which

refers to disabled persons in general. This. Scale has

Ly "

three forms, Ferm O, the original form'censisting of 20

1tems, and Forms A and B, both "of whlch are alternate

' e

"forms con51st1ng of 30 1tems each, Subjects are asked to

s

by expressmng agreement or dlsagreement on a 51x-p01nt

i 1

respond tg relatively short-statementS'about the dlsablegf

scale. The scale 'has no,neutral or.zero pdrnt. Thus the,

subjeet is forced to make a-poeitive or negative response.

A high  score’on the ATDP indicates a favorable attitude

towards disabled bersons and' a low ATDP score indicates

a less. favorable attltude towards dlsabled persons.-«Form'.

B of the ATDP was used in’ thls study o
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Development of the ATDP. The ATDP, Form 0, was .«

deSigned by Yuker, Block and Campbell (1960) to measure,

expressed attitudes towards disabled people, however,

they later felt that the reliability and pOSSlbly the

L4

validity of the Scale could be improved by increaSing
its léngth. ’ Consequently, in 1962, Forms -A and B were

developed‘and'these.new forms have been used. in subsequent

13

researohﬁ
Underlying'the rationale'ior the ATDP;is‘the '
assumption that there .are at least: two views held in :

North American culture toward the phySically disabled

One is that the disabledAperson_is "different" from the

*  non-disabled persoh, suggesting that the disabling effects

»

i

of.theihandiqaﬁped person pervade the total personality

and somehow influence certain characteristics which are

' separate from the disability. 'The other is that although

the disabled person. may be limited in certain aspects of

his functioning, ‘in general he does not differ

significantly from the non-disabled.

e

Reliability of the ATDP. There have been many

'studies on disabled and non- disabled persons, in which the

reliability of the ATDP has- been reported These reports

have made use of three .major approaches to reliability

stability, equivalence, and stability equivalence. The

-
PN < mn Nl PR AL STV OIS S LPNITS L TAN TR RIS P13 ‘o




, concern Form B of the.ATDP. Each ‘of these studles were - - -

following lS a summary of the flndlngs whlch dlrectly

conducted by the Human Resources Center. (HRC) in which

'the ATDP- Form B was admlnlstered to non—dlsabled persons.

Each study accepted the .01 level of, 51gn1f1cance

e

_Maklng,use of the stability (test—retest) method

there are two studies in 1962--the flrst one-tested 28

'people w1th a time 1nterva1 of four months, ylelded a

) correlation coeff1c1ent of 0.71; the second one tested 81

peoplé with a time interval of five weeks,.yielded a.

’

- coefficient.of 0.83.

The equivalence apprpach,tO'reiiabilitQ can. take
/ : " R

two fotns} split-half and immediate parallel. 'Five - .

o

studies were conducted.using.the.split—half method.

'Thrée of these were performed~in 1962 "They tested'50'

people, 42 people, and 57 people and ylelded correlatlon

coeff1c1ents of 0.79, 0. 72,.and 0. 84, respectlvely Two

: studles were perfofmed in 1964., They tested 139 people

and- 50 people and ylelded correlation coeff1c1ents of

’

. 0.81 and 0.80, respectlvely-

' 1mmed1ate parallel method (~Ihe/f1rst three studlés

In 1962 five studies were conducted us1ng the -

Nt

'correlated Forms 0 -and B of the. ATDP u51ng 81 people, 40

o

people and 40 people and ylelded correlatlon coeff1c1ents‘

‘'of 0.57, 0.76, and 0.77, respectively. The other~two

40 °




- ‘intended.

"and 57 people.f'They yielded correlation coefficients of

- . . t R

correlated Forms A and B of the ATDP and tested-84‘people

~ co.

4

0.72 and 0.83, respectlvely . . ‘ e
' Finally, in 1962, four studles were conducted

using the étability—equivalence method One study

correlated Forms O and B and the ATDP using 81 pebple

,over a time 1nterval of six weeks. It yielded a

-

correlatlon coeff1c1ent of -0.83. The other three studles
correlated Forms- A and B of the ATDP. They tested 58
people, 40 people, and 31 people over six weeks, five

months and 5 months) yieldiné correlation coefficients of

'0.41, 0.73, and 0.76, respectively..

L]

In conclusion, there seems to be reasonably:goed

evidence that the ATDP-Form B is a reliable’ scale for

_the measurement of those attitudes for which it was

validity of the ATDP. There have.been'seGerai'

studies 6f‘disabled personé' and'non;disabled persons’
scores on the thrée forms qfrthe ATDP.reported'in_
connection with the validity of ‘the ATDP. . Such ‘evidence

has been’basedfgargely on_construct validity, ‘however,

+

some studies have been based on. predictive validity.- Only .

the evidence concerning Form B of the ATDP ‘and non-
disabled subjects is presented here. "It is felt by the

' . . . o
. - . ;
v . f

’

‘

B .
'
o o T SR R RPN PTDY LY T YL SRR APIRICRANES +7 S LA DNOGUINES. S L I ST LN L §

P

CnE



.directions and depending on the degree to which the

42-

:

L

‘lnvestlgator that, .at this p01nt the orlglnal assumptlon

-

'of the authors of the ATDP should be empha51zed  The

administration ‘of the ATDP to non-dlsabled persons would%

provide a measure‘of
their attitudes toward disabled people . . .
viewed as a group. The non-disabled.
respondent would not identify w1th the
disabled,” but would use the group as a -
. frame of reference (Yuker, Block.and Younng,lQ?O,p 3M

< . ?

'Thus, scores on the ATDP could be 1nterpreted in termé of

vacceptance ox prejudlce toward dlsabled persons oy

‘ Slnce the ATDP measures attltudes, 1t would be‘

’ fexpected that scores on the ATDP would be related to

" gcores on other 51m11ar attitude scales. Therefore, to

the extent that'such correlations are in predlcted .
' ]

response.forﬁat of the”two.measures are similar, the§
can be interpreted as ev1dence for ‘the’ walldlty of the ATDP.
Szuhay (1961) conducted a study on 25 persons and found
a 51gn1f1cant correlation’ (p. 05) of -.66 between the ©
ATDP -B and the Adult Attltudes Toward ‘the Phy51cally
plsabled Scale (AATPDS). _The'negatlve correlatlonbwas
attributed to differences %n scoring procedures. |

. Kaiser and Moogbrucker (1960) studied the

'relatlonshlp between the ATDP scores 'of 24 subjects and

AN

the1r responses on a psychogalvanometer (GSR), while they

v1ewed photOgraphs of dlsabled people. These subjects

AN



‘the mean ATDP scores of 236

dlrectlon.;'.

1
had ranked 1 or more standard deviations:above or below

'-j‘ec—ts/(f.' <.001). The -

Ce between the GSR base score of the high ATDP

group and the low ATDP group was 51gn1f1cant at the Ol

level. Kalser and Mossbrucker felt that thelr flndlngs“

added to the construct valldlty of the ATDP.

On the assumption that motlvatlonal factors are

related to.attitudes toward the disabled, and that non=".

g

dlfferent from dlsabled persons' attitudes toward the

dlsabled,-several motlvatlonal varlables have been

. -]

studi®d by 1nvestlgators u51ng the ATDP. In most cases,

1

'these motives have ‘been based on Murray [ (Murray, 19381

dlscu551on of psychogenic needsﬂ .Of those=mot1ves ’

. -

studied, onlf'two resulted.in“sign}ficaht correlations

when related to. attitudes toward dlsabled persons The:'

Humah Resources Center, in 1962 conducted a study on 66

?

- 743

:disabled persons' attitudes toward 'the disabled'deld be.

college students and found a correlatron of*—_Zl‘between

r H

.scores on the ATDPTB and aggre351on scores -on the

"EdwaTrds Personal Preference Scale (EPPS) This was not

a2

‘a 51gn1flcant correlatlon, but it was in the predlcted S

2
a

)

. In the same study (HRC 1962) there was. found a -

.correlatlon of +.25 (p.< 05) between scores on the ATDP-

land 1ntrﬁeéptlon scores ‘on-. the EPPS Intraceptlon

3

-B

LI



’ personsr- Scores on’ the- ATDP B were correlated w1th

.} segment ‘of ‘a larger groUp of . persons wrth several .f

;reflects ratlngs of oneself as 1nsrghtful w&th regards

A R
e A

to‘self and others, therefore,_a de51re for understandlng

'others mlght be a requlslte téyppsrtlve attltudes toward .

O
~
°

. . ‘
s o v . e ]

'Edlsabled persons.‘. . S ' T

Kramer (Lé%S) 1n a study of 56 peOple, whlch

s, e

[N

measured socral/dlstanceh found that *non- dlsabled subjects

J

Aplaced plchure oﬁ dlsabled Eersons slgnlflcantly further

'_away from themsélves than plctures of non«dlsabled

2

_varlablllty of dlstance settlngs of. "dlsabled" subjects

) IR v . -

’ . wWith a correlatlon of - .30 (p <. 05) e

- .. '
¥

Physrcally dlsabled persons can-be Viewed as?bnef~

°

dltferent klnds of dlsablllty ,~The HRC (1962)'stud1ed 50 .

»

kg ° :3 .

. college students correlatlng thelr‘ATDP B~ scores w1th

‘

' thelr scores on the Attltudes Toward Old People (ATDP)

N ..‘
TS

*_scale. The correlatlon coeffidient ymeldéd was t 27 ‘Hot

s1gn1f1eant but 1n the predlcted dlrectlon.
It ‘is also concelvable that attltudes toward the'
physrdally dlsabled are part of a "larger constellatlon

of attltudes toward persons who are dlfferent 1n a_z way“

- “

(Yuker, Block and Younng, 1370). ‘Damers.Jl96§} 1n a study

.-g'of 116 college students, fbund’a‘correlation of =~ .21

fxp <. 05) betweenuscores on the ATDP—B and scores on the

'?Callfornla P scale of Authorltarlanlsm, whlch is thought-

LN

can.
v

‘s

2




. , ) .
. . . : ', ' o . -\‘ ’ , ) ‘. .
b ) : ‘ Lo o C et : : ‘
to be relatéd to measures-of general and SpElehé : e, s
v ) ‘ . . . I . , _ e }L F - . N -
,prejudlces. X o . _ ‘ :
V. ) :. . Yuker, Block and Younng (1970) 1in their B : _ﬁu; _ Co
b o ' .. extensive review of “personality correla?ts of the ATDP ..
‘ C op ) i . : ' -
. state ‘that: T . : . , e o ;
. : ‘ o ‘ s : T T ‘
STl : there is substantial evidencé that attitudes- Lo . L
B ﬂ‘i’ of non@dlsabled persons toward disabled : x .
B . ‘persons are positively related.tto the. ‘{Y\_' i o ’
' personality factors of self- -concept,, S

. .'- although they recognlze that the measures used to .{ . o ’:fl, roon

. - i ¢ .

correlate these factors are diverse and that thelr 1nter—-

personallty adjustment and securltyb(p. @%K\ T

correlatlons are not known. Thus, it 1s suggested that . X o

H

\persons who feel confldent and secure “in thelr conceptlon

-
-
£

of themselves ;n reLatlon to others’ w1ll tend to be more

p051t1ve and acceptlng in thelr attltudes toward dlsahled

]

persons. HRC, in 1962 using the Semantlc leferentlal o ",l

Ratlng Scale for Asse551ng Stablllty of Self Concept,

\ . R .

‘correlated 81 college studepts',scores on, that scale wlth by

;Lf' . . ,their:scores'on the ATDP-B. -A correlation coefficient of - s

+#v27 (p <.05) was found, R '

'#, . In conclu51on, it would 'seem from the above that- = .

o o it 1s very dlfflcult to establlsh the walidity of the

-

ATDP, when many of the_“crlterlon measures" appear to be ", , S
: T C ’ ' 7 N
. _different in format and scoring procedures, and that the to

dependent variables of many studies sometimes reflect the - -

Ainteraction.of ,a number of variables. ..Thus, establishing'

-

: C o . . . ) . '
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of the instrument.

ah

v

I hf@h correlaticn.coefficient-betWeen ATDP-B scores and'

-

- other measures does not necessarily establish- the validity

fShaW‘and Wright (1967) assert in their review of

. s

. hany.attitgge scales that the ATDP has-better.supéorting

. data than mqst scales, and desplte some questlons

-, )

o ey

‘concernlng the valldlty, the scale,;s adequate for

research purposes; o e I 1} )

followlng factors 1nfluenced the 1nvestlgator s choxce of

°

"the ATDP for use in thlS study e - C v

1. 1ts 1ntended use as/a research 1nstrument

» . ot ,u

' partlcularly for use 1n motlvatlonal research deallng w1th

,phy51cal dlsablllty and the many varlables whlch mlght be }‘

]

P

1nvolved o ' B R v~‘q.: . &_~A,..' :
the Scale was 1ntended to be one- whlch could be

used Wlth Jboth dlsabled and non-dlsabled persons.,

. :
J3.its 1ntended use as an 1nstrument meaSUrlng .-

generallzed attltudes toward the physlcally dlsabled and

not toward persons w1th spec1f1c dlsabllltles.g

the ATDP does not requmre a Skllled admlnlstrator

-

.and 1nterpreter, therefore 1t 1s,less expen31ve and

~ . . . K F—

tlme consumlng. S o

Ratlonale for the use of the ATDP scale Ain' thlS study. The

- n‘-—v‘nz.‘..i bt 3
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s

fQuestionnaire. <A guestionnaire was'aevised to

[N

r ‘ *.  measure demographlc 1nformat10n about. the- shbjects, suchUh N

-

as age, sex, number of 51b11ngs, educatlonal level, anﬁ

school or faculty, also, general 1nformatlon on whether

“ . N
2, .
rl 4
.

or not the subjects had any prev1ous contact with

. ‘e 3

phy51cally dlsabled persons, the numbeﬁ of contacts that

. ) they experlenced, if any, and how often these encounters'.r .
-y ' i . * ﬁ ._ . » ' ) - . . . .
: . -occurred, , e . L ‘

S ' . IV. Data Collection Procedures :

., .
T .
'

‘Administration' Schedule

v . iy ’ - . '
b . . .
a = . R oy

.The investigator, having received written . - -

e * k3 ‘ L] AN

permrssron from both school’ systems fon St John,s,
Contacted the school counselor or pr1nc1pal of twelve"
3.:” e -.‘dlfferent schools in an effort to obtain perm1551on to N

T _admlnlstér, as well as requestlng thelrfald 1n.the.
., R e . ]
. - . ;

admlnlstratlon of the ATDP and,the questlonnalre. ‘The

~ . . .. g
3

¢ 3:'school counselor or home -room teachers of parttcular T

-. .
L} .

classes admlnlstered the two 1nstruments to students 1n

DR I - l . - . . . . .,
. . LN . - LN ‘ . ' P . N . o .
. o the schools. . : R - T "
:“ - * ’ : 0. l‘ \: - . . v ! ) ' . : . . "I .. - . ' ‘ - '

ST - : Prbfessors and instructgrsooffselected courses . .

.~
.

. - offered at\Memorial*Universfty of Newfoundland were ° . e
' N contacted in order to obtaln perm1551on to admlnlster the
. Lo T R +
LT S 1nstruments 1n thelr classes The 1nvest1gator hlred

° '

o ) ‘ three second Tyear unlver51ty students to admlnlster the ;f,

. o . .
N N . . y
° . ; [ A . Py
. . .




o

Y

1nstruments to. the unlverSLty sample. .

The subjects were- asked to’ respond to the two

1nstruments, whlch were glven in the followxng order-

the Attltudes Toward Dlsabled Persons scale, and then

’

the questlonnalre. The data for the study was collected

(-]

over a perlod of four months.

1

. . . R 3

Administration Policy

. . .
. . i . @

Attempts were made t?'have“all subjects of the

48

samples participateiih the-study; howeVerf no student was’

requlred to respond to the 1nstruments. In the case- of

» - » !

the - school" samples, the 1nvestlgator, through the

cooperatlon!otﬁjmeschool counseloqs and.home-room3
teachers, inforped,the'pafeﬁts thatxihe studf was being =

N } ! . . .
conducted and that if they objected #o.their children

-participeting in. the study, they Should'iﬁmediaieiy;

oontact;the teacher. Ail'studénts were told-thét-thef

"information would‘be used for research purposes only

Code numbers were used for 1dent1flcatlon purposss, w1th

i

rlnd1v1dua1 students remalnlng anOnymous to the-

1nvest1gat0r.« The students were further adVlSed that

> * L

, there were no rlght or’ wrong~answers ‘and they they should

! \“.
‘

answer all questlons.

K
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. 'from each other. . * .,

V. Methods: of Analysis- -

)

In testlng the three general hypotheses of thlS .J'

- study the major statlstlc used was the two-way AnaIYSlS
of-Varlance (ANOVA), for a flxed effects-model 5 However,.
the results of the ANOVA warranted the use of a statlstlc

to determlne-whlch sample means dlffered s1gnrf1cantly

"

Hypothesis 6ne -

RN

- i . ‘ .. . .

. e o | . EEAR o ‘
‘ANOVA was the statistical model.chosen~for testing.

‘fthe flrst hypothesxs deallng w1th the comparlsons of the
group means of the ATDP In testlng thlS hypoth351s, f.f'
' comparlsons were made of the ATDP mean raw scores between

'students who had prev1ous,contact w1th phySLCally dlsabled

"persons and those who had no such prev1ous contact.

-Hypothesis Two -

Hypothe51s One was also tested by means of ANOVA

?In testlng thlS hypothe51s, comparlsons were made of the

ATDP mean raw scores between students of the three

educatlonal levels- junlor hlgh school, senior hlgh school,:

.-and second ~-yeéar unlverSLty c “"5- “-_.'.

S T T
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'Hypothesis Three - = B et BT

!
I : . -

Hypothesis Three wae also tested by neans of~
J
'ANOVA to determlne whether or-not 1nteract10n effects

ex1sted between ‘the two 1ndependent varlables, educatlonal

. level and contact, upon the dependent varlable, attltudes'
’ L}

- of non-dlsabled persons towards phy51cally dlsabled
persons,¥as measured by the ATDP

Even though ANOVA has the power to reject the
over all hypothe51s of equal means from two ‘Or more
:‘groups, 1t does no£>have the power to determlne whlch
group mean dlffefg'51gn1flcantly from the other. .Therefore,

it was! dec1ded that the Sheffe procedure for testlng all
] . o

- p0331ble comparlsons between means wou.ld, be the best
statlstlc to use, ln additidén to ANOVA Accordlng to
_Roecoe,f1969)) the Sherfe procedure has the‘impdrtant
property that. U o ’f B . ‘f 1 ‘ -

“the probablllty of a Type I error- for any
. comparison does. not exceed the level of
. 51gn1f1cance spec1f1ed in the analysis of .
variance for.the over-all hypothesis (p. 239-240)
-and
... [the Sheff8] is'quite.insensitive to
-departures from normality and homogenelty
ofﬂvarlances {(p. 240).

4

Decision”Rules
: ..

Throughout the study, the null hypothesls was-. rejected

Tat the .05 level of. confldence




T - . ‘CHAPTER 1V,
“ ... . STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA’

A
.

"The first statistical procedure performed on the

’

data was 'a'two-factor an‘al'ysis of variance’, (,Al'\IOVA).-

Examlnatlon of results obtalned from this- analy51s

O . . s ) - .‘ . ."l "A

‘reveaﬂled that there was srgnlflcant relatlongshlp between

< &y

ftﬁe 'ir;deperxdent vér.iabies (the education'al level of the
subjects and%prevmus.contact w1th phy51cally dlsabled
- ;persons) and‘?the dependent variable (the expressed
"attltudes 'Qf non—dlsabled persons : towards physlcally
disabled persons,_'as measur.ed by their ggores:-on the |-
)}TDP). E_‘or'; reasons o_utlin'ed‘ J'jn-Chapter FIIL, the ) - Lo )
A investi'cjetor choée'the. éﬁeffg test for makiqgg all possible

't

comparlsons between means in an effort to’ det'garmlnc_ which

.group means were.51gn1flcantly dlfferent from each other._ | .
Slnee,no more ' thanv ',two group_ means were tested by the |
Sheffé'procedure a't.'eny one time, this test can be
cons:.dered mathematlcally equ1valent to the t test
(Roscoe, P 239) S '. - S

In %dd:.tlon to ANOVA, Sheffe tests .were performed
e o "~ on the data. The spe01f1c results of each of  ‘these
'statlstlcal procedures are’ descrlbed together w1th respect

-

a to each hypothe51s. S
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.- The total group means of t@e ATDP scores for each /

level of the two 1ndependent varlables (educatlonal level

© and- contact) and the six group mean ATDP scores for each

of the six exper1menta1 groups in the study were obtalned

) through the ANOVA procedure. These group means are’

L presented in Table 5. - ' ' .

\  TABLE S

' Summary -of Group Means

e

Edudational Level .

Junior High | Senior High University Total

_Contact' (grade 7) ‘(grade 11)- (2nd year)
mean N | mean N man N mean N
Contact 106.34 177 114.70 179 119.40 ‘121 112.79. 477

w0’ contact | 101.13 96 |.115.21 89 | 107.29 34 | 107.81 219

!

. |rotal: - [ 104.5 273 |114.8 268 | 117.6 155 | - . 696

Table 6 presents a summary of the results obtained -

" by the' ANOVA procedure. : o SRS <

'-'\4-.
1%, :,.
k)
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‘ TABLE § © .. : S
" Summary .Analysis of Variance - (Tvto—way)" -
. . . . . - < - ‘4
< : J .
ource S Ss” . . af ms F :
Fducational I_evel $12520.35-| © 2. | 6260.17 -| 14.337 | 0.000
_ | o]
‘fontact  © | '4001.62 | 1° | 400162 | 9.165 | 0.003..
v . ’ ' . :
lInteraction ©.3395.80 | 2 |[1697.90 | 3.889 | 0.021

Within . | 301277.0 | 690 | 436.6

. L ' . )
s . . . . - .
: . * - . 4 * '
- - LI . " -
* N ' ‘. . . ' N -
. . . . R . . .-
- e ‘. N 1

Hypothesis One
. There will bg no 51gn1flcant dif ference between
. the mean ATD scores of students who have had
! contact with physically disabled persons and’
) - ‘those who have mot had’'contact with phys:.cally
disabled persons. -

&

N The mean ATDP 'score .of the contact group-and the
no- contact group were 112 7 and 107 8, respectg.vely (Table

1

5); The dlfference between these two totaL group means was
\ . .
statlstlcally sxgnlflcant at'the - 05 level (»Table 6) .

"I‘hese results 1nd1cated that subjects who reported contact
w1th ph s.1cally dlsabled persons scored hlgher on the ATDP -

[
and therefore held different attltudes -towards physxcally

\

ak

l

( . .
]

e

.
ETY N -

e dny
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disabled'persoﬁs-fhan subjects who had not had such contact.
' The conta t group appeared to have more p051t1ve attltudes '
. x . ‘ .
than ‘the nb-contact: group. ‘These f1nd1ngs IEJECt null : C oy

Hypothe51s One. e o . S I

-~ B Hypothesis .Two '

Theré will be no smgnlflcant dlfference between L
mean ATDP scores of junior high {(grade seven) ’
students, senior’ high . (grade eleven) students and

. second—year unlver31ty students -

/

The mean ATDP scores of ‘grades seven, eleven'and

‘un1ver51ty ‘were 104 5, ll4 8 and 117. 6 respeotlvely, as

.

shown in Table 5. Asvcan be seen 1n Table 6 (Summary of.
ANOVA),'these means dlffered 51gn1f1cantly at.the .05 level N
of-confidence. ThlS 1nd1cated ‘that educatlonal level was ’u{‘
related to”the obtained ATDP scores of ¢he'subjects "

»
[y

' Sheffé tests. for comparlsons of group means of the . ,.’ '

three educatlonal levels were performed The results of
these, along with the %apults of the other Sheffé
comparlsons are’ presented in Table 1 T

A comparlson between the means of grade seven and ‘
grade eleven, and grade seven and unlver51ty ‘were "
.SLgnlflcantlyldlfferent at the 0.05 level.‘ Grade eleven
suhjeots sdored signlficantly higher on the-ATDP than grade;
seven suhjects, and unlver31ty subjects scored s1gn1f1cantly .'-
‘hlgher than grade seven subjects There was, however, no

L

51gn1flcant statlstlcal dlfference between the mean ATDE

!
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i R : nd .
|  TABLE 7
Summary of Sheffés . :
Variable Combination - F- -~

|grades seven and elggen\~ T
\

grade eieven and uni'versity C .
‘ ' N

grade seven and university e
v

N -

- lgrade seven, contact and ho coni:act ’

university, contact and no contact

no contact, grades seven and eleven

contact, grades seven and eleven

. lcontact, grade seven and university

©lcontact, grade eleven and university

grade eleven, contact and *ho contact
1 ' . & N .

no contact, grade seven %md university

no contact, .grade eleven and university.

df=k-1, N-K

2, 693.

2, 693

2,693

1, 271
"1, 266
1,153, .
2, 216
2, 216
2, 216
2474
‘2, 474

2, 474

© 21.8%k

0.35

10.8%% |

©1.09

" 8.0BX*

17.3%%

0.89 .
3.87* N

9‘.2** v '

1.8 . o

15.1%*

“1.06.

* significant at the .05 level
** gignificant at the .01 level

r
!
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_1nd1cat1ng that unlvers;\_ty students and grade eleven_ Y

‘stuc&ents had simi lar attltudes towards physmally -dlsabléd
/ S _ persons but .that their attitudes were more positive than

. those of the grade seven students.
\\ : ‘ o Thus it can be seen that the 51gn1f1cant dlfference
\b :

Y

obtalned by,ANOVA betWeen the mean ATDP scores of the o

l ] . T,

'three educat10nal levels was contrlbuted to by the -
s - Cot 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the group means of grade ._:

seven and grdde .eleven subjects, and grade seven and
. * v My

.

-

3 Two. ~

E A e .. ', o - Hypothesis _Tfiree o o
- . E . o N . . ' , \' /.'
. ."_ There will be no 'significant difference between

the mean  ATDP scores of students who have had

previous contact with- physmally disabled persons - ~
and those who have not - had contact with. phys.tcally
disabled -persons for either: - .-

(a) junior high school (grade- seven) students
.. {b) senior high school (grade eleven) students
o o (c) second -year u‘n.wers:.ty students. ,

\Essentlally, null Hypothe51s Three postulated that

o~

1 there would be no 1nteractlon between the two J.ndependent .-

varlables in thelr relatlonshlp to the dependent varlable. .

The results of the ANOVA procedure re-jecteci null Hypothe31s
4 A

Thr_ee, .allowmg the cqnclusnon that~_there was an 1nteractlon

.~

between educat;onal level and contact at the OI;O'S l‘eve‘l_'of .

. B ! o
scores of the grade eleven subJects and un1vers:.ty subjects . o

"unlvermty 'sub,Jects. 'I‘hese flndlngs reject null HypotheSJ.s ‘ oo




et

'\:..._” R

e

‘.grade seven contact and no-contact groups were 106 3 and’ ‘ .

- seven, subjects who had prev1ous contact with phy51cally s

cand no-contact groups were 114.9 and ll5 Zq respectlvely

The Sheffe comparlson ‘between thesé two ‘means determlned

No

’ - 57
significance (Table-6). "This 'interaction effect is ' o C e
9 v I s i T - . . .
depicted in Figure 1. . e o
From this. 1t can be seen that the contact group, A

in general, scored l\lgher on the ATDP than he no—contact . '

-~ G
group; that grade eleven sub]ects ‘and secOnd-year unlver51ty @

0
d ..< Ve

subjects tend to be 51m11ar 1n thelr attltudes towards

H

.ph¥51cally dlsabled persons, anad. that the gradeﬁeleven and " {

unlver51ty subjects are. dlfferent from th,e grade seven .

subjects 1n thelr att}tud:es towards phy\51cally dlsabled o

: : \
. © - °

persons. - v

Q . : .o . 3

Comparisons of Junio;héﬁiﬁ;‘Subjedm wi th Senidt High Subjects .
: -- : 24 :

Ag shown in Table 5, the mean ATDP, scores for'the

101. l- respectlvely - Thls dlfference was 51gn1f1cant at

. . 1
A , .

‘.the 0. 05 level of confldence and 1ndxcated that in grade

. dlsabled persons, held more positive attltudes towards

. physically disabled persons tharn those who had not ° c
[ . - v TS
exper ienced such‘contact. o "--”i _ ‘ : 1.' ,
The mean ATDP-scores-for the grade eleven contact ' ;/
- 1 L v e “, .

~ v . "

g that,the dlfferenc? obtalngd was. not-statrstlcally .T L

Al

slgnlflcant 1nd1cat1ng that there was no dlfference 1n .;1

.
) N ¢

attitudes toward phy51caliy‘d;sab}ed persons between “ ,"x

.
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3

'_of the grade seven'contact group and the grade eleven 0

. seven contact group

no=- contact group and the grade eleven no- contact group.
. ‘Such flndlngs indicate that as educatlonal level 1ncreases .‘7

© €leven),

those who have not. ' o o T v
A A Lo

‘.univérsity,

senlor high (grade eleven) subjects who had prev1ous contact : _" :n

w1th phy51cally dlsabled persons and those who had not had S

A .
o - o o,

contact.'h . o ) , - . ) b
- . ° . ) ° ' : hd . i
L6 M . . : . - R ‘ '

However, the Sheff& comparison of mean ATDP Bcores , v

‘o

contact group yielded a srgniffcant difference at the'0=05_

The mean ATDP score of the grade
3 . s |

levei of.confidence.

“eleven contact group was hlgher than that of the grade vowe t

1 -’ ) . 3

ThlS same relat;onshlp was obtalned

by the comparlson ‘of mean ATDP scores of. the grade seven

a

D,
a

from junior high.(gradeg, seven) to ‘senior.,high (grade _ ' .o
expressed attitude beComes~more favorable-&owaras-

physicallx;disabled persons of subjects Who:have : . - .

experienced'contact with physically@disableﬁ“pensona and R - L

°

L \ - _
LI : : -
o .

Comparisons, of Senior High Subjects with University Subjects . o

o

The' mean ATDP scores for the‘university contact

Y .
and .no- contact groups were 119.4 and}107 2, respectlvely o

©

(Table 5). Thls dlfference was slgnlflcant ‘at- the ‘ -

0. 05 level of confldence,

Fl

1nd1catlng that 1n»second—year4 Co .
subjects who had prevrous contact with

' . . . . .

»

physicaily dlsabled*persons held more positive, or

¢ ‘ k
°



v

- s, ", . . . o v
v °

-

° . . " . N

thantthose who had not.experlenced such contact (Table 7) -

As can be seen in Table 7, the Shefg% comparison

N

° *of means showed that there'was no srgnlflcant statlstlcal .

< -

Lo dlfference between the ATDP scores of ‘the grade eleven

a -
°

contact group and the unrver51ty contact group, nor was
there.a 51gn1f1cant statistical difference between the mean

ATDP scores of the grade eleven no-contdct group and the

o Juniversity no—bontact'group These results support those

obtalned in the analy51s of null Hypothe51s Two - that there

a0 was no 51gn1f1oant difference between the total’ group means

of ‘grade eleven and,secondiyear universitx. Sueh:findings
‘indioate that there is no real difference between‘grade

) eleven subjects:and secondeyear unlver51ty subjects, w1th
' regards'to measufed attltudes toward phy51cally dlsabled

persons.

- . . *

Comparisons of Junior Highfsubjebts'with University

" ‘Ssubjects - R L L

. .
N \
\

The mear ATDP scOres for the grade seven contact
and the un1versrty contact groups were 106 3 and 119. 4,-

) . respectlvely ' Thls glfference was 51gn1f1cant at the

. o

C 0.05. level, wlth the mean ATDP score of the’ unlver51ty
. ’ N\

contact group belng higher than the mean of the grade seven

\
contagt group This supports the results.obtained-in a

favorable, attitudes towards physxcally dlsabled persons\




t

- prevxous analy51s in whlch‘a 51gn1flcant dlfferenCe was found

-',grade eleven contact groups,

‘_related to the measured attitude'towards disabled persons. .

\constant for elther the junlor hlgh

'between the mean ATDP scores of the grade seven and the

_ph&sically disabled_peréons of students';n grade eleven: .1 Y

that the effects of educatlonal level were not constaht S, '

et e e

Y

.. . -
N . . " .

o . .
@ . . - . M . .- *

A . . . \

1ndlcat1ng that attltudes of .i-_‘:'
’-

Y S

non- dlsabled subjects toward phy51cally ﬁlsabled persons o

are related to 1ncreases in educatlonal level It also

relates to the suggestion made earlier, that there appears A
' * ) . . ' . ) . *

to be no.difference, on ‘the whole, between attitudes toward’

: ' " s . NP
and students in second-year unlverSLty.

.The mean ATDP scores for the grade seven’ no-contact S

o

and unlver51ty no- contact groups were 101.1 and 107.2, -

: 2’

respectlvely. ThlS dlfference was not- statlstlcally

significant,

‘Summary of Analyses

The two—factor analysis of variance performed as
. 1 1]

part-of the data analyses showed thatltherﬁ‘Wefe'separate_ e

main effects due' to contact;and to. educational level.

The analysis showed that thére was an interaction between

these-two-independent variables. Such a finding suggested

®

for elther the contact group or the no contact gr0up, and

' that the effects of contact w1th dlsabled persons were not .,

the senlor "high or.

- . \
. N +
- . .




"the unlver51tv groups - ;:-CH T-_‘ ’ "g..:.; -', ‘. qlv
o COmparlsons between the mean ATDP scores of the
contact - group and the no- contact group for the three

* educational levels showed that for ‘grade seven'and |

A ) S :

university subjects havingvhad previous contact with;
physically disabled-persbns resulted in non-disabled
subjects obtaining'a higher ATDP score andlthus a more
favorable attitude toward physlcally disabled‘persons:

For the grade eleven subjects there was-no‘significant .

& -

difference between the mean ATDP 'scores of the contact and
no-contact group This may be the resulttof the particular

v

.sample selected /
I

Comparlsons between the mean. ATDP scores of the

A ¥
g three educatloéal levels for both the contact and the no-

'

contact groups revealed that for grades seven and eleven,’
the hlgher the educatlonal level of the non-dlsabled
' SubJGCtS the higher thelr ATDP scores, and thus the more

favorable their attltudes towards phy51cally dlsabled

persons. H0wever, there was nQ statlstrcal 51gn1 1cant . o <

dlfference 1n mean ATDP scores between the grade eleven and
university contact groups, nor was there'any statistical

v

'SLgnrflcant dlfference i the mean ATDP scores between the

. grade eleven and unrversrty no contact groups. These flﬂdlﬂgSi

1rnd1cate that there is no. dlfference in expressed attltude

toward phy51cally dlsabled persons between subjects ln grade .

.eleven'and.subjects in unlver51ty. This may belexplalned..

* .
.o *

Vevesabene

u




'educatlonal level is not w1de enough to result 1n an
observableldlfference in. attltudes.' ThlS dlscrepancy may

' also be explalned by the p0551b111ty of a Type IT error.

the grade seven no- contact group.

: not dlfferences exist between the sexes w1th regards to
'thelr measured attltudes toward dmsabled persons (Flschbeln,
. 1962; Knittel, 1963; Magllone, 1963 YuKer, et al., 1960).
'Therefore, it was decrded that thls pOSSlblllty shonld be ‘
.explored 1n an, attempt to offer further explanatlon for-'-

_the dlfference in mean ATDP scores between the varlous
.1factor in thlS partlcular study, therefore any. results

1nterpreted w1th cautlon, The 1nvest1gator dld however,

ﬂfemales. .Thls lnsurance was not'poss1ble with the.un1Vers1ty

.sample] laréely due toxadministration_probléms'(qhapter III).

by the possrblllty that the approx1mate two-year Span in : : o

el L

In addltlon, the mean ATDP score of the university no= . T !

contact group was not srgnlflcantly hlgher than that of L PR

’

'Thé Relationship of .Subjects' Sex to Measnred
Attitudés Toward Physically_bisabléd Persons

‘There has’been some controversy aslto‘whether or

-
\

¥

- \

experlmental groups.- Sex of subject was not a controlled o L 1 .

‘and dlscusslon pertalnlng to sex of subject should be

) ‘e . . A . . .

L

attempt to lnsure that the grade’ seven and grade eleven "'_' oL e

samples were representatlve of the total pOpulatlon of grade

seven and grade eleven, w1th respect to number of males and

]
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A one- way analy51s of varlance was performed tg

determlne whether or not sex of subject had any relatlc
&

.'Sblp to measured attitudes toward phy51cally dlsabled

' persons..,The mean. ATDP soores of the'350'males_was 10?.4L.

‘and the'mean ATDP. score of the 345.females was 115.9. ' ~ "

. The results of this ANOVA revealed that thls dlfferenc= in’
means was sxgnlflcant at a level greater than-0. OOl #his

indlcated that sex of subject was related to the’ obtalned

) .
ATDP'soores of the subJect, w1th females holdlng morel' !

: positive'attitudes toward physically dlsabled persons, ‘as
indicated by their hlgher mean ATDP scores. Table 8 f|
presents g summary of the xesults obtained by this'ANQVA

pTdéedure: , o ' ' ' . e L =

TABLE 8.

Summary'Knaleis.of~Variande {One~way)

‘Souroe- _'ss' . deZ' ms.'i F j" . P
between .| --15801.00 1  15801.00 - 35.22. 0,000
within  |'310837.00 693 . 446.53. —
lotal | 326638.00 694 _ .




’,

A,
Ih a further attempt to explore the‘%ossgble

1
relatlonshlp between sex of’ subject and ‘obtained ATDP

scores, a cross tabulatlon of sex, educatlonal level, and
contact ‘was performed. This information is presented in

.'a . . \"'
~ Table 9. '

TABLE 9

. Cross-Tabulation of Sex, Contact and Educational level

o~ 3 =
' . L "' Educational level
IR ER ’ Junior High :| Senior High<| University
" vfContact: .| Sex | (grade 7) ‘| (grade 11} | (second-yeax)
3 bl s | o2 ) v 64
. Coritact . - ‘ S C L
T T R WY A SN
e F 32 60 - 11
.'ﬁ-jmramuﬁt‘: " . _ R )
e N LI I R
. r‘ -
S LT As can.be seen in Table g, the°ratios'of females

tto males are’ not equal 1n the contact group, for each of

PR

‘.. the three educatlonal levels, however they are not greatly'

. . [
‘. , i P
s

dlsproportlonate

on the other-hand- the ratids of femeles‘%e‘males'

. are: dlsproportlonate 1n the no—contact groups, for.each of

!

the three educatlonal levels. The ratlo of fEmales to

.
. . A



[
£

s Y

LY

males is hng%r‘(approximately 2-1) in'the grade eleven
no- contact group than in the grade eleven contact group.

The rat;o of males to females is hlgher (approxrmately 2:1)

[4

- in the brade.seven'no—contact group’ than -in. the grade

Ev.3

seven contact group, and higher in the university no-

‘contac&‘group than. in the uriiversity contact group.

o ; : If indeed there is a'sex‘differencé in obtained

, -

'ATDPVscores, then the findings with respect to the ratio

of males to females lends support to this difference.

¢ ’ '

'.Assumihg that malés score lower on the ATDP (indicating4a

1ess p031t1ve attltude toward phy51ca11y dlsabled persons),

than females, and 51nce the ratio of males to females lS

'hlgher in the grade seven no-contact group than 1n:the

- »

grade seven contact group (Table 9), then thlS could be a |

p0551b1e reason for the finding’ thdt the mean ATDP score

¢

.9').'3

for the grade: seven no- contact group was lower than ‘that

of the grade seven contact group (Table 5)

-~

' A similar relatlonshlp mlght hold true for thef

|

unlver51ty group, W1th respect to the flndlng Ehat the

mean ATDP score of the unlver51ty no- contact group was

»

lower than that of the unlver51ty contact group, since the

ratlo of males to. females is hlgher ln the unlverSLty no= "

' contact group than in the Unlver51ty contact group (Table,

1

~e

e e et e o
.

! . X .I i > ‘ . . ',l 67



The reversal in ratlo/ that ys, the ratio'oﬁ;

:-7 females to males being hlgher in the/grade eleven

‘no—contact group ‘than in the contact group, may he due,

PR

A_to that partlcular sample of students. It is, howeder,
also in keeplng with the speculatlon that sex dlfferences

do exist in measured attltudes toward physrcally,drsabled

persons. Specifically,'the Sheff&€ test found no
significant difference between the grade eleven'contact":

'_group and the grade eleven no—contact group (Table 7),

.and also the mean ATDP score for - the no- contact group

© was sllghtly hlgher than that of the contact group

t4

(Table 5)

The flndlng that the ratio of females to males

hfwas 2:1 in the grade eleven no*contact group and also the

M

.'reverse of that found ln the unlver51ty no-contact group
“(Table 9) may be a pOSSlble explanatlon ‘for" the mean ATDP

_,score of the grade eleven no ~contact group belng hlgher
thandthat of the unlver51ty no-contact .group, even’ ' -
fthough the difference was ‘not, 51gn1f1cantly smgnlflcant.“‘:

Thls~trend 1n explanatlon, however, does not

prov1de an explanatlon for the nOn 51gn1flcant

‘dlfferences found between the mean ATDP scores of the

A -

w3
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CHAPTER V
a‘ . ) : : v

. SUMMARY-, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATEONS .

o . Summary. and Conclusions
: LC

The purpose of thlS study was to descrlbe and

compare the expressed attltudes toward physrcally dlsabled

persons of non—dlsabled persons of- different’ educational

levels and previoﬁs‘contact with physically. disabled!

1

.persons. <.Attitudes ‘towards disabled _persons were measured

i

by the Attltudes Toward Dlsabled Persons (ATDP) stale, and

general 1nf0rmatlon about each sub]ect was obtalned by

means of a prepared questlonnalre./ Spec1f1cally, .\'\~

AN

" comparisons were made.between the mean. ATDP scores of non- -

N . * -

. ; 3 i .
disabled 'subjects who-had had previous contact with’

physically disabled persons and thosé who had not. -

experienced such contact; between'the mean KTDP'scores of
non—disabled subjects- of threé’educatiohai levels:

]unlor h1gh (grade seven), senior hlgh (grade eleven),

" and second-xﬁgr unlver51ty, and between the mean ATDP

.scores of - non- dlsabled subjects who had had prev1ous

contact thh phy51cally dlsaéked persons and those who had ’
not had’ such contact for each of the three educatlonal

levels. .In addition, the results obtained were

oA,

s
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va El AR

1nvest1gated with respect to the pOSSlbllltY of a .

4' .

relatlonshlp between the subjectsr sex, and measured :f LR

attltudes toward physlcally dlsabled persons.‘ ”f_.:b.- N

. )
. .. L,

Data from thls 1nvest1gat1qn were analyzed by

-t .-. ~.
Pl

meanf of the analy51s of varlance and the Sheffe statls—

ot

tlcal tests. The maln flndlngs of these analyses are ',

.

summarlzed and dlscussed under the follow1ng headlngs.:.g'

) .

(l) main effects of contact and educat10na1 level,'-ﬂﬂg .

\,.. - EEY

(2)°1nteract10n effects of*contact and educatlonal level

P-
i .x-

: i ,
G . R ' .
‘Main Effects of Contact’ and Educational -Level™ .. " [
A comparlson of mean ATDP 3cores between the f";;h“

i
1

total number of sub]ects who had prev1ously experlenced

-

contact w1th dlsabled persons and subjects who had'not ‘

experlenced such contact, across educatronal level,

D P

) revealed that the 1ndependent varlable, contact,-was

-

_related to measured attltudes towards phy51¢ally dlsabled g

3 -

persons.. Non dlsabled subJects who had experlenced
contact w1th phy513a11y dlsabled persons held more posxtlve
att1tudes towards them (as measured by the ATDP) and .

therefore these subjects can be sald to be generally more

- A A
‘

‘_acceptlng of phy51cally dlsabled persons than subjects

P

- who had not had such contact _ ThlS flndlng supports the rf i

o > ’ ’ . .
» . Lo ooy . et N A

-

. P
P

»
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general trend . of past research deallng w1th the relatloh—‘f' i

- . ] ' . 3

ship between contact and attltudes toward dLsabled persons

{Arnholter, 1963; Roehen 1959" Saller, 1963 and West,?ﬁ : -;J‘“i
i962). It snould be emphaSLZed however, that ﬁnheach’of~-

thesc studles, dlffereht aspects cf contact w1th dlsabled
n, . . R

persons were examined, and therefore therr results;cannot

- be dlrectly compared to each Othi§ or to the results of

thlS study. Also, in this partlcular StUde the varlable
‘1 3.

contact” was COﬂSlerQd to be dlchotomous (elther the _:E

r

subject_had expcrlenccd contact, or had not), whlle some

v ] [y * 1 . DR -

rescarchers have, found that “contact" 1hclud1nq max;mal °
o - 1 o
) ahdwminimal loads to- pOSLtLve and negative values
Sospectively (llomans,: 1950 a -fﬁ‘q"ener, 1;9,59,.-._,Théréf'ére,,"
. > PR B . ., \“' . ot

'ft‘is _possible that degree of.cohtacthwas3a;ccnfodhdihg f“ .

E varlable in. thls.sﬁhdy o ’ { . T " :_i Sy
[ Comparlsons of mean ALDP scores between‘subjects L Lo :;
@ v - g . ., ' - .

in tach of tho thrce cducatlonal levcls (Junlor hlgh o !

- o K -
*

g school—grade sevén, senlorphlgh'school grade oleven, and“
» b e -
secopd—yuar unrvchLty) rcvealed that the 1ndependent
. \varlablc, educatlonal lcvcl, also was rclatcd td mcusured . g‘ L

S el L \

a%tltudcs Loward disablcd persons.g bub)ects of both the
'}-E?' grqde olcven and q%rverslty samplcs scored hlghcr on the .

"I‘

TDP Lhan SUijCtS 1n grad% scvcn, 1nd;cat1ng that subjects.‘

v, v-,\

un the. hlghor qducatlonal lcvcls tended to bé more écecptlng LR
a LI [ "o , - ' | “n ®
L4

P of phys1cally dlsabled Perspns than youngcr subjcctslln the .

R

o
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'astatlﬁtlca}»procedures.

"Interaction Effects of Contact and Educational Léevel -

b']atﬁitudes toward disabled persons.\ If the absence of .

.to cHanges in.age and developmental changes, or the

L oy . - . N
v’ N . - > 3 .. AN

'lower edncational level. These general results s@pport-
'trends found in other studies that were partly concerned

1963-

N v

‘with educat10nal l%:el (Auvenshlre, 1962 Knlttel,

'Slller, 1964; and Szuhay, 196l) Such support should bc'

1nterpreted w1th cautlon since. each of theSe studles
1nvolved dlfgerent ranges of grade level and usedqdlfferent )

In addltlon, -the’ p0551b111ty

should be recognlzed that age was a confoundlng varlabLe

/
'ln:thlS study, elnce chroh01091Ca1 age’lncreases alonq

~

wi%h-level of education. Resulte also indicated.thatf

. v

thcre appeared to be no dlfference in attltudes between

thc grade eleven students and unlver51ty students.

v ‘ "

\ et

- ., .t . '

R Comparlsons oﬁ mean ATDP scores between sub]ects

, .
who ‘had preV1ou%ly experlehced contact with dlsabl d ’
X

pchOna and those who had not experlenced such contact,w'

ey

for each oﬁ the three cducatronal levels, reve;led that

the two 1ndepcndent varlables, contact and edu atlonal "’\.

'chcl, rnteract in thelr relatlonshmp to measured

-~ v

ta
H

staththal 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the mean ATDP

;scores of subjects in thc grade eleven and unlch51ty

[y
v ¢

'samples for beth the contact and no-contact groups 1is due'




-

l

74,

p0551b111ty of a Type II error having beeh made, as 1mp11ed
earlier (Chapter IV)N then the general results of thlS study
suggest that as educational lebel increéases, subjects who

have had contact ‘with phys1ca;ly dlsabled persons express

more favorable attltudes towards (and therefore are more

accepting of) disabled persoﬁs than‘subjects who have pot‘

Y

¥ 4

" the secohd—yeaq'universfty students was not sufficient to

'51sn1frcapt. Nelther was- thed"any statlétlcal

speculated that the;educational spah of ‘two years ¢

'betweon the seniar high (grade eleven) students and

had such contact. . ', R P S

Further'examination revealed that this'interaction'
relatlonshlp betweenvcontact and edutatronal level was not
one pf 51mple 11near1ty.“ If thls Lnteractlon relatlbnshlp wa's_
llnear, then it would.he expected that subjects in both the.
contact and no—contact group of each success1ve grade level'
would score- lncreaSLngly hlgher on the ATDP, Lndlcatlng an’

1ncrea51ngly favorable attitude toward phys1cally drsabled

persons.' Also, 1t would be. expected that the. contact group: S

0

‘of_each.grade level would.score hlgher on the. ATPP than the, & =@«

f e
.

norcontact group.' ‘This was, not the case since the'differehce

"in the mean ATDP scores between'the grade eleven “contact

-

' group and that of the no-contact group was not statlstlcally 9

<

sngnlflcant

difference between the mean ATDF‘score oT't'e university no--
. N PR . - L] R .

codtact'group and that of the grade seven nofcod;act group;'

.Also, since the grade eleven sqwjects did not score

51dnr£1cantly dlfferently from the unAVer51ty subjects 1n

01thor the contact or the no-contact group, it could be
P - )




ot

-t

.‘,- [y
o’o

' .
produce an observable differenoe in expressed attltudes

toward drsabled persons. On the other hand, it could be
speculated that the formatlon of attltudes,'ln general, .

* f . L

is completed by the time students;attaln grade eleven

* and therefore no. §1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in attltude lS‘

“

vobserved for the sepond-year unlver51ty students

ThlS nqnfllnear relatlonship,between_educational

' * level and contact in relationship- to measured attitudes -

of nbn-disabled‘persdnsntouards-disabled persons.generally

'supports the rfindings of Knlttel (1963);and Siller (1964),

howover,bthelr specrflc results daid not correspond to the -

spe01f1c results of tth present study Knlttel found that

Junlor hlgh school students who had no disabled- sibling

) P

.scored‘h1Qher on -the ATDP-O.than sénior hlgh students and, P

'siller-found that . ﬁunior'high school-students were more '

acceptlng Gobtalned hlgher sScores-on the' ATDP Q) than:".

scnlor hlgh school students. The 1evel of. smgnlflcance

- . )

. was not reported in elther of - these 1nstances. These
dlfferences ln specrflc results might be related to thelr'..
" use of thé ATDPhO, rather’ than -the ATDQ—B, Also,~as . ~_;

- mentionhed, earlier (Chapter II)-, Knittel's eXperlmental~

group con51sted of subjects who had. dlsabled srbllngs,‘

~which 1nvolves a very select typc of relatlonshlp.

Srller (1964) did not. 1nvestlgate the p0551b111ty that

' oducatlonal Ievel mlght be 1nteract1ng with: contact in

¥

. . . . -
bl P Y S fam o
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perSons'toward‘dfsahled bersons}‘

its relationship to measuréd attitddés'of non-disabled

. .
A . . . \

-7

. . ‘ e e L
Discussion.and Implications _

.

It is felt by the‘inVestigétor'thatﬁthe results .

of‘this present'study should . be-eXamined'within'the

'framework of . the 5001a1 and emotlonal development of the: «

v

<adolescent, 51nce all subjects ln the study were Ln Ll e o

various stages of adolescence.

Adolescence is con51dened to be a perlod of

tran51t10n between chlldhood and adulthood durlpg whlch '“‘

an 5351v1dua1 is confronted'w1th sevefal‘changes occnrrrng'
in every area of his life: physical, emotional, social C,

and intellectual. yThus;.in Western culture at least,

adokescence lncorporates a. perlod of tlme ln whlch the’

L . .

'1ndiv1dual attempts to come to terms w1th hlmself and hlS

"‘relatlonshlp to his env1ronment

e . ot

N
“ s "
- -

Durlng adolescence, 1nte1kectual abllltles change

from a. concrete level to an abstract level Whlch prov1des

the 1nd1v1dual w1¥h the capablllty of hypothe3121ng . .

‘Thus the 4nd1v1dual can dnfer’ beyond the perceptually

given. Plavell (1963) says-: L "-
... his [the adolescent‘s] world is full of '~
informal theordes about.self- and llfe, full

++ of plans for his.and 3001ety ] future,_ln "
‘'short, full of ideation which goes far.beyond

his 1mmed1atc-51tdatlon... (R 223) " e .

"

AN

B
Ll
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_Wlth development and maturatlon the adolescent is ..

L)
oo.

'constantly belng subjected o new experlences,-his‘

~knowledge is grow1ng and expandlng, he is nearlng adult—

-

'hood with all 1ts new p01nts of reference and therefore

1

'1t ‘is 1nev1tab1e ‘that 51gn1f1cant changes 1n attltudes

,and 1deals w111 oceur. Horrocks (1962) says-

S

o s

- AS adolescence proceeds there is 1ncreasrng
‘jlnq;v1dua11ty as compared tqQ the clusterlng
"of gimilar responses leading to conformlty
) and stereotyping of the younger years. One - .-
+‘'would expect that older teenagers are, léss ’
stereotyped ih their conceptudl judgements
~than are younger opes (p 469) . . S

.

and Powell (1971)'says- L e = "

.-+. This is not to suggest that there are
specific attltudes pecullar to the adplescent
time perlod since this is_unlikely. Attitudes-
are generally closely related .to the individual's

,~'_" personallty and are the results of prev1ous

:envrronmental experlenceh(p 348),

also‘"f.: with 1ncreasrng age he [the adolescentJ tends to

e

-*“;become\more llberal in'his’ attltudes" (P 273)- Tt is N

concelvable that exposure to new experlences could result

s llt

in 1ncrcased w1111ngness to confront ey 51tuatlons and d

hlgher tolerance and greater acceptance of those who are

"dlfferent" Thus, within the framework of" the developlng

e

.. adolescent’ and the concurrently 1ncreasrng educatxonal

’~1eﬁer, the 1nd1vrdualvmlght be‘eXpected topgenerallze

bbyond the specrflcs,Athat 1s to say, generallze from
hd * - r\
Contact with cer%aln phy51cally dlsabled persons, to\the.




v

a

.t

.~ - * i . . I .

\
i -

ahstract that 1s to say, all or most phys1cally dlsabled

persons‘ Thls; then, mlght account for the general

- .

flndlngs that with 1ncrea51ng educatlonal level subjects

. '

who have experlenced contact w1th phy51cally dlsabled

.

persons tend to have more po51t1ve or favorable attitudes

"towards phy51cally dlsabled persons as a group than

subjects who have' not experlenced such contact

While the results of thlS study have ‘beén v1ewed

‘in a "developmental" framework the p0551b111ty that a~ ::

]

sex difference ex1sts in non-dlsabled persons measured,

s attltudes toward dlsabled persons cannot ‘be overiooked.

. d. c
If as other studles 1nd1cate (also thls study, 1nd1rectly)

that females tend to _score hlgher on’ “the ATDP 1nd1cat1ng

a-more p051t1ve or.favorable attitude toward-dlsabled‘

\

pcrsons than males, then the dlfference in mean ATDP

scores found between contact and nqrcontact groups for

.

each cducatlonal level may be due to the dlfferences in

by
*

ratlos of females to males in theseiexperlmentaL groups

(Chapter IV) e

Slnce the results "of. thlS study 1ndlcated that

there -is a strong possibility ‘that sex of_subject is

‘related to attitudes towards physioally-disabled'persohsfl

it mlght provc lnterestlng To speculate about ' the outcome

4 .
Of the study if sex of subject had been controlled f

.
w o

.-\4'

i



S ASsumingf'then, that sex of subject had been -

-

"controlled so that the ratlo of. males to females was

proportlonate in each of the, hlgher educatlonal levels,
" the-mean ATDP score of the unlverSLty no~ contact group . . Cel ENE

would llkely be lowered and that of unlver51ty contact ' o

e . - ™

group wOuld be ra;sed, and the mean- ATDP 5core of the qrade

eleven no-contact group would, Jrkely be lowered and that'“

o - . ’,

' of the grade eleven contact qroup would be ralsed .Also, "

51nce the results of thls study have lndlcated'that'there“:," "__;;

apparently was no srgnlflcant dlfference “in attltudes 'f:': :

toward phy51cally dlsabled persons between the grade '
eleven and unlver51ty subjects, 1t would be p0551ble to t . o

» . . - YT [N

~ollapse the grade’ cleven and unlverSLty groups to’ form f. e o

. e *

;oxe group ~Such a comblnatlon mlght have resulted- in anyﬂ
of three hypotheses concernlng the measured attltudes'

towa d dlsdbled persons.‘ - . g - .

IR . .. te o
. .
! ',”.\ .l. Null Hypothes1s (Ho)-"that there would be no e

T . ey
) e .
lnteractlop between educatlonal level and cbntact wlth

,respect to the attltudes of theé subjects of the comblned . '

. higher educational leveils. AT C: o ": .

2. Alternate Hypothe51s (HlA) that there would‘ ;:"
|: . wow e , .
* be an 1nteractlon between educatlonal level and contact. R . Lo

In” this case, “there: would llkely be less dlfference in ) .
W vy

)

. . mean ATDP SCOres between the contact and no-contact group

*

.1n the hlgher ed%catlonal levels (COmpos1te group) than ‘ , ':;-‘: "

‘ " -
N '

LY
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_economlc sta-tus of the subjects. SUbJeCtS in' the

L)

80
in the lower ed\%:atlonal levels (grade seven) Such

.

results might’ poss:Lbly have }:Jeen due to the soc1o—“

cor'nposite‘ group‘-'w‘ould 'prdbab'ly have beén a more s'elect

group than subjects 1n the lowe}: educatlonal levels, N

' s1nce by the tagme stddents have attalned grade eleven,

.scores” as might have-been expec.ted_,' . Tl

and certalnly unlversa.ty, those 1ntend1ng -to drop out
Z/ . ﬂ .
have already‘ done so. The llterature 1nd.lcates that the

. %
. i . Y

m'o‘re.h-lghly educated are -more llberal 1n thelr attltudes. ’

i

-

and woul\llkely be mOre posntlve 1n thelr attltudes ) PN

- 2
-

towarcl dlsabled persons . If subjects of hlgher educatlonal

v
s

lbvels already have a posrtlve attltude toward dlsabled

persk_ons, then dlrect exposure to- phys1ca]_ dlsablllty would

not la.kc,!ly result in such a pronounced dlfference J.n ATDP

)

’

- N

L 3 Alternate Hypothesrs (HlB) that there was an ,-'

1nteractlon between edudatlonal level and contact In thls

c

att

" . case’, there would llkely be a greater drfference in mean

\I\'I‘DP scores between the lower educatlonal level ang the

Ca .

hlgher educatlonal level in the- contact group than 1n the-'

.

no-contact group. Such results 'mlght possrbly have been
« PR . ..

due to'~ the degree 'of, contact »w1th phy51cally dlsabled-.

L

(,f

R persons to -which non dlsabled perso‘ns are exposed

. 'y o1

v YT .

Opportunrtyt [foiy greater contact 1ncreases w1th age and

w " . . -

educatlonal lovel and therefore older subg ects 1n the

-
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>, -

LS S
°

a
hlgher educatlonal level mlght be expected to be more . -

p051t1vé ln thelr attltudes toward disable a persons than'.

for.a rather llmrted amount of contact-

al

.1959), indicated that max1ma1 contact wrth physlcally

d1

tOWard dlsabled persons than minimal contact, whlch tended

a
so supported by the 11teratune (ﬂomans,

-

yoquer subjects who mlght only have had the opportunlty

4

Thls,spequlatlon,

1950 and Roeher,

| °

gabled persons resulted 1n more p051tlve attltudes~ ,

l
-

# depress ATDP scores.- - L o .

S
L

results are deplcted 1n Flgure 2.

i

S

S These three p0551b111t1es, along thh :the actual

.
} . " ,
A

u

uch specplatlon (alternatlve hypotheses-HlA and

-

1B) would 1ndlcate, as dOes the actual .results of thls.

tudy, that educatlohal level lS pOSltlvely related to

+
1

ttltudes towards dlsabled persons, whether or not. the

h
hon dlsabled subjects have‘been exPosed to contact with i ’
l K o R . '
physrcally‘dlsabled persons. : ““h‘f .

. ' . - ‘ ‘\1 ) ‘p: ’ .‘_-‘ s e

|
»
|
.|
1
|
P
!
R
|
.f

!
o

|
x
v
b
!
j

Impllcatlons —_— . : Co .

.

Lot
"

-

Findings from this study‘suggest'implications .

for. phy51cally disabled- persons“ for those who are - N

v -

employed in‘the rehabllltatlon of phy51cally dlsabled

persons, and for those who are concerned w1th educatlonal

:
[

programs ‘for. the public.

- .
L

. ' ' ‘ .
b . .
° . . 1

o ren g o
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' A .T‘l}_i,s"_ study _clearly indicai:"e.s'th,akt t.h.ere.- is a o O-: - ;
‘ po’s’i'tpive.-, inte*-raction_ relation-ship between contec't with
disahled _persons a‘ndﬂ educational.level 'of .noneditsabled‘ o i |
persons to verbally expressed attltudes toward dlsabled . - ) -

the 1ntegrat10n and partlclpatlon of phys:.cally dlsabled

',nO't' segrégated, '-f'or example,- as t;hey would be. in Specg,alz':
et A ) . , . ag ", R L. vyt P

Ll AN
. [ -
- )
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pers%s The major 1mpllcatlon. of such flndlngs. concerns

.
El

A

”

1

persons m the malnstream of today s soc;\.ety' It appears S I

that havrng contact W1th phy51cally dlsabled persons

- v

results 1n lncreasmg /pOSltJ.ve attltude of non—dlsabled
persons and‘ also the{t such contact 1s effectlve ln varylng R

edUcatlonUevels (and therefore, developmental stages) S .

of non- dlsabled subjects._ If these two major flndmgs ,are

o‘ v+ - ,_

e " v e

eXamlned in relatxon to’ each other (the 1nteract,10n of .

. '\

whrch is demonstrated 1n thJ.s study), 1t would seem ‘L*hat.

A ? N - Y

1ntegratlon would be more effectlve ifl the dlsabled person

. *

- (assuming that he possesses adequate capabllltres) 1s R

placed in, the malnstream of socmty as early as possrble. oo CT
- s o ' e ¢ _‘." e ’.., )
ThlS would J.mpIy that part of the solutlon rncludes schools ) .

4 . . .

1n whlch dlsabled students and non—-dlsabled students are -

LT PR .

M » [ - . 7 .‘ R . ‘ . . . ‘e . b )
schools. - LT e £ -
.From the pomt(of view of . those concerned wrth:- ,.the .

"educatron" of th_e publlc, and spec1f1cally potentlal

employers, 1t would also seem that 51nce contact; is such et

» ! - h z " T ‘_ o N
, an 1mportant factor, the earller such educatlona,'l. programs R
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. ‘of this varlable is- need“ed perhaps a study 1nvolv.1ng the _—

| dlchotomy of mlnlmal contact and maxlmal cont;act would be 3

are 1nst1tuted the more effect:.ve they are lJ_kely to be - .;

- -

‘A rec:.procal relatlonshlp exists for “the dlsabled pers’on-
1f the dlsabled 1nd1v1dua1 1s held 1n good regard by

socrety, ‘a - good adjustment :is; more 11kely

. f .

v : . . . s

. .o v P .o . ’
b4 . . . o . . Y . .

.

. Suggestions for ,E"urth'er.Re‘search., T -

c ’ : ot _'.)‘, !.’ .‘.. . ., .
Since the.re was"an".interaction r'eIatibnship, o .
observed 1n t}us study, between contact and educatlonal

B

ab

L
o 1

o, -

level to expressed attltudes toward physl-cally dlsabled TN . :

perSOns,,_a longltudlnal study of subjects th:cough various

educatlonal 1evels would seem to be a loglcal foll.ow—up
: .l LN

o, . . N . . . . . - '..“, . L, c

2. ThlS study .showed that the mdependent L C

varlable contact was related to expressed ttltudes ¢

. . Y

toward dlsabled- pe.rsons. Since .varlou,s 1nterpretatlons e b

v

are attrlbuted to the term "contact“

-1.~ . - [}

further exploratlon e

. o

. 3 . e < -~ . o . e
. . °.

_approprla_te. ‘ t . o Joo .

e

N X , - » . o, v . s i
- -

g - . . . '

Slnce there appears ;o be a dlStlnCt
" ;

posmblllty of a relatrenshlp between sex of - subject and

Y
e
3
L2 e . .

ekbres”sed att:.tudtas towards dlSabled persons, a s;LmJ.lar - - ’

.

K

i

Generally ' at

r

. -

-

tudes refer to certam .

.

]

.‘J

r@gularltles of an 1nd1vidual s fee],:.ngs, thoughts ;,-\and

-
P

'study, cont’rollmg for .thls varlable, mlght be conducted! .‘.g w‘
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;i\ predlsp051t10ns to act towatd some aSpect of hl‘ ot L e
envrr‘onment. ThlS present stud’y has, to a certalh extent,
= explored these flrst two components. s study explorlng o
the behav1or'al component of n‘on—dlsabled subjects‘. ' I
. attltudes toward dlsabled persons mlght reveal any i
.dlscrepanc whlch cx1sts between verbal expressed SR
- attitudes and behavior. ‘ -
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A ; : September 18th, ‘1974,
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) Miss Verena F. Gosse, .+ ' E o Lo
Apartment 200, -~ - ’ : . . R
Kelly 8 Brook Apartments,’ oo T ,
_ - "Corner Stamp's'-Lane & Empire Avenue, . RN . -
; ST JOHN'S, Newfoundland : o ' o
'; " e -.Dear Miss‘G_os'se, . - oy
, : e T hei%by give approval for you to. approach the foo T L
.- "Guidance. Counsellors. in dur junior and senior high sc‘nools
. to request thedr co—operation to. conduct a’ study outlined .
in your recent letter. . , B .
- It has to be clearly uruiea:stood this approval is’ e T
< given subject to°acquiring the written approval of ‘patents .
N whose children will be involved in the study N '
- _— T Yours truly, . . oo e
H . R 3 . N
.- I S Kelland, . U
L s e _ Acting Superintendent. : i
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Tt ‘September’ 20,° 19.74 .
" Miss Verena;F. Gosse . ’
‘Apt.. 200 < - . * SRS
Kelly's Brook Apts. o o : . , .
Corner of Stamp's Lane and Empire Ave. o . ‘
"Sbv. John' s, Nfld. . o -
Dear Miss Gosse: ° : )
Reference is made to.gour }etter of August'31,
1974. SR c / .

. - . ’
# . LIS

Please be advised your research reque&t as outlined

'in your letter has been approved on the‘'condition that the
.Guidance Counsellors who will administer the test agree to
same. .

1 would.euggest that you'contect the” Guidance Coun-:

sellors. ‘in the. following schools to discuss your proposal:

Brother Rice, Beaconsfield Holy Heart of Mary and Gonzaga.

. This letter should be used by you as an introduction
to "the people concerned, S . i : : -

' Sincerely,

‘;"f {i;:{‘:';f_;iéAf;:: {Eh;:'/(£4mwl/éﬁ44;écyi _..;.

- T S _IKevin E. Veitch .~
- : -Assistant Superintendent
.- B . P ] ’
KEV:bc ' ,
R .
L4 -
v . . *
' I " ~ -
- o o
’ ’ ‘. ! . e N . s ..
v ; .
. A . ) 1
- - i 'l| “
T LY L e e B e e o o -
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1.

3

Collect: ‘the "General Information"'sheets and thank the students for their W
. cooperation; : T, Ter e L "

' - : . @ .o . Lo A
g - ’ A | . ' ‘e .
' - . .

IR ) . . . . o . " e )
APPENDIX D‘ . . e
'« " ; . *TO'THE SCHOOL ‘_CQUNSELOR OR BOME-ROOM TEACHER . ... ' . = .
, . . -\’ . . .{’ Lo e - ‘
Distribute fhotes to parents via students. If no reply,is received afté# ...
three (3) vdays, testing can begin. T ‘ :
’ . v, ’ .
Explain to the students that they will be taking part in a study ‘to find
out how much they-know abbut physically disabled persoris and. hbw often v o~
they' have ‘had! contact with such people. ‘Make sure they know what,
"physically disabled" means, as defined"’ on the "General Information
sheet i e~ . ] . . .

,

N
-

"A physically disabled. person means one- whose physical disability ig
permanent and can be easily seen,- for example an arm or! leg missing,“

. use of crutches braces, or. wheelchair,' etc, Also for the students'
purposes "contact" will mean usual amount of time gpert with a disabled
person. - I .

Answer any questions the students might have unless you feel that by
answering there is a possibility that you might influence their dnswers
.in some direction

Distribute the main questionnaire (ATDP scale - Form B) and the "'Answer-

Sheet“ which dccompanies 1t, Caution the students ' to answer all- questions e
and not ‘to mark on the question ‘sheét.% 1f .there are.spme misunderstandings
about the instructions at the -top of the questionnaire, clarify them,

Angwer any questions the students might have about'the "meanihg of words."

' Do not distribute the "General Information".. sheet until- the main question—
'naire has been completed ‘and  handed in. . ‘ , S v

A
“*Have the students print their names (first name and dnitial of surname)-

on the answer sheét., .. : , : S ' S

When the main questionnaire and the accompanying answer sheet has been' .
returned to you, distribUte the "General Information" sheet. Again, have
the Btudents print their names’ (first 'name and initial of surname) on
this sheet. As well, ask them to answver a11 the questions. ‘

.'Regarding question numbers 3.and 4 - ‘on the "General Information sheet: ' ;-, ”

-

The. numbers (1, 2 3 4 and 5) in the left—hand column represent péople. E }
For each of these persons,,indicate the required information under .the ‘
appropriate heading.ﬁ:e.g, : : .

. . ‘-.. < - - ' A - ' -‘ . - o .~ . 2" ’
- ) - Age. o ex - ‘Relationship ST .
'#1_" s ?‘_le ERE . F, ‘“ S cougin = ' ‘~: S o
#2 .- ' . 15.. - - M.-.- - . friend LT
#3 i A no oo F - - - gigter ° A
- . ‘ . ‘M "_, N . t : ~.’A o . B ‘Aic' e R 4 : O
. ST B .,, e R

- . . . LN

v
>

. : 1 S THank You!. " . v T L ool il o sl e

e e e B . - f ' LTI A .,
e . - ‘. . .

~
P

e, T st sss. .~ Verena F.. Gosse
'..Ji - . ..,'.."' '-'v<' . . ’ -“ -



“son/daughter

‘counaelor (or home-rcom teacher)

Q. -
Dear Parent: "

It

]

APPENDIX E =

ts

sc':‘h‘o/okm'rhe study 1s an attempt, on-my part,
understanding of physically dif ferent people.
be asked to fill out a questionnaire glven to him/her by the- school

If you object'to your 80n s/daughter 8 participation please

“within three days.

Thank you for your time and’ conaider‘ati'on. ;

»

AN

would be greatly appreciated if you would permit your
to participate in a study be:tng carried out in the

to measure the students’

Your .son/ daughter would

~

~ e

’

.

Sincerely,

.

.
"t -

-

- s

@end a note to. that effect to the school counselor (or home-room teacher)

<

R Graduate Student at oL,
Memorial University ‘of Newfoundland




- APPENDIX F
i . . ) '. . . v .

¢ (8]

. " NP SCAiE' L
3 READ LACH STATEMENT AND PUT AN "X TN THE APPROPRIATE COLUMN o THE
ANSWER SHEE"I". DO NOT MAKE ANy MARKS ‘o THE QUESTION smgrs

. o ’PLEASE ANSWER EVERY QUESTION

' 1. Disabled persons are usually frlendly
:2. People who are dlsabled should not have to pay "inconé taxes.\ _ :" )

3. Disabled people are no more emotional than other people.-

. . e A
4. Dlsabled persons can have a nOmal social . llfe

5. Most physmally dJ.sabled persons have a Chlp on thelr shoulder
6. Dlsabled workers can be as successful 4s other workers,
7. Very few dlsabled persons are ashaned of their dlsabllltlels
| 8. Most peOple feel uncomfortable when they assoc:Late w1th dlsabled people

9. Dlsabled people show less enthu51asm than non—dlsabled people.

@ '

10. Dlsabled people do not become upset any more ea511y than non-dlsabled
people

~. o

»1]. Disabled‘ people are' .oftén less aggressive than normal people.

'12. ~ Most dlsabled persons get ma.rrled and have chlldren

s.f.

13 Most dlSabled persons do not worry any more  than anyone else.
'/14. Employers should not be allowed to flre dlsabled emploYees

. -15.' Dlsabled people are not as happy as non-dlsabled onés.

- 16. ~ SeVerely disabled people are harder to get along with t;han are . 4
those w.1.th m.mor dlsablln.t.l.es . ) S :

.17, Most dlsabled peOple expect Specn.al treatment

e Y : - ' : L Form B ) \\\



. 18, Dlsabled personsﬁould not expect to lead nor;nal llves o B
C e P ) . .
B — T9. “Most; dlsabl people tend to get dlscouraged ea51ly.
'_20. : The worst thlng t'hat could happen to a person would ‘be for th to )
be very severel_y 1njured _ L _— ( )
a . 2]_ Disab -ed chlldren shoml not have to compete W1th non-dlsabled
; Chll : - . . o . )
Most dlsabled people do not feel sorry for themselves. L . "
- K 23 Most dlsabled peopLe prefer to work WJ.th other dlsabled people. '
l : 24- Most severe Ly dlsabled persOns are not as ambltlous \as other people
<25, Dlsabled persons are not as self-confldent as physmally normal ok
. -persons. . ‘ - :
: 26. Most- dlsabled persons don t, want more affectlon and pralﬁe than )
" * other’ people .. e ) . . .
27, It would be best if a dlsabled person ‘would marry another dlsabled
person. L ‘ - . . . K
©28.° Most dlsabled peoplée’ do not need specxal attent.xon
20, Dlsabled persons wa.nt sympat.hy more than\ther people.
"..30.- Most physmhlly dlsabled persons have dlfferent personalltles ) .
than normal persons. T . . .
: - 1
|
!
7 § ‘. ";’ K .. '_ . _. - } ':“r _— _v_ . o ° ' : : . ) .' - A o .." -l v ,
- Copyright 1970°'by the . .- - . o . RV
- ATHUMANRESOURCESCEN*IER PR ST T B
N ALBERTSON, -NEW YORK 11507 ..
' '. ° ' e ¥ ! .
A N ~ 3 . : N -,
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. APPENDIX G - .- . . - o ...

. C . - : A'IDP"FQRMB - C, [ o

CoBE 4 __ ..~ . ATOR'SCALE ~ . . . . ANSWER SHEET
T — S FORM B-

Use- this answer. sheet to 1ndJ.cate how much you ‘agree or dlsagree w1th
each of the statements about disabled.pecple on the attached list. -
Put an "X" through the approprlate number from +3 to 3 dependmg on
how you feel in each case. . L
S 43 AGREE VERY MUCH - -li I DISAGREL A LITTLE  *
.- " . 42: 1 AGREE'PRETTY MUCH .- . - =2: T DISAGREE PRETTY MUCH .
‘ ' _+l:_ I AGREE A'LI'I'I‘LE ' - T=3: I DISAGRE‘.E VERY MUCH
P L e . PLEASE ANSWER EVERY I'I‘EM)(G | ,
: g

i
|
!
!
NEE
i
{
i

(D)) =3 -2 -1 41 ‘42 43 (1) P ,
T TR T N4l 42 43 ,.;(1"7).'..'—.3- —2 Sl o+l 42, 43
Vo @3)r.-3 -2 Rt . “J‘fz w3 a3 -2, aon 42 - +3
\ ‘-(4) =3 | -2 ""-'1 +i +2 +3 | ,("19.'). .3 ,..'—2. -1 +1 +2+3

| A )T R3 -2 -l 41 42 43° (20003 -2 =1 4l 42 - 43

§ (6) -3 -27" -1 41 -%2 43 ., (2) -3 -2 -1 4l 42 43
' (7). =37 2 Ll 4l 420 43 1(22) -3 22041 M +2 43

Vo8 =3 m2 0 al 4L . 42l +3 (23) =3. 22 -1 41 42 ‘_43;
ST T(9) =3ee2 -l 4l 42 43 (24) 237 -2 -1 4l 42 43

J(10)- D34 2 h-l 4l 42 43 (35) -3 -2 [ RS R S

Ay S 2 a1 o4 42 43 (26 -3 -2 14 4243
oy 2. UM 2 43 T2 320 At i RO
| :ﬂ' (13) T =3 | =2 21 ;+‘l. +2 +3 . (‘2_8:) ;3 ) ';.'_71-._. +]:. '4_2 3 .
A3 2 e ead . (29). =3 a2 R A R R
: L .. (15) gy 1 :+1::_.+'2‘.-‘. +3 Y e 3 ~_,._2'_, o ”%l;- +2 - B
| a R . ; -
. ! N -



APPENDIX H-. -

NAME: - - © ~ ' GRADE (EAR):" E
AGE:. - -“ S '.SCHOOL . ‘

“sE; . ¢ . HoME ROOM. TEACHER: )
3 " (‘, ' s R _: . ' o * " (INS'IIRUC.IOR)

’ HGV MANY BI@'I'HERS AND SISTERS DO YOU. HAVE?

_ A Tlus questlonnalre is an attempt to flnd our how often people °of
your age have contact w1th ph’ysmally dlsabled persons . .
e For the - purpose ‘of this study, a phys1cally disabled person '’ ' .o
means one whose physical dlsablllt)t}can be easily seen, for example, an. -
arm or 1eg missing, use of°crutches braces or wheelchalr, etc,

Tt would be. greatly apprec:.ated if you would answer the fol.lowmg

quest:.onS' :
‘_ 1. Have .you had -any oontact w1th a. phy51cally dlsabled person (as i
. descrlbed above)n" s , . ) . = .
s B > - ’ v ) ) ..\‘ N ".’\‘ -
2. ,If yes, how many persons'? o -
< 3. 'Would you. please gJ.ve the follw:.ng J.nformat.mn about each person - :
- AGE ", SEX - RI:.IAT_ICX\JSHIP (mmedlate f_amrly,.,relatlve or frle_nd)
#1. - I o s : P . : -
F 52 )
#4 » S e e e ERR
4. Please md:Lcate the amount of contact you usually have w:.th each person. ”
o Lt )
EVERY 'EVERY EVERY 6 =10 - 1-5 ".'I.:ESSTHAN
DAY . " WEEK " 'MONTH TIMES/YR. _* TIME‘.S/YR ONGE/YR
e .t \ . . ." X - . CoLe S
. R ._‘:_-.L_:_-’_: . ___i'_.‘_.:__.l_s ,_“-‘_ .____ _L_r_,—_i_ Lot
. —_#2 i A_ L o T .- LT Q. L ) e
- #3 .. "": . -g_~ R = °, . . . ‘. . . o

.#‘4. ST : . \/ N S - . . - “.. .
B .THANK YOU FOR YOUR'GODPERATION . . . . .1 -= .+
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