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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Attitudes toward disabled persons have been the focus
of much research. Two different attitudes toward disabled
persons seem to be held by non-disabled persons in our
society (Himes,1958). One view, which may be the more
commohly held position, is that the disabled person is
"different" from physically normal persons. This.view
suggests that the handicapping nature of the disability
spreads throughout the total personality and influences
characteristics of the individual apart from his physical
disabilities. The other view suggests that the disabled
person, while limited to some degree, is in most respects
not different from physically normal persons.

In the past twenty-five years, there has been increas-
ing recognition given to the importance of changing thoée
persons categorized as disabled into more useful and
effeétive people. Concern for this group has been evident
in the growth of programs whose goals are to help the
disabled gain the necessary knowledge and skills to become
more effective citizens. Accompanying the recognition of

the need for these persons to have knowledge and skills, is
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recognition that negative attitudes in the general popula-
tion toward them form barriers against achieving these

goals (Wright,1960).

The Statement of the Problem

Despite the increased interest in the attitﬁdes of the
nondisabled toward the disabled, this is still an area
needing further attention. Wright (1960) stated that not
enough was known about the psychodynamics of attitudes
toward disability. If it is possible to understand more
fully the factors involved in attitudes toward the disabled,
it may be possible to suggést ways and means of influ-
encing or guiding the formation of attitudes. It is assumed
that attitudes toward the disabled might be a function of
components within the individual's life experience ( Yuker
et al, 1966). Aspects of exﬁerience whiéh may influence
attitudes toward the disabled are amount of contact with

and closeness of relationship with disabled persons.

The Statement of Purposes

This study attempted to assess the relationship
between the attitudes of college séudents and the contacts
they had had with disabled persons. Knowledge about how
these factors interrelate might help educators learn to

influence attitudes in a more favorable direction. The



study also attempted to find whether there is an attitude
difference between those students who selected a health

science major and those who did not.

The Hypotheses

1. There is no relationship between the amount of
contact with disabled persons and éttitudes toward disabled
persons.

2 There is no relationship between closeness of
relationship with and attitudes toward disabled persons.

3. There is no difference in attitudes toward
disabled persons between students who selected a health

science major and students who selected other majors.

The Definitions of Terms

Health science majors include: nursing, health care
administraticn, health science instruction, occupatidnal
therapy, physical therapy, dental hygiene, special education,
speech pathology, music therapy, and medical technology.

For this study, the term "disabled persons" was used
to méan those at a disadvantage because of physical defects

regardless of the specific kind.

Assumptions

The following assumptions was made:

1. All the subjects responded to the statements honestly.



The response}of students on the Attitudes Toward
Disabled Persons Scale (ATDP) can reflect the attitudes
of students toward disabled persons.

The findings from the sample in this study may be
generalized to all studenﬁé enrolled in Summer Session
I in Texas Woman's University, since probability

sampling was used.



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

In the liéerature dealing with the felationship
between aﬁtitudes and behavior, there are discussions of
the relationship between attitudes and the past experiences
of the individuals. ;t is assuméd that the particulaf
attitudes which a person holds will be a function of
experiences that the person has undergone. Since attitudes
are learned, it can be assumed that they are learned in
experiential context. One would predict that the attitude
nondisabled persons have toward disabled persohs would
be a function of their past experiences with disabled
persons. Among these experiences would be the amount and
closeness of their contact with disabled persons (Yuker
et al, 1966). |

Yuker et al. (1966), hypothesized that a person with
a relatively high amount of contact with disabled persons
would tend to be more accepting of them than one with
less contact. This hypothesis was based on the assumption
that prejudice is often, at least in part, related to a
lack of direct, equal—status contact with the group toward
whom the prejudice is expressed. Consequently, the greater
the amount of contact with a particular group, the lower

5



the expected amount of prejudice toward that group. This
is consistent with Homans' (1950) hypothesis which stated
that contact results in increased positive attitudes, if
the contact is voluntary.

Literature is available frbm many studies. Appendix
A lists the studies that investigated the relationship
between amount of contact and attitudes toward disabled
persons. Using point scales to measure nondisabled
persohs' amount of contact with disabled persons, seven
studies found no relationship between amount of contact
with and attitudes toward physically disabled persons (
Baskin & Herman,1951; Coggin, 1964; Cowen et al, 1958;
Rusalem, 1950; Siller & Chipman, 1965; Szuhay, 1961;
William & Guney, 1966). Seven studies found more favor-
able attitudes in the people who have higher amounts of
contact with disabled persons‘than in those who have
lower amounts of contact (Bateman, 1962; Chesler, 1965;
Fischbein, 1962; Higgs, 1975; Human Resources Center,1962;
Siller, 1964; Voeltz, 1980).

.Itvhas been demonstrated in the literature of social
psychology that the closeness of relationship is sometimes
of crucial importance. One would predict differences in
attitudes as a result of contacts with a disabled relative,
a disabled friend or acquaintance, a disabled co-worker,

or the contact of professional staff working with disabled



persons in rehabilitation settings. Closeness of relation-
ship can be considered apart from a simple-tabulation of
the amount of contacts. Individual's attitudes toward
disabled persons are, in part, a function of specific
experiences with one or a few disébled persons.

Using six possible relatiqnships, varying in intimacy
from speaking acquaintance through spouse, Siller et al
(1967); Lamer (1965) and Connine (1968) concluded that
the closeness of relationship with disabled persons is
not related to their attitudes toward such persons.

Roeher (1959) found that the persons who were intimate
friends of disabled persons or worked directly with the
disabled (group III) had more favorable attitudes than
did persons who only knew a disabled person in school,
. worked indirectly with one, or had a distant relative with
~a disability (group II). Group II had more favorable
attitudes than persons who had no personal contact with
the disabled (group I). The persons who were disabled
themselves held attitudes toward disability similar to
people in group III. Those who had a disabled member
in family (group IV) held slightly léss positive attitudes
than groups II, III, IV. Their attitudes were slightly
more favorable than those of subjects in group I.

Roommates of diéabled students were found to have more

favorable attitudes toward disabled persohé than those



whose contacts were as "casual acgquaintance" and "stranger"
in Webb's study (1963). No significant differences were
found between those whose contacts were as "casual
acquaintance" and “"stranger".

Contact in different setting’may influence the
attitudes toward disabled persons. Some studies indicated
that contacts in an employment setting, social setting, or
personal setting appear to have equally positive effects
on attitudes (Arnholter, 1963; Cohn, 1966; Genskow &
Maglione, 1965). 1In other studies, contact in a medical
setting was found to have more positive effects on attitude
than contact in either an employment, social, or personal
setting (Dickie, 1967; Human Resources, 1962). These
differences may be attributed to differences in types
information provided by the different types of contact.

Bereiter & Freedman (1961) found that different
curricula attract different kinds of people. The curricula
themselves may enhanc¢e and modify differences of students
in various fields. There is probably a complex interaction
bet&een the people who select training in a given specialty
ana its subsequent effect on them (Duteman et al, 1966). |
Because their curricula relate to the physically disabled,
it is expected that students who major in a health
science might have more favorable attitudes toward the

physically disabled than those students with other majors.



There are three studies comparing students in various
health related services on the basis of their attitudes
toward the disabled. Two of these found that students
who selected one of the health related fields, when
compared with those in other disciplines, showed no
difference in attitudes toward disabled persons (Anderson
& Barry, 1965; Duteman, 1966). One study found more
positive attitudes toward disabled persons among the
helping profession majors versus all other majors (Bishop,
1969). "Helping profession" included psychology, social

work, pre-medicine, health sciences and education.

The Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons Scale

The Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons Scale was
developed by Yuker, Block & Campbell (1960). According
to the authors, the ATDP was developed due to a need
for a reliable instrument to measure attitudes toward
the disabled in general. They emphasized differences
between disabled and nondisabled persons, rather than
specific disease entities or disabilities. The fundamental
assumption underlying the development of this scale was
that disabled people may be viewed ag either different
from physically normal persons or as essentially the same

(Yuker et al,1966).
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Three forms of the ATDP have been developed. The
orginal Form O has 20 items. The two more recent forms,
Form A and Form B, have 30 items. Form B was arbitrarily
selected for this study and is reproduced in Appendix B.
The scale may be administered either individually or to
groups. The ATDP consists of Liker-type items to which
the subject responds by indicating the extent of his
agreement or disagréement éccording to the following
scale}
+3: I agree very much
+2: I agree pretty much
+1: I agree a little
-1l: I disagree a little
-2: I disagree pretty much
-3: I disagree very much
Approximately half of the items on the ATDP-B refer to
similarities or differences in personality characteristics
between normal and physically disabled individuals, while
the other half is concerned with the necessity of special
trea£ment~for disabled persons.
‘Instructions are printed at the.top of the scale.
The subjécts are instructed to think of disabled persons
as those at a disadvantage because of physical defects

regardless of the specific kind.
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ATDP scores may be interpreted as reflecting the
subject's perception of disabled persons as either basically
the same as nondisabled (acceptance) or as different (
rejectioh or prejudice). Yuker et al (1966) reported
numerous studies on the ATDP's reliability, normative

data, and validity.

Norms

ATDP norms were derived from samples tested by the
Human Resources Center in Albertson, New York and by other
users of the scale. On the ATDP-B male Ss had a mean
of 110.16 with a standard deviation of 21.47  (N= 345)
and female Ss had a mean of 113.45 and a standard deviation

of 22.02 (N= 549).

Reliability

The reliability of ATDP-B, using the test-retest
method as a measure of stability, was reported at +.71
with a four month interval and +.85 with a five week
interval (Yuker et al, 1966). Using the split-half method
the reliability coefficients ranged from +.72 to +.84.
These coefficients place the ATDP-B in the middle to high
range of reliability for aﬁtitude scales reported by

Helmstadter (1964).

Validity
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Validity of.the ATDP was established by relating
the scores of nondisabled persons on the ATDP to other
measures of overall attitudes toward disabled persons.
A significant relationships was found between the ATDP-B
and Variability of Distance Setting of "Disabled" photos,
r=.30, p .05 (Krammer, 1965). Validity tests of other
forms of the ATDP resulted in significant relationships
between the Auvenshine Attitudes Toward Severely Disabled
Students and ATDP-0, r=+.64, p .01 (Knittel, 1963), The
Social Distance Scale and ATDP-0O, r=-.34, p .01 (Siller,
1964), and The Attitudes Toward Physically Disabled Scale
and ATDP-A, r=+.72, p .001 (Szuhay, 1961). Shaw and
Wright (1967) stated that the ATDP has reasonably good

validity which seems to be adequate for research purposes.

Scoring the ATDP-B

If more than 10 percent bf the items are left blank,
tﬁe test is considered not scorable. If 10 percent or
fewer items are omitted, the completed items are scored as
usual. This is equivalent to assigning a neutral vélue
to the omitted items. .

The ATDP-B is scored as follows:

First change the algebraic signs of responses to items
1,3,4,6,7,10,12,13,22,26,28. Next, add all scores alge—

braically to obtain a total score.
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To facilitate dealing with ATDP-B scores, a

transformation formula is applied to the obtained scores.
This eliminates negative values and results in a system
where higher sc&res represent an attitude suggesting that
disabled people are in most ways similar to physically
normal people. The total raw scoré obtained is transformed
by changing the sign of the algebraic resultant and adding
90. The range of scores resulting from this transformation

is from 0 to 180.

Interpretation of ATDP-B

High scores are interpreted to represent an acceptance
of disabled perscns, while low scores represent prejudice
toward the disab%ed. A low score not only reflects the
facts that the respondent perceives the disabled as
different, but also to some degree "inferior" or

"disadvantage".



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Subjects

A list of students enrolled in Summer Session I of
1982 in Texas Woman's University was supplied by the
Open Records Office. A table of random numbers (Leedy,
1978) was used to determine a starting point within thé
list. The total number of names on the list was divided
by 120 and the resulting number 37 became the span of

names omitted between each of the names selected.

Procedure for collecting data

A cover letter (Appendix C), the ATDP scale, a
personal data sheet (Appendix D), and a stamped envelope
were sent by mail to each subject. The subject was asked
to return the anonymous personal data sheet and
questionnaire within 7 days. Replies received after three

weeks were not included.

Statistical analysis

The subjects were categorized into five groups
according to amount of contact with disabled persons.
Those groups were designated as people with:

14
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1. Less than 10 occasions

2. Between 1l and 50 occasions

3. Between 5l ana 100 occasions

4., Between 101 and 500 occasions

5. More than 500 occasions

The subjects were categorized into four groups
according to closeness of relationship with disabled
persons. Those groups were as folloﬁs:

1. Those subjects regérded as having little contact
with disabled persons. Their choice was the first
responses: I have studied about‘physically disabled persons
through reading, lecture, movie, or observation, but I
didn't know any of them.

2. Those subjects who chose items cohcerning a
friend or relative were regarded as having moderate contact
with disabled personé.

3. Those subjects who chose the item regarding
immediately family were regarded as having high contact
with disabled persons.

4. Those subjects who themselves are physically
disabled persons.

The percentage of subjects in eaéh group was
calculated. The mean and standard deviation of ATDP scores

in each group were calculated.
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The Analysis‘of Variance (ANOVA) method was used to
compare means among the five groups with different amounts
of contact with disabled persons, and among the four groups
with varying closeness of contact with disabled persons.

The subjects were categorized into two groups
according to their majors.’ One group was the students
who major in a health science, the other group was the
students with other majors besides health science. The
percentage of subjects in each group was calculated. The
mean and standard deviation of scores for each group were
calculated. The t-test method was used to compare means
between these two groups. |

The t-test method Qas used to determine whether
the present sample differed significantly in ATDP-B scores

from the normative sample.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

RESULTS

Sixty~-nine subjects responded  to the questionnaire.
The response rate was 57.5%. Raw score of ATDP and
responses to the amount of contact and closeness of
relationship with disabled persons appear in Appendix E.

Subjects are grouped according to their major.

Amount of Contact

TABLE I
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF GROUPS WITH DIFFERENT AMOUNTS OF

CONTACT, THEIR MEAN AND STANDATD DEVIATION IN ATDP SCORE

Amount of
Contact N % Means S.D. F P

Less than 10 14 20,3 109.57 24,53 2.11 ns

11-50 17 24.6 1.09.59 23.33
51-100 14 20.3 122.86 19.20
101-500 12 17.4 127.25 19.03

More than 500 12 17.4 127.50 19.17

All subjects'responded to the question on amount of
contact with disabled persons. Table I lists the number

17
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and percentage of respondents in five groups with different
amounts of contact. The mean and standard deviation in
ATDP score for each group are listed.

Analeis of variance yielded an F ratio of 2.11
indicating that there is no significant differences in
attitudes toward disabled persons among the five groups.
This result supported null hypothesis 1 that there is
no relationshipAbetween amount of contact with disabled

persons and attitudes toward disabled persons.

Closeness of Relationship

TABLE II
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF GROUPS WITH VARYING CLOSENESS OF
RELATIONSHIP WITH DISABLED PERSONS AND THEIR MEAN, STANDARD

DEVIATION IN ATDP SCORE

Closeness of

relationship N % Means 8.0 F p
Little contact 23 33.3  103.17 21.14 7.70 _ .001
Moderate contact 31 44.9 120,35 19.25

High contact 5 Ts2 138.40 8.02

Personally disabled 4 5.8 136.25 13.23

Six respondents didn't respond to the.question on
closeness of relationship with disabled persons. The

responses totalled sixty-three. If the subjects chose
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more than one respbnse,lthe'one indicating the closest
relationship with disabled persons was counted. Table II
lists the number and percentage of respondents in four
groups of varying closeness of relationship with disabled
persons. The mean and standard deviation in ATDP scores for
each group are listed. |

Analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 7.70
indicating that there is significant difference at the
.001 level between the respondents based upon closeness
of the relationship. A Newman-Keuls multiple range
comparison found that the respondents who had little contact
had significant lower scores than the other three groups.
No significant difference was found among respondents who
had moderate or high contact or who were themselves
disabled.

Null hypothesis 2 was rejected in this study.

In order to investigate whether multiple relationships
might influence attitudes toward the disabled, the mean
of ATDP scores for twelve respondents who chose two or
three relationships was calculated and listed in Table III.
Using ANOVA to compare with other groups who had only one
relationship, it was found that this group had no

significant difference in attitudes.
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TABLE IIT
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF GROUPS WITH ONE RELATIONSHIP OR
MULTIPLE RELATIONSHIPS WITH DISABLED PERSONS AND THEIR

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION IN ATDP SCORES

Closeness of
relationship N % Means 8.0, F p

Moderate contact 23 33.3 120.96 20.86 1.49 ns

High contact 3 4.5 135,00 8.89

Personally disabled 2 3.0 145.50 9.19

Multiple relation- 12 17.9 127.08 16.05
ships

TABLE IV

ATDP SCORES FOR NONDISABLED AND DISABLED RESPONDENTS

Sample N Means S.D. £ p
Disabled 4 136.25 13.323 1.88 ns
Nondisabled 59 115,19 21.99

Using t-test to compare the ATDP scores between non-
disabled respondents and disabled respondents showed there
was no significant difference between two groups. Table IV

lists the mean ATDP score for each group.

Health Science Versus Other Majors

All subjects responded to the question regarding their

major. Table V lists number and percentage of two groups,
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those with a health science major and those with other
majors. The mean and standard deviation of ATDP scores

for each group are listed.

TABLE V
COMPARISON BETWEEN HEALTH SCIENCE MAJOR AND OTHER

MAJORS IN ATDP SCORES

Majors N 3 Means S.D. z

Health Science 32 46.4 116.88 22.62 0.19 ns

Other 37 53.6 117.89 21.06

Using a t-test to compare mean ATDP scores indicated
there was no significaﬁt difference between the students
who selected a health science major and those who selected
other majors.

The null hypothesis 3 must be accepted.

Comparison of Normative Data

Because the disabled group in this sample was so
small, no comparison with the normative ATDP scores for
disabled groups was made. Table VI lists the mean
and standard deviation of ATDP scores in the present

sample and the normative sample for nondisabled respondents.
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TABLE VI

COMPARISON OF ATDP SCORES OF THE NONDISABLED IN PRESENT

SAMPLE AND ATDP NORMATIVE SAMPLE

N Means S.D. £ p
Present sample 59 115.19 21.09 -1.41 ns
ATDPnorms 549 113.45 22.02

Using a t-test to compare the difference between
the present sample and the ATDP normative sample for
nondisabled groups in ATDP scores, it was found that

there was no significant difference between the groups.
DISCUSSIONS

Since no‘significant relationship was found between
amount of contact with the disabled and attitudes toward
disabled persons, it seems that amount of contact is not
a critical factor for developing attitudes.

Respondents who had a physically disabled friend,
relative or immediate family member had significantly
more?favorable attitudes toward disabled persons than
those who did not know any disabled persons. This
result does correspond to the conclusion of Allport (1958)
that people in our society who know the physically disabled

will show less prejudice toward them. Since no
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significant differences were found between those who had
moderate contact and high contact with disabled persons,
it might be suggested that closer relationships did not
lead to more favorable attitudes.

Hypothesis 1 predicting no relationship between
amount of contact and favorability. of attitudes was . .
supported.. Hypothesis 2 predicting no difference between
closeness of relationship and favorability of attitudes
was not supported. This is an area needing further
investigation. The type of information about the disability
given might be an important factor. The nature of the
contact might influence the attitudes.

No significant difference was found between the
health science majors versus other majors in attitudes
toward disabled persons. This result suggested that
experience in a health science curriculum was not
necessarily more conducive to accepting attitudes toward
the disabled than was experience in other academic
disciplines. Perhaps exposure to the numerous physically
disabled students in Texas Woman's University influenced
both groups. Scores of both health science majors and
other majors were slightly above the normative mean.

The mean of ATDP scores in nondisabled respondents

was not statistically different from that of the ATDP



normative sample. - This suggests that the present sample

was representative of the general population.

24



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to investigate:

1. The relationship between amount of contéct with
disabled persons and attitudes toward the disabled.

2. The relationship between closeness of relationship
with disabled persons and attitudes toward the
disabled.

3. Thd comparison of attitudes toward disabled persons
between the students who selected a health science
major and‘those'who selected other majors.

One hundred and twenty students were selected through

a random sample from 4,443 students enrolled in Summer

Session I of 1982 in Texas Woman's University. Sixty-nine

subjects responded to‘the questionnaire. The response

rate was 57.5%. They were mailed a cover letter, the ATDP
scale, and a personal data sheet. As one envelope was
returned by the post office, the sample size was reduced
to one hundred and nineteen.

The major findings of this study were described as
follows:

25
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The students who had higher amounts of contact did not
have more positive attitudes toward disabled persons
than those who had lower amounts of contact.
Respondents who had little contact with the disabled
had more negative attitudes toward the disabled than
did those who had moderate or high contact or those
who were themselves disabled.
No significant difference in attitudes toward disabled
persons was found among those who had moderate or high
contact with the disabled or who were themselves
disabled. ‘ |
There was no significant'difference in attitudes toward
disabled persons between students who selected a health
science major and those who selected other majors.
No significant difference was found between the

present sample and the normative sample in the ATDP

scores of the nondisabled.

Conclusion

Among many determinants of attitudes, the amounts of

contact itself does hot lead to favorable attitudes

toward disabled persons. Knowing disabled persons can

result in an accepting attitude toward the disabled.

Any personal relationship, regardless of its degree of
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closeness, seemed to be linked to favorable attitudes.
Lack of a personal relationship waé accompanied by less
favorable attitudes.
The students who selected a health science major
showed neither mére favorable attitudes nor more negative
attitudes toward disabled persons than those who selected

other majors. They were slightly above the ATDP norm.

Recommendations

The following recommendations were suggested by this
study:

1. Further research concerned with additional factors
that may influence the attitudes toward disabled
persons is needed.

2. A larger sample of those in the high contact category
and those who are themselves disabled should be studied.

3. Replication of the study, using a larger and more
heterogeneous sample including a wider range of
educational level and occupation as well as male
subjects, would permit generalization of research
findings.

4. Further research to investigate methods of fostering
positive attitudes toward the disabled in educational

or experiential settings would be beneficial.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AMOUNT

OF CONTACT AND ATTITUDES TOWARD DISABLED

Study N Sample Contact measure Attitude measure Results
Baskin, 45 nondisabled 2 point contact Questionnaire on
Herman, 1951 college scale Attitude toward ns
students Cerebral Palsy
Bateman, nondisabled 2 point contact Children rating contact group mo
1962 232 children - scale scale of blind more positive ,
capacity to ‘ than no contact.
perform . Attitude became
more positive
with number of
blind child known.
Chesler, nondisabled 2 point contact ATDP-O positive relation-
1965 320 ccollege scale ship
students
Coggin, 4 point centact ATDP-O ns
1969 68 " scale ’ '
Connine, nondisabled Checklist of
1969 473 public self-described
school pertaining to ATDP-O ns
teachersg personal and
educational
characteristics
Cowen, nondisabled 2 point contact Questionnaire
Underberg, & 68 adults scale measuring ns
Verillo, attitudes
1958 toward blindness

8¢



Study N Sample Contact measure Attitude measure Results
Fischbein, nondisabled 4 point contact ATDP-O positive
1962 30 college scale relationship
students &
clerical
workers
Higgs, disabled & centact rating ATDP-A Or B positive
1962 300 nondisabled index relationship
students &
parents
Human nondisabled 2 point contact ATDP-B positive
Resources adult . scale relationship
Center, 139 female
1962
Rusalemn, nondisabled 2 point contact Adjective check-
1950 . 130 graduate scale list of traits of ns
psych. the deaf-blind
students ness rating scale
Semmel & nondisabled 4 point contact Connotative positive
Dickson, college scale Reaction relationship
1966 426 students Inventory
Siller, nondisabled 3 point contact General acceptan- positive
1964 235 college scale ce measurement #1 relationship
students ' R e ‘
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Study N Sample Contact measure Attitude measure Results
Siller & nondisabled 3 point contact ATDP-0 ns
Chipman, 65 adult & adol. scale
1965
" 11} n u General
Acceptance ns
" measurement #1
11 " n " General
Acceptance ns
measurement #2
" " " " Feeling ns
Checklist
" " " " Social distance
scale ns
Szuhay, nondisabled 2 point contact children's
1961 144 grammar sch. scale picture socio- ns
children metric attitude
scale
Voeltz, 1310 nondisabled 3 point contact acceptance positive
1980 adult scale P scale relationship
Whiteman, nondisabled not discribed attitude to blind- positive
Lukoff, 109 adult ness scale, Emotion- relationship
1962 “al attitude scale
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Study N Sample Contact measure Attitude measure Results
William 212 Turkish 5 point contact

& Guney, college scale ATDP-0O ns
1966 students '

Yuker, nondisabled amount of ATDP~0O ns
Block, & 107 college contact scale

Campbell students

, 1960
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ATDP-B

Please read each statement. carefully and do not omit any
statement. Please indicate how -much you agree or disagree
with each of the statements about disabled people in front
of each statement. Think of disabled persons as those at
a disadvantage because of physical defects regardless of the
specific kind. Put the number from +3 to -3 depending on
how you feel in each case. :

+3: I agree very much : -1l: I disagree a little

+2: I agree pretty much -2: I disagree pretty much
+1l: I agree a little -3: I disagree very much

Please answer every item

~ Response Item
NO.
1. Disabled persons are usually friendly.

2. People who are disabled should not have to
pay income taxes.

3. Disabled people are no more emotional than
other people.

4. Disabled persons can have a normal social
life.

5. Most physically disabled persons have a Chlp
on their shoulder.

6. Disabled workers can be as sucessful as other
workers.

7. Very few disabled persons are ashamed of
theilr disabilities.

8. Most people feel uncomfortable when they
associate with disabled people.

9, Disabled people show less enthusiasm than
nondisabled people.

10. Disabled people do not become upset any more
easily than nondisabled people.

11. Disabled people are often less aggressive
than normal people.



l2.
13.
14.
15,

16.

17

18.

19.

20.

21.

A

23 .

24.

25,

26.

27.
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Most disabled persons get married and have
children. ‘

Most disabled persons do not worry any more
than anyone else.

Employers should not be allowed to fire
disabled employees.

Disabled people are not as happy as non-
disabled ones.

Severely disabled people are harder to get
along with than are those with minor
disabilities.

Most disabled people expect special treat-
ment.

Disabled persons should not expect to lead
normal lives.

Most disabled people tend to get discouraged
easily.

'The worst thing that could happen to a person

would be for him to be very severely injured.

Disabled children should not have to compete
with nondisabled children.

Most disabled people do not feel sorry for
themselves.

Most disabled prefer to work with other
disabled people.

Most severely disabled persons are not as
ambitious as other people.

Disabled persons are not as self-confident as
physically normal persons.

Most disabled persons do not want more
affection and praise than other people.

It would be best if a disabled person would
marry another disabled person.



28.

29 .

30.
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Most disabled people do not need special
attention. ‘ T ‘

Disabled people want sympathy more than other
people.

Most physically disabled persons have different
personalities than normal persons.
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Dear Student:

I am an occupational therapist currently enrolled at
Texas Woman's University. As a master's candidate, I am
writing a thesis about attitudes toward disabled persons
among TWU female students.

I would appreciate your help demonstrated by filling
out the attached questionnaire and demographic data sheet.
All information provided by your responses will remain
confindential. These data will be used in aggregate form,
reported in an anonymous manner.

Your informed consent is necessary for participation
in this study. The Human Subjects Review Committee asked
that these statement be included.

I UNDERSTAND THAT THE RETURN OF MY QUESTIONNAIRE
CONSTITUTES MY INFORMED CONSENT TO ACT AS A SUBJECT IN
THIS RESEARCH.

No medical service or compensation is provided to
subjects by the University as a result of injury from
participation in research.

Please complete the personal data sheet and the
questionnaire and return in the enclosed envelope
within 7 days.

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate the time
and cooperation you give by completing these forms.

Sincerely Yours,

Mei-Fen Yen.O.T.R.
Master of Arts candidate
Occupational Therapy
Texas Woman's University.
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Please read question carefully and do not omit any

questions. Please answer w1th an "x" in front of the
best response. . i

Your major in TWU:

Considering all of the occasions you have talked, worked.
with or in some other ways had personal contact with a
physically disabled person, about how many times has it
been altogether ? Please choose the single best answer.

Less than 10 occasions

Between 11 and 50 occasions

Between 51 and 100 occasions -

Between 101 and 500 occasions

More than 500 occasions
The following questions have to do with the kinds of
experiences you had with physically disabled persons.
Please choose the answer of each experience that applies

to you. If more than one experience applles, please
indicate all that apply.

I have studied about physically disabled persons through

reading, lecture, movie or observation, but I didn't
know any of them.

A friend of mine is physically disabled.

Some relative is physically disabled.( except father,
mother, spouse, or child,sister,brother)

My father, mother, brother, sister, spouse or child is
phy51cally disabled.

I, myself, have a physical disability.
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Ss ATDP Amount of Closeness of
score contact relationship Major
1 61 11-50 0 H
2 100 11~59 0 H
3 110 51-100 0 H
4 139 More than 500 3 H
5 108 Leéé than 10 0 H
6 109 .51-100 0 H
7 146  More than 500 la, 2 H
8 111 11-50 la H
9 137 11-50 la, 1b H
10 136 101-500 . la H
11 93 Less than 10 0 H
12 111 Less than 10 0 H
13 134 101-500 0 H
14 105 11-50 0 H
15 146 51-100 la, 1b H
16 96 51~100 la, 1b H
17 20 Less than 10 0 H
18 140 More than 500 la, 1b H
19 78 Less than 10 0 H
20 121 11-50 la H
21 159 51-100 la H
22 -133 Mdre than 500 1b H
23 119 101-500 la, 1lb H



24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47

114
130
100
124
151
129
123
96

91

118
126
143
112
146
143
96

117
125
110
80

126
152
79

126

101-500
51-100 -
51-100
101-500
More than
101-500
11-50
101-500 -
101-500-
101-500
51-100
101-500
51-100

Y1=50

More than

11-50
More than
Less than
Less than
101~-500
11~5
11-50
Less than

More than

500

500

500
10

10

10
500

la, 1b

o

la

la

la, 1b

la

1b

1b

1b, 1la

1b

la

la

[>T s S = - S = S = o B = o S « v « =

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH
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48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
6.1
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69

142
94
63
119
120
125
118
114
106
108
116
122
142
141
88
99
95
134
138
108
124

146

Less than
51-100
11-50
51-100
More than
More than
Leés than
11-50
11=50 |
51-100
11-50
11-50
51;lOO
Less than
Less than
101-500
More than
More than
Less than
11-50
Less than

51-100

500
500
10

10

10

500

500

10

10

la
1b
1b

1b,

la

la

1b,

3

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH

NH -

NH

NH

NH
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“O":

I have studied about physically disabled persons
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through reading, lecture, movie or observation, but
I didn't know any of them.

"la": A friend of mine is physically disabled.

"1b": Some relative is physically disabled. (expect father
, mother, spouse, sister, brother or child)

"2": My father, mother, brother, sister, spouse or child
is physically disabled.

- "3": I, myself, have a bhysical disability.

"H": A health science major

"NH": Not a health science major
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