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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

With the emergence of rehabilitation as a social movement in the 

twentieth century, a new step toward emancipating the human potential 

of the disabled is being realized. Achievement of this objective, 

however, requires that public and private attitudes toward the handi

capped permit him to participate in society. 

At present, this participation is not evident, for in our society, 

attitudes toward the disabled are still markedly ambivalent. This is, 

perhaps, made clearer when one is conscioiis of the tremendous emphasis 

placed upon physical fitness as an ultimate value. Good health and 

bodily perfection have become so prized and such an integral part of 

the national life style, that millions of dollars are spent annually 

in the areas of education, advertisement and medical care; all with 

the eijqjlicit intent of attaining some affluent level of fitness. The'̂  

result is a belief that disability is a function of inadequacy and" 

precludes the possibility of a productive life. Yet, at the same time, 

/ 

we pity the disabled person and are prone to entangle him in a network 

\ of help which only encourages dependency. It seems that the ambivalence 

is also characterized by ambiguity. 

But, these public attitudes ultimately reflect the emotional state 

of individuals. It is an understanding of attitudes toward the dis

abled at this level which will eventually result in the achievement of 
1 



the rehabilitation goal--"helping the disabled to attain his maximum 

level of adequacy in work, love, play and social relations" (Gellman, 

I960). I 

Purpose and Scops of the Report 

<>/ •' 

The basic purpose of this study is to investigate attitudes to

ward disabled persons, A new technique for measuring these attitudes 

is to be introduced. In addition, consideration will be given to the 

social desirability response set as it affects the measurement of 

attitudes toward the handicapped. The study will be limited to a 

population differentiated on the basis of the amount of contact had 

with the disabled. 

Review of the Literature 

The review of the literature pertinent to this study will include 

the three areas of: (l) research on the use of the semantic differen

tial technique in attitude measurement, (2) the social desirability 

response set, and (3) attitudes toward the disabled. Each will be 

presented separately. • 

Semantic Differential 

The literature reveails no previous attempt to use the semantic 

differential technique as a method for measuring attitudes toward the 

disabled. It has, however, found application in other areas of at

titude assessment. Nunnally, et. al, (1958) used the semantic 



differentiail to obtain an indices of attitudes toward mental health 

professions. Brinton (I961) employed the technique in a stud:/ of 

attitudes toward capital punishment. Eisdorfer, et. al, (I96I) used 

it in comparing attitudes toward old age and mental illness while 

Hasek, et, al, (1962) found the technique useful in measuring at

titudes of education students toward teachers. 

Krieger (I963) introduced a control for social desirability 

response set into a semantic differential designed for use with per

son concepts. She submitted 1,200 adjectives to 1̂ 5 undergraduate 

college students and had them rate the adjectives as to their social 

desirability using a method developed by Edwards. A median and quar-

tile were computed for each adjective and the total number ŵ ere sub

mitted to judges so that they might pick out as many anton3rms as 

possible. A total of eighteen pairs as obtained and as balanced for 

social desirability because the bipolar adjectives defining the scale 

were matched for median favorableness. The scale was used by two 

groups of subjects, fifty-two hospitalized psychiatric patients and 

forty non-patient subjects. Their task was -to describe three concepts: 

(1) a doctor, (2) a patient in a hospital, and (3) myself. Examination 

of the data revealed that only partial control for social desirability 

had been attained. It was concluded that the introduction of a control 

for social desirability in the semantic differential makes the scales 

more sensitive to subject differences. 

Social Desirability 

In 1953» Edwards was concerned with the relationship between the 



judged desirability of a trait and the probability that the trait 

would be endorsed. From Murray's discussion of needs, he drew a 

total of 140 personality trait items and had them rated by 152 sub

jects with instructions to judge the degree of social desirability in 

each item. The data indicated that the probability of endorsement of 

an item increased with the judged desirability of the item. 

In a study done by Goldstein (i960) an attempt was made to study 

the role of social desirability in attitude research. The major 

hypothesis of the study stated that changes in response to a question

naire containing propaganda materials would reflect the subject's need 

to describe himself in a socially desirable or socially undesirable 

light rather than any basic change in attitude. The hypothesis was 

substantiated and the suggestion was made that future attitude studies 

should control for social desirability. 

Taylor (I96I) investigated the influence of social desirability 

on attitude items and attitude scale scores. He drew items from six 

attitude scales and found that the median social desirability value of 

an item was highly correlated with the probability that the item would 

be endorsed. This finding led Taylor to the conclusion that many 

interscale correlations which have been reported are due to the social 

desirability variable. 

To discover -vriiether anonymity has any influence on self-descriptions, 

Edwards (1957) administered the Interpersonal Checklist to two groups 

of students. It was his contention that the anonymous group (they did 

not put their names on the test) would be more frank in their evaluations 



than the other group. The correlations did not support the hypothesis 

and the results were interpreted as showing that assurance of anony

mity does not eliminate nor drastically change the tendency to en

dorse socially desirable items. 

Whereas other investigators of the social desirability variable 

have dealt mainly with groups, Kogan (1962) studied its presence among 

individuals. His finding with a population of alcoholics showed that 

this response set was also a valid dimension for individuals. 

Attitudes Toward the Disabled 

Arnholter (1962) found that the Goodwill Industries staff work

ing with the disabled are more accepting of the handicapped than either 

the professional workers of other agencies or the staffs of competitive 

industries working with nondisabled persons. However, of all the 

groups Arnholter tested the disabled workers of Goodwill Industries 

were the least accepting, including workers in competitive industries, 

Yuker, et, al. (I960) reported that experience with disabled people 

was positively related with scores obtained on the Attitudes Toward 

Disabled Persons Scale. 

Bell, (1962) conducted a study in which he attempted to explore 

the relationship of attitudes held by rehabilitation workers toward 

the disabled and those held by other members of a hospital team not 

in close personal contact with the disabled. It was also his ob

jective to test the hypothesis that rehabilitation workers woxild ob

tain higher scores on the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons Scale 



than a group of nondisabled employees who had minimal contact with 

disabled persons. 

To test this hypothesis. Bell used a poptilation of 110 subjects 

distributed in the following wayi Group A, 40 rehabilitation workers; 

GjTOup B, 30 hospital employees not in close personal contact with dis

abled persons but with either a family member or friend who was dis

abled; and Group C, 40 hospital employees with no contact at all. The 

subjects were administered the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons Scale 

individually with complete anonymity assured. 

The results of the chi square analyses showed that the mean score 

of Group B was significantly greater than the mean scores of either 

Group A or Group C, but there was no significant difference between 

Group A and Group C. Therefore, Bell concluded the hypothesis was not 

supported. 

In a study of attitudes toward blindness, Whiteman, et. al, (1964) 

administered a questionnaire to 65 students of the New York School of 

Social Work and 58 Hunter College evening students. They attempted to 

tap four aspects of attitudes toward blindness: (l) general orienta

tion toward blindness, (2) the perceived attributes of blind people, 

(3) public policy toward blind persons, and (4) readiness for inter

action with blind people. Consensus was found between the two groups 

on the first, third, and fourth aspects •vrtiile significant differences 

were found regarding the second. 

In an article by Gellman (i960) dealing with attitudes toward 

rehabilitation of the disabled, stress was placed upon: (l) the social 



role of the disabled, (2) the treatment approach, and (3) community 

acceptance. Social attitudes toward the disabled,-^e contended, re-

fleet socialization patterns which emphasize the barrier between the > 

disabled and the so-called normal. The handicapped_individual Is i 

taught to assume the role of a "disabled person" and acquires, in the 

process, behavioral and attitudinal characteristics which separate 

him from the majority culture. In effect, society prepares the dis

abled person to accept a negative social role. 

Treatment approaches of professional rehabilitation personnel 

display, according to Gellman, semi-prejudicial attitudes which 

correspond to the status consciously or unconsciously accorded disabled 

persons. For the counselor who sees himself as an omnipotent header, 

there is a deep conviction of superiority. And, his approach to 

counseling is characterized by unwillingness to have the patient parti

cipate as an individual in the counseling process. 

This is in contrast to the more beneficial approach of the coun

selor who believes that disabled persons are valuable and can parti

cipate in society- Gellman feels this must be the predominant ap

proach to therapy, for it is only when the patient is an active instru

ment in his own rehabilitation, that he will be able to help himself 

to assume a more satisfying social role. 

Finally, Gellman deals with the community's acceptance of the 

disabled. He sees a gap between organized efforts and the attitudes 

displayed by individuals. He points out that despite the encourage

ment of agencies, the disabled person still finds it difficult to gain 



puirposeful employment. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, it is deemed neco.'',5,ary to present 

a definition of terms. There is one and it is as follows: 

1, Attitude Score, This term will be used throughout this study 

to refer to the sum over all evaluative ratings for a concept 

on the Semantic Differential instrument. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The methods and procedures utilized in this study will be de

scribed. The selection of the population will be explained. Choice 

of instruments as well as the rationale and construction of the se

mantic differential will be presented. Testing procedures will be 

outlined. Methods of statistical evaluation will be summarized. 

Finally, hypotheses to be tested will be set forth. 

Population 

The total population in the study was composed of forty-five 

students from Texas Technological College divided into three equal 

groups. The general criterion for inclusion into one of the groups 

was the amount of contact had with disabled persons. A further 

delineation of this criterion was made. 

Acceptance into Group 1 required that an individual not be dis

abled himself nor have either a member of his family or a close personal 

friend who was disabled. These fifteen subjects were assumed to have 

the least amount of contact with disabled persons. 

The fifteen subjects in Group 2 were accepted on the considera

tion that, though they were not disabled, thqy had had direct and 

extended contact with disabled people because of a family member, a 

personal friend, or Interaction through work ejqserlence. Group 2 

then, was comprised of IndlTlduala viho had some significant relation

ship with the disabled, 

9 



10 

For inclusion into Group 3» It was necessary that the subjects, 

themselves, have a disability. No restriction or limitation was im

posed ooncemlng the kind of disability for the nature of this study 

was not to Investigate attitudes toward a particular disabling con

dition. Therefore, Individuals with a variety of handicaps were in

cluded. These types of disability ranged from congenital blindness 

and amputation to hearing loss, polio and traumatlo amputation. 

Instruments 

Three instruments were utilized in this study. The Attitudes 

Toward Disabled Persons Scale (ATDP) was chosen because It is the 

only instirument reported in the literature as giving an index of 

attitudes toward disabled persons. The Edwards Social Desirabi

lity Scale (ESDS) was employed as a measure of the Influence of the 

social desirability response set. The experimental Instmment, the 

Semantic Differential (SD), was devised and designed by the investi

gator to offer a further measure of attitudes toward the handicapped. 

Discussion of the three Instruments will follow under separate 

headings. 

Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons Scale 

As part of the research program at Abilities, Inc., Albertson, 

New York, the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons Scale (ATDP) was 

developed for the purpose of measuring attitudes toward disabled 

persons (Yuker, et. al.. I960). As initially eoneelved, this 

,''̂-
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instirument was intended to meas\ire the attitudes of disabled persons 

toward themselves and the attitudes of nondisabled persons toward the 

handicapped. 

The rationale which forms the basis of the ATDP emanates from a 

dualistio cultural view of the handicapped indiridual. On the one 

hand, is the notion that the disabled person is "different from" the 

nondisabled. This leads to the suggestion that the disability ipso 

facto pervades the individual's total personality and Influences cer

tain characteristics which are separate frcan the disability. The 

other view holds that, although the disabled person may be limited 

in some areas, in general, he is not significantly different from the 

nondisabled individual. 

The design of the ATDP implicitly assumes a direct relationship 

between attitudes of acceptance of the disabled and attitudes that 

the disabled person does not differ significantly from the nondisabled. 

This wo\ild result in a high score on the ATDP, In a negative sense, 

attitudes of non-acceptance or prejudice bear a direct relation to 

attitudes that disabled persons are different from nondisabled and this 

would res-ult in a low score on the ATDP, 

In validating this scale, Yuker, et, al,, (I960) administered 

the instrument to both a disabled and nondisabled population. They 

hypothesized the following: (1) Disabled persons would score higher 

on the test than physically normal college students, and (2) Among 

college students with close personal contact with the disabled, 

scores would be higher Indicating greater acoeptance of the disabled. 
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The difference between groups was found to be significant at the ,001 

level. This supported the hypothesis. 

Reliability studies consisted of test-retest and a measure of 

equivalence for both disabled and nondisabled subjects, A test-retest 

coefficient for the disabled group (132) was ,76 and for the physi

cally normal college students (76) the coefficient was ,70, The co

efficient of equivalence for the disabled group was .76 and for the 

nondisabled it was .78, 

In order to test whether the nondisabled subjects were en

dorsing the statements on the Instrument according to their social 

desirability, seventy students were given the Edwards Social Desira

bility Scale (ESDS) with the ATDP. The product-moment correlation 

coefficient was not significantly different from zero which led 

Yuker, et, al. (i960) to the conclusion that the ATDP did not measure 

social desirability. 

The psychometric nattire of the ATDP was studied further by 

Siller, et^ &1^ (1964), They administered the Instrument to IIO3 

school age people and subjected the results to a factor analysis. 

Interpretation of the data showed that further construction should be 

done on the ATDP and consideration given its assumption on the 

dimensionality of attitudes. 

The administration and scoring of the ATDP is accomplished in 

much the same way as other group tests. Responses to statements on 

the scale are made by indicating the extent of agreement or disagree

ment with each of the twenty items using mmibers which range from +J 
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to -3.^ 

Edwairds Social Desirability Scale 

The Edwairds Social Desirability Scale was the result of the re

search Allen L, Edwards (1953, 1955, 1957) had done on the social 

desirability in two interrelated ways. In the first instance, it 

has reference to the social desirability scale value of personality 

statements. In the second instance it has reference to the tendency 

of subjects to attribute to themselves, in self-description, state

ments with a socially desirable scale value and to reject those with 

socially undesirable scale values. 

The development of the Edwards Social Desirability Scale (ESDS) 

started with 150 items from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory, These items were then submitted to ten judges who were 

asked to respond to each in a socially desirable fashion. For 79 

of these items, complete agreement was found among the raters. These 

79 items thus attained became the first social desirability scale. 

Later analysis of the original scale reduced it to 39 items. 

This modification was based on those items which showed the greatest 

differentiation between a high and low group in terms of social 

desirability scores on the 79 item scale. It is this modified test 

that has been employed in this study to obtain an index of the social 

desirability response set. 

Reference may be made to Appendix C for the complete instructions, 
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Semantic Differential Insti-ument 

Before considering the construction of the semantic differential 

used in this study, a brief outline of the rationale underlying the 

technique will be given. Each will be presented separately. 

Rationale. The semantic differential had its origins in research 

on synesthesia (Karowskl, et, al,. 1942), In this study, it was 

fovind that the process of translating from musical stimulus to visual 

response could be described as the parallel alignment in thinking of 

two or more dimensions of experience. These dimensions were defined 

in terms of polar opposltes. Deriving from this earlier work, Osgood, 

et, al, (1955» 1957) formed a logical basis for the semantic dif

ferential technique. Briefly, this rationale is as follows: 

1. The process of description or Judgment can be conceived 
as the allocation of a concept to an experiential con-
tinuiun, definable by a pair of polar terms (Osgood, et, 
al.. I960), 

2. Many different experiential continua, or ways in which 
meanings can vary, are essentially equivalent and hence 
may be represented by a single dimension (Osgood, et. al,. 
I960), 

3. A limited number of such continua can be used to define 
a semantic space within which meaning of any concept can 
be specified (Osgood, et^ al^ I960), 

The interpretation of this rationale into a quantitative measure 

is best explained by an example. Each item (pairing of a specific 

concept with a specific scale) presents the following situation: 

CONCEPT 

polar term X t t t t : : polar term Y 

Ti7 T27 157 157 137 T ^ TTT 
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In each instance the scale positions have already been defined for the 

subject in the instructions (see Appendix A) as: (1) extremely X (2) 

quite X, (3) slightly X, (4) neither X nor Y, (5) slightly Y, (6) quite 

Y, and (7) extremely Y, Thus, judgment of concepts involves assigning 

a "score" value to one point on the seven step continuum. 

Construction of Experimental Scale, The construction of the 

semantic differential utilized in this study required the selection of 

concepts and scales. The function of the concept is to serve as the 

stimulus to which the subject reacts by checking the rating on the 

scales. What may serve as a concept is, therefore, practically infinite 

and the nature of the problem ultimately determines the kinds of con

cepts which will be sampled for inclusion in the instrument. In this 

study seven concepts relating to disability were chosen from an oilgi-

nal list of twenty-five drawn firom Roget*s Thesaurus. They represent 

a cross section of the types of disabilities common to all. In ad

dition to these disability concepts, three others were included in 

the instrument. They are: (1) "Me," "An Adjusted Person," and (3) 

"Normal Person." 

Three criteila, as outlined by Osgood, et. al. (I960), were em

ployed in the selection of scales. They were: (l) factorial composi

tion, (2) relevance to the concepts being Judged, and (3) semantic 

2 
A more definitive discussion of the rationale briefly presented 
here can be found in: C. £. Osgood, G, J, Suci, and P. H. 
Tannenbaum, The Measurement of Meaning, (Urbana, University of 
Illinois Press, 1957), pp. 1-30, 
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stability. Scales from the three factors consistently identified by 

Osgood, et, al. (1957) as the evaluative, potency and activity factors 

were included. However, since the evaluative factor was shown to 

give an index of the attitudinal dimension of the semantic space, 

only these ten scales wore scored and given consideration in the treat-

ment of the data,-̂  The function of the other scales was to mask, some

what, the intent of the instrument. 

The semantic stability for the concepts and subjects utilized in 

the study was another criterion governing the selection of scales. 

Since the subjects were to Judge "people concepts" with the semantic 

differential, the scales were chosen for their ability to exact con-

notative Judgments about the concepts. 

For the purpose of scoring consistency, the unfavorable poles of 

the evaluative scales (e. g., unsociable, sick, pessimistic) have 

imifonnly been assigned the score "1" and the score "7" for the 

favorable poles (e. g., sociable, healthy* optimistic). Scoring 

simply requires summing over all evaluative ratings to obtain the 

attitude score. 

Testing Procedure 

Although instructions for taking the tests, order of presenta

tion, and testing time were the same for all groups, it was not 

Reference may be made to Appendix A, The evaluative scales 
are the odd numbered ones. 
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possible to maintain the same constancy in the physical setting. Since 

it was not possible to test the population in groups, the tests were 

taken individually. Some of the subjects took the test in the Psycho

logy Building on the campus of Texas Technological College while 

others took it at private residences. However, none of the instruments 

utilized had a specified time limit and did not require an intensive 

amount of concentration, so this minor irregularity in standard prac

tice was not viewed as having an adverse effect on the outcome of the 

study. 

Statistical Procedure 

Four statistical methods required by the design of the study were 

employed in the treatment of the data, A Pearson product-moment cor

relation coefficient was calc\ilated for fourteen variables across fif

teen observations in each group. This same procedure was applied to 

a combined group of fourteen variables across forty-five observations. 

These four correlation matrices were obtained through the use of the 

1620 computer using the Burdsal Correlation-Program. The Analysis of 

Variance: One-way Classification and a t-test were used to test the 

significance of the differences between means. And, the partial 

correlation coefficient was used to obtain the significance of the 

residual relationship between two variables where the common in

fluence of the third is removed. The fommla for calculating the 

partial correlation coefficient is: 
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'12.3 . ^'' " ' » ' " 

i (l-r,,^) (1-r ^) 
13 23 

A t-test may be used to test whether the coefficient is significantly 

different from zero. The required t is: 

^̂ 12,3 

N N-3 

Hypotheses 

After a review of the literature and consideration of the results 

others had obtained in the investigation of attitudes toward the dis

abled, the following hypotheses were established for testing: 

I, There is a significant difference between responses for the 

groups on the two measures of attitudes toward the disabled. 

II, The influence of the social desirability response set is signifi

cantly different for the three groups, 

III, The scores on the Attitudes Towai'd Disabled Persons Scale are not 

significantly related to the social desirability response set. 

IV, The attitude scores on the Semantic Differential are significantly 

related to the social desirability variable, 

V, Attitude scores for the disability concepts of the Semantic Dif

ferential are significantly related to scores on the Attitudes Toward 

Disabled Persons Scale, 
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CHAPTER III 

FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATION 

Each hjrpothesis set forth was tested. The findings pertinent to 

the hypotheses and the interpretation of the results will be presented. 

They will be discussed separately. 

Findings 

The first hypothesis stated that the groups were significantly 

different with regard to measures of attitudes toward the disabled. 

Analysis of the data revealed two findings relevant to this hypothesis. 

For the ATDP, an analysis of variance of scores supported the hypothesis 

(see TABLE 1), The F-ratio was significant, 

TABLE 1 

Analysis of Variance: ATDP Scores for Three Groups 

'mmh 
Between 

Within 

Total 
a 
significant at .01 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

3554.18 

9222.40 

10776.58 

DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 

2 

42 

44 

VARIANCE 
ESTIMATE 

1777.09 

171.96 

F = 10.33* 

For the Semantic Differential, only the attitude scores derived from 

ratings on the "Physically Disabled Person" concept gave support to 
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the hypothesis (see TABLE 2). The F-ratio obtained suggests a signi

ficant difference does exist between the three groups. 

TABLE 2 

Analysis of Variance: Attitude Scores for the Physically 

Disabled Person Concept for Three Groups 

SOURCE OF SUM OF DEGREES OF 
VARIANCE SQUARES FREEDOM MfMl 

a 

Between I26I.38 2 63O.69 

Within 2029.74 42 48.33 

Total 3291.12 44 F = 13.05 
a 
significant at .01 level 

However, these F-ratios do not delineate the nature of this dif-

ference for, the S^ (within-group variance) is restricted to the case 

where k=3 (there are three groups). When these same data are analy

zed with a t-test of the significant difference between means for 

independent samples (the partic\ilar case of S^^ which occurs when k=2), 

the quantitative nature of the difference is revealed. Referring to 

TABLES 3 and 4, it is evident that, for the three groups, the dif

ference for both measures is basically the same. 

TABLE 3 

A t-Test for Mean Differences Between 

Groups on ATDP Scores 

Variable 

ATDP 

1 * 2 ^^°"f I^^N^S 

Level of ^ Level of 
t S-ltr t Sis 

.988 ns 4.242 .001 

t 

3.695 

2 A ^ 

Le^|l of 

.001 
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TABLE 4 

A t-Test for Mean Differences Between Groups for 

Attitude Scores of SD Physically 

Disabled Person Concept 

Variable 
Phy, Dis, 
Per. Con. 

1 & 2 
Level of 

t Sie 

.657 ns 

GROUP PAIRINGS 
1 & 3 

Level of 
t Sie t 

1.796 ,05 2,006 

2 & 3 
Level of 
Sie 

.05 

The second hypothesis stated that the influence of the social 

desirability variable was significantly different in the three groups, 

An analysis of variance yielded a significant F-ratio in support of 

the hypothesis (See TABLE 5), 

TABLE 5 

Analysis of Variance: ESDS Scores for Three Groups 

SOURCE OF 
VARTAMCE 

Between 

Within 

Total 

SUM OF 
SOUARF-S 

241,38 

1137,93 

1379.31 

DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 

2 

42 

44 

VARIANCE 
ESTIMATE 

120.69 

25.86 

F = 4.67^ 

significant at ,05 level 

The third hypothesis stated that there was not a significant 

relationship between ATDP scores and social desirability. The 
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correlation of ATDP scores and the ESDS as presented in TABLE 6 did 

not support the hypothesis. 

CORR 

r 

TABLE 6 

Correlation: ATDP Scores with ESDS Scores 

GROUP 1 

.7^^ 

for Three Groups 

LtVfiL 6^ 
SIG GROUP 2 

,005 .674 

Wdj 6P 
SIG 

,005 

LEVEL OF 
GROUP 3 SIG 

.505 .05 

The fourth hypothesis stated that attitude scores on the Semantic 

Differential were significantly related to social desirability. Al

though the hypothesis was not substantiated (see TABLE 7), the tirends 

warrant some consideration. 

The fifth hypothesis stated that attitude scores on the Semantic 

Differential disability scales were significantly correlated with 

ATDP scores. This hypothesis was not supported (see TABLE 8), Here 

again, however, the findings warrant further consideration, 

TABLE 7 

Correlation: Semantic Differential Attitoide Score 

and ESDS Scores for Three Groups 

CONCEPT ON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS WITH ESDS 

DOT̂ SNTIAL ^^^^ °̂  ^ ^ ^ °̂  ^-^^ °̂  

A Deaf-Mute ,634 ,01 ,082 ns ,181 ns 
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TABLE 7—continued 

CONCEPT ON 
SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL 

Me 

Cripple 

Spastic 

Blind Person 

Adjusted Per 

Moron 

Insane Per 

Normal Per 

Phy Dis Per 

Correlation 

GROUP ] 

.645 

.506 

.607 

.169 

.239 

.045 

.221 

.568 

.738 

CORRELATION 

: Semanti 

Disability Concepts 

CONCEPT ON 
SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL 

A Deaf-Mute 

Cripple 

Spastic 

Blind Per 

Moron 

Insane Per 

Phy Dis Per 

GROUP 

.837 

.641 

.503 

.376 

.338 

.617 

.827 

"^mt '̂ 
.005 

.05 

.01 

• ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

.025 

.005 

TABLE 8 

COEFFICIENTS ̂ ^TH ESDS 

GROUP 2 

.701 

-.110 

.057 

-.017 

-.066 

.106 

-.406 

.̂ 55 

.237 

1 

SiG GROUP 3 

.005 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

.05 

ns 

.032 

.118 

.261 

,107 

.303 

.221 

.397 

.233 

.232 

c Differential Attitude Scores for 

and ATDP 

CORRELATION 

_1_ 
L E ^ O F 

.01 

.01 

ns 

ns 

ns 

.02 

.01 

Scores for Three Groups 

COEFFICIENTS ^^TH 

GROUP 2 

.114 

.206 

-.128 

.034 

-.235 

-.178 

,236 

LEVEL OF 

• ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ATDP 

GROUP ^ 

.222 

.301 

.092 

.240 

.179 

.152 

,395 

SIG 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

LEV|̂ ,̂ OF 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 
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Interpretation of Data 

Within the limits imposed by the population and design of this 

study, the data reveal several important inteiprotations that could 

lead to a better understanding of attitudes toward the disabled. The 

F-ratios and t-ratios obtained in support of the first hypothesis (see 

TABLES 1, 2, 3» and 4) indicate that the variance in response to the 

two measures is due to some difference between the groups. 

Despite the fact the three groups were originally differentiated 

on the basis of amount of contact had with disabled persons, the quan

titative nature of the difference implies that, for the population 

studied, attitudes toward the disabled cannot be attributed to any 

exposure to handicapped people. That Group 1 (normal subjects with 

the least amount of contact) and Group 2 (nonnal subjects with some 

contact) differ significantly from Group 3 (disabled subjects), but 

not from one another, suggests only that there is a quantitative dif

ference in attitudes toward the disabled between those that are handi

capped and those that are not. This interpretation is in accord with 

the findings of Bell (1962), but seems to refute the contention made 

by Yuker, et_j. aJU_ (I960). 

That only the "Physically Disabled Person" concept of the Semantic 

Differential gave support to the hypothesis, suggests that this general 

concept tended to be ambiguous for the population. That is to say, 

it maintained semantic stability for all the subjects and therefore was 
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representative of the differences existing between the groups. 

In general, the data support the contentions of Edwards (1953. 

1957), Goldstein (I960), Taylor (1961), and Kogan (1962), The social 

desirability response set' does seem to have a significant influence 

upon the measurement of attitudes. The significant F-ratio obtained 

in support of the second hypothesis of this study (see TABLE 5)t sug

gests that its effects are manifested differently in the three groups, 

but the data indicate that it varies in the same manner for both 

attitude measures. 

Although the correlation coefficients for ATDP scores with ESDS 

scores are positive and significant for the three groups (contrary 

to the hypothesis and contention of Yuker, et. al. I960 ), there is 

evidence of a trend for the influence of the social desirability re

sponse set (see TABLE 6) which also offers a qualitative explanation 

or interpretation for the effects contact with disabled persons has 

on attitudes toward the disabled. Since the three groups were dif

ferentiated on the basis of this contact, these data seem to indicate 

that the influence of social desirability varies inversely as the 

amount of contact with the handicapped increases. 

Inspection of the correlational results for Semantic Differential 

attitude scores with ESDS (see TABLE 7) demonstrates more vividly this 

inverse ratio and its qualitative implications. In Group 1, six of 

the ten coefficients are significant, and none of them are signifi

cantly related in Group 3» The inverse trend in these data is more 
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pronounced than with the ATDP and it can be clarified on the basis of 

the theory proposed by Edwards (1957), 

As Edwards (1957) stated, the social desirability response set 

can refer to the social desirability scale value of statements, or it 

can refer to the tendency of subjects to attribute to themselves and 

others, statements ^ich reflect socially desirable values. Both of 

these contentions seem applicable here and offer a basis for inter

pretation. 

For Group 1, this suggests that the subjects with the least amount 

of contact with the disabled tend to endorse the socially desirable 

end of the Semantic Differential Scales for six concepts (see TABLE 7), 

This is interpreted as meaning that these subjects were reluctant to 

give an "honest" indication of their feeling about these six "person" 

concepts. Despite the assurance of anonymity there was a "need" to 

show an external indication of acceptance for self (the "Me" concept) 

as well as the disabilities represented by the concepts: (l)"Deaf-

Mute", (2) "Cripple," (3) "Spastic," and (4) "Physically Disabled 

Person," That this same "need" was not manifest concerning attitudes 

toward: (1) "Blind Person," (2) "Moron," and (3) "Insane Person," may 

be indicative of societal norms different from those which may have 

influenced responses to concepts concezming the other four disabilities. 

As mentioned earlier in this paper, in a society which places as 

much stress on bodily perfection as ours, it seems almost a certainty 
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that physical imperfections will cause some revulsion for the ordinaiy 

citizen. Yet, since we are an "humanitarian" society this inward revul-

sion comes in conflict with our outward desire to help and we are prone 

to mask our true feelings because of a possible guilt complex. Thus, 

the influence of the social desirability response set upon the three 

concepts: (l) "Cripple," (2) "Spastic," and (3) "Physically Disabled 

Person", may reflect the ambivalence the society, as a whole, bears 

toward physical anomalies. 

That a measure of the social desirability response set was not 

significantly related to the concepts, (1) "Blind Person," (2) "Moron," 

and (3) "Insane Person," suggests a lack of ambivalent feeling, but 

does not preclude the possibility of a societal influence. 

In the case of blindness, we are all consciously aware of a 

nationwide education program designed to acquaint the citizenry with 

the disability. Blindness is a "popular" disability, something we are 

all familiar with and the lack of a significant relationship between 

the "Blind Person" concept and the social desirability response set 

reflects this familiarity. It is reflected in the sense that subjects 

in Group 1 were not hindered by an adverse societal norm from giving 

a true feeling response to the "Blind Person" concept. 

That the social desirability response set was not evident in 

response to the "Moron" and "Insane Person" concepts, may reflect, 

again, a pervading societal attitude toward these disabilities. In 

spite of educational attempts, as a society, there is still an aiora of 
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mysticism surrounding the lack of intellectual functioning and mental 

illness. From this societal frame of reference, the lack of a rela

tionship between these two concepts and social desirability for Group 1 

may be interpreted as showing the lack of a sanction upon this group 

to respond in a socially desirable manner. In short, the societal 

prejudice allows for a true expression of feeling. 

In Group 2, the influence of the social desirability variable was 

evident for only two concepts (see TABLE 7). This is interpreted as 

showing that while these individuals may demonstrate a desire to at

tribute to themselves (the "Me" concept) and to nonnal persons (the 

"Normal Person" concept) socially desirable characteristics, there 

was no compulsion to do the same for disabled persons. Since all of 

the subjects included in this group. Group 2, had had some personal 

relationship with the disabled, it seems reasonable to interpret 

these data as an indication that their attitudes were based on perso

nal experience rather than on a pervading societal norm. In one 

sense they were objective. 

There seem to be two possible explanations for the fact that 

none of the correlation were significant for the third group (see 

TABLE 7). On the one hand, these subjects may also have used ob

jective criteria in judging other disabled persons as well as them

selves. On the other hand, since they were all disabled they may have 

had a closer identification with the handicapped than the other two 

groups vho were composed of "normals," 
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In the broadest sense the findings relevant to TABLES 5, 6, and 

7 seem to suggest, that for the population studied, as contact with 

the disabled increases, attitudes toward the disabled tend to be 

based more on objective and personal criteria than preconceived and 

prejudicial notions characteristic of societal norms. The trends in 

the data suggest, at the very least, that the importance of the social 

desirability response set becomes less significant in the expression 

of attitudes towaid the disabled as contact with the handicapped in

creases. 

The lack of a significant relationship between attitude scores 

on the Semantic Differential and scores on the ATDP (see TABLE 8) 

intimates that the two instruments do not measure the same dimension 

of attitudes toward the disabled. However, before this can be dis

cussed, an explanation should be offered for the fact that four of 

the Semantic Differential attitude scores for Group 1 were signifi

cantly related to the ATDP. 

In order to ascertain whether these significant relationships 

were due to the influence of social desirability, a partial correlation 

was computed. As the results in TABLE 9 show, the residual relation

ship between two of the attitude scores on the Semantic Differential 

and ATDP scores were not significant after the common influence of 

the social desirability response set had been removed. The fact that 

three of the concepts, "Deaf-Mute," "Physically Disabled Person," and 

"Insane Person" remained significantly related to ATDP cannot be 
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explained adequately by the design of this study nor by the statistical 

methods utilized. An artifact in the data looms as a possibility and 

as an area for further research. ̂  

Despite this anomalous occurrence, the trend in the data suggest 

the Semantic Differential and ATDP are measures of a different aspect 

of attitudes toward the disabled. Inspection of the two instruments 

(see Appendices A & C) suggests that the ATDP is concerned more with 

the "treatment" of disabled persons while the Semantic Differential 

places emphasis upon personality, social, and physical concomitants 

attributed by others to disabled persons. The Semantic Differential 

exacts connotative Judgments which, therefore, may be more personally 

prejudicial in nature ̂ ile the ATDP is concerned with the outward 

social manifestations of possible interpersonal- relations with the 

Usabled. 

TABLE 9 

Partial Correlation: The Residual Relationship Between 

Attitude Scores on SD Disability Concepts with ATDP 

Scores when Social Desirability is Removed 

:ONCEPT ON P./̂ TIAL r: SD & ATDP 
SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL ^ 12.3 

\. Deaf-Mute .705 3.439 .01 

Cripple ,458 1,782 ns 

Spastic .273 1.869 ns 

^ y Dis Per i602 2.659 .05 

Since the a t t i t u d e score for t h i s concept was not s igni f icant ly re la ted 
-o the ESDS (see TABLE 7) , the p a r t i a l correlat ion was not an appropriate 
j t a t i s t i c . 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CC»JCLUSIONS '•' 

The observation has been made that attitudes toward the disabled 

are markedly ambivalent in our society. This is b^ieved to be-a 

deterrent to the total positive effect rehabilitation could have on 

the lives of the disabled,J In order to understand the nature of these 

attitudes, this study was conducted with the hope that, in its small 

contribution, another step could be taken toward the attainment of 

the rehabilitation goal—"helping the disabled to attain his maximum 

level of adequacy in work, love, play and social relations (Gellman, 

I960)," 

This study is summarized in the following section. The summary-

is followed by a conclusion and a suggestion for further research as 

revealed in this investigation, 

Summairy 

Three instruments, the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons Scale. 

a Semantic Differential, and the Edwards Social Desirability Scale 

were administered to three groups of college students differentiated 

on the basis of the amount of contact had with disabled persons. The 

findings indicated that contact was not, for this population, a signifi

cant factor in determining a quantitative difference in attitudes 

toward the disabled. The implications for the social desirability 
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response set were discussed both for the population and for the instru

ments utilized. The two measures of attitudes toward the disabled were 

compared. No dear relationship appeared to exist. 

Conclusion 

The results of this investigation demonstrate a need for the con

trol of the social desirability response set in studies of attitudes 

toward the disabled. The social desirability variable also offered 

some significant findings as to the qualitative differences in at

titudes toward handicapped. Indications were present that the Attitudes 

Toward Disabled Persons Scale needs further investigation as to its 

probable merit. The Semantic Differential used in this study re

vealed flexibility characteristics which offer promise for its further 

use in studies of attitudes toward disabled persons. 

Implications for Further Research 

A different method of scoring the Semantic Differential could be 

introduced where each scale is "weighted" in terms of its evaluative 

factor loading for the concepts being Judged, This would require a 

preliminary factor analysis. In addition, the introduction of scales 

from the other factors identified by Osgood, etj, al^ (1957) would pro

vide additional information on the meaning of the concept being Judged. 
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Appendix A: The Semantic Differential Instrument 

DIRECTIONS 

The purpose of this study is to measure the meanings of certain 
things to various people by having these people judge these things 
igainst a series of descriptive scales. In taking this test, please 
aake your judgments on the basis of what these things mean TO YOU. 
)n each of the ten pages in this first test, you will find a concept 
,in capital letters) and beneath them each a set of 20 scales. You 
ire to rate the concept on each of these scales in order-

Here is how you are to use these scales: If you feel that the 
:oncept above the scales is VERY CLOSELY RELATED to one end of the 
icale, you should check as follows: 

fair J[_: : : ; ; j unfair 

^air : : : ; : ._x_ unfair 

:f you feel the concept is QUITE CLOSELY RELATED (but not extremely), 
•ou should place your "X" as follows: 

strong :J^: : : : : weak 

strong : : : : i_X_: weak 

:f the concept seems ONLY SLIGHTLY RELATED to one side as opposed to 
he other, then check as follows i 

active : : X : 

active : : : 

: : passive 

X ; : passive 

f you consider the concept to be NEUTRAL on the scale, then you should 
lace your "X" in the middle space: 

safe ; ; ; X : : : dangerous 

PLEASE, MAKE EACH ITEM AN INDEPENDENT JUDGMENT, Work at fairly 
igh speed, do not puzzle over any item for it is the immediate "feeling" 
bout the items that we want. On the other hand, please do not be care-
ess for we also woiold like to have your true impressions, THANK YOU.. 
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Appendix B: The Edwards Social Desirability Scale 

DIRECTIONS 

On this test we would like to answer each question either TRUE or 
FALSE by placing a "T" for true or an "F" for false in the blank 
preceding each question. 

1. Jfy hands and feet are usually warm enough. 

2, I am very seldom troubled by constipation. 

3. I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job. 

4. Most any time I would rather sit and daydream than to do 
anything else. 

5« Ify family does not like the work I have chosen (or the work 
I intend to choose for my life work). 

6. }ty sleep is fitful and disturbed. 

7. I am liked by most people who know me. 

8, I am happy most of the time, 

9. Criticism or scolding hurts me terribly. 

10. It makes me impatient to have people ask my advice or other
wise interrupt me vriien I am working on something important. 

11, I have had periods in which I carried on activities without 

knowing later what I had been doing, 

12, I cry easily, 

13. I do not tire quickly, 

14, I am not afraid to handle money, 

15, It makes me uncomfortable to put on a stunt at a party even 

when others are doing the same sort of things, 

16, I frequently notice my hand shakes when I try to do something, 

17, It does not bother me particularly to see animals suffer, 
47 
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18. I dream frequently about things best kept to myself. 

19. W parents and family find more fault with me than they should, 

20, I have reason for feeling jealous of one or more members of my 
family, 

21, No one cares much what happens to you, 

22, I usually expect to succeed in things I do, 

23. I sweat very easily even on cold days. 

24, When in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the right 
things to talk about. 

25» I can easily make other people afraid of me, and sometimes do 

for the fun of it. 

26, I am never happier than when alone, 

27. Life is a strain for me much of the time. 

28, I am easily embarrassed, 

29. I cannot keep my mind on one thing, 

30, I feel anxiety about something or someone almost all the time, 
31. I have been afraid of things or people that I knew could not 

hurt me, 

32, I am not unusually self-conscious, 

33« People often disappoint me, 

34, I feel hungry almost all the time, 

35, I worry quite a bit over possible misfortune, 

36, It makes me nervous to have to wait, 

37, I blush no more often than others, 

38, I shrink from facing a crisis or difficulty, 

39, I sometimes feel that I am about to go to pieces. 



Appendix C: The Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons Scale 

DIRECTIONS 

Following are several statements to which we would like an indication 
of your agreement or disagreement. This is to be accomplished by 
using numbers which range from +3 to -3 as follows: 

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

Please place your number choice in the blank provided. 

1. Parents of disabled children should be less strict than other 
parents. 

•'2, Physically disabled persons are Just as intelligent as non-
disabled ones. 

3. Disabled people are usually easier to get along with than 

other people. 

4. Most disabled people feel sorry for themselves, 

5. Disabled people are the same as anyone else. 

6, There shouldn't be special schools for disabled children. 
7. It would be best for disabled persons to live and work in 

special communities. 

8. It is up to the government to take care of disabled persons. 

9, Most disabled people worry a great deal. 

10, Disabled people should not be expected to meet the same 
standards as non-disabled people. 

11, Disabled people are as happy as non-disabled ones. 
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12. Severely disabled people are no harder to get along with than 
those with .minor disabilities. 

13, It is almost impossible for a disabled person to lead a normal 
life, 

14. You should not expect too much from disabled people. 

15. Disabled people tend to keep to themselves much of the time. 

l6, Disabled people are more easily upset than non-disabled people. 

17. Disabled people cannot have a normal social life. 

18, Most disabled people feel that they are not as good as other 
people, 

19, You have to be careful of what you say when you are with dis
abled people. 

20, Disabled people are often grouchy. 


