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" ABSTRACT

Collage students who have nn physical disability often
avoid contact with physically disabled students due to negative
attitudes, lack of social skills, and social anxiety. As many
architectural barriers are being removed from institutions of
highe1* education, contact between disabled and non-disbaled
students is expected to increase. ” ’

In order to improve the quality of social interaction, a
_better understanding of attitudes is needed and the components
of effective interpersonal behavior of both physically disa-
bled and able-bodied students need to be iderntified. This se-
ries of studies is a preliminary examination of variables which
facilitate or hamper interaction between disabled (wheelchair
users) and able-bodied students in college and university set-
tings. The behavior and attitudes of disebled and 2ble-bodied
students were assessed to 1) understand stereotyping, 2) deter-
mine the components of effective interpersonal behavior between
disabled and able-bodied students and 3) develop a measure of
self-efficacy in relating to disabled students.

In Study 1, 194 able-bodied students were tested to deter-
mine stereotypes of physically disabled students. Subjects in-
dicated traits which characterize either male or female college
students who are either ‘confined to a wheelchair or have no phys-
ical disability.

In Study 2, the components of effective interpersonal be-
havior between physically disabled and able-bodied students were
investigated. Disabled and able-bodied college students were
interviewed in order to generate a list of common social situa-
tions and interpersonal behaviors in academic settings. Based
on this 1list, an objective questionnaire was designed. Behaviors
of physically disabled and able-bodied students were included.
This questionnaire was completed by 24 disabled and 45 able-
bodied (31 of whom had had significant contact with disabled
people and 14 of whom had not) co@lege students in order to deter-
‘mine which social situations occily frequently, and which behav-
ors of disabled and able-bodied students are appropriate or in-
appropriate.

The objective of Study 3 was to develop a measure of self-"
efficacy in 'interdcting with physically disabled college students.
136 able~bodied studenis completed, in addition to some other
measures, a 49 item self-efficacy questionnaire in 1 of 4 exper-
imental conditions: interaction with a male or female college
student.who is either confined to a wheelchair or has no phys-
ical disability. Preliminary psychometric information on this
measure is presented.-

The implications of the results for the design of valid
sccial skills training programs to facilitate interactiocn between
physically disabled and able-bodied students are discussed.




Stereotyping-Trait Attribution

The purpoese of this study was to find out
about stereotyping of physically disabled (wheel-

chair user) college students.

Method

100 able-bodied colleze students were ad-
ministered 2 adjective checklists. One checkligt
consisted of 85 socially desirable traits, the
other of 85 socially undesirable ones. Subjects
completed the checklists in one of &4 experimental

—Tconditionsx stimulus person pnysically disabled
(wheelchair userj male, disabled female,. able-
bodied malz and ?ble-bodied female college student.
A second group of 94 able-bodied stddents was
tested under the same conditioﬁs: however, a
second set of traits were used. Thus, data are -
avaiiable §n 170:socially desipable and 170 un-
;desirable traits. Traits from Anderson's (1968),

- Wiggins' (1979) and Conte and Plutchik's (1981)

lists were used.




Results

ueztion 1s When able-bodied students make trnit aturlhutlonq about di:gbled
and able-bodied male and female college students, which ig the more salient
grouping variable, gender or disability?

Table 1
Number of Socially Number of Socially
-Desirable Traits in Undesirable Tralts in
.Common Common
Stimulus ~  Disabled Able-bodied Disabled Able-bodied
Person Female Male g Female Male
Disabled Male
Obgerved Frea. 16 ' 7 ‘ 17 3
Expected Freq' (9098) (13-02) (11'61) (8'39)
Ablevbodied Female .
Observed Freq. 20 ko : 1 1o
Expected Freq. (26.02) (33.98; (6.39) (4.61)
= 8.89, df = 1, p <0k %2 = 1£.79, df = 1, p 4001

Angwer 13 For both socially desiracle and undesirable tralts. disability is
more important than gender.

uestion 2: How do able-bodied college students perceive disabled male and
female college students, compared to able-bodled studgnts?

Table 2
N )
Mean Number of ‘Socially lrean Number of Socizlly
‘ . Degirable Traits Undesirable Traits
Attributed . - Attributed
To: " Disabled Able-bodied Disabled Able-bodied
Fales ’ 22.99 31,78 27.42 23,70
Femszles ' 27.20 33.13 20.99 20.39
1
ifales Females, pe-001 - ' Males > Females, D <001
Disavled "< Able~bodied, p «.001- Interaction, p <.05 _
~Iiteraction, p «.05 Dis. Males > AdDle. Males>
Dis. Males ¢ Dis. Femaleg . Able. Dig. T7emal.es = Able.
¥vales = Able. Females, p < .01 v ) : . Femalss, &t < .05 .

Answer 2: Disabled students are seen less positively than able-vodied <tudénté.
Disabled male students are seen both more nega»lvely and less posivively than
any other group.

o



what cxtent are the interpersonal charateristics attributed to

§uestimn 31 Mo r i
Toablod students similar to those attributed to able-bodied students?

g Table 3
55- . Wiggins' (1979) Circumplex Model of
Ty N a7 Interpersonal Traits
o, A \;g\' R
' é?b, o ﬁﬁ x wf_Able—bodied Maleg and Femalesy»
ey, 2 @@Pgﬁ Disabled Males & Femalirs, p .05
4@..L k “¢$ N & = Disabled Males and Femalps
N 0 both > Able-bodied Maleg and
\\\\ R Females (p < +01). Numbers in
o //’ 28 brackets are social desirability
czw«mg&nuus’"k' \\ RLS: LM - MREEAEAE: values. The higher, the better.
' {2 , o (7.9
YR
d$§o & ka&w
3 L %,
.\‘Sﬁ\ 5 (:’:,:;;"ﬂ{
Kjif 2 “t,
. ’V\l'}! ..(J\Y
o=
=%
it
- Table 4
<
%é M Conte & Plutchik's (1981) Circum-
a = plex Model of Interpersonal Traits
> 3 > c ;
E?W g S dﬁ” % = endorsed by » 40% of Ss for’
% g ) both Male and Female Ahle-
SR . NG ,53 bodied students, and by « 39%
b &% T A R for either Male or Female Dis-
7" cf’v‘u@ﬁwl"h abled students.
“;LfaﬁA & = As in above note, but for
0 | DEPENDRBLE(S3C) Disabled and Able-bodied
: e ZHSY GOING (417) _ students, regpectively.
. © o :3“5 (?,\.'"J‘/ “"QDPL\TUL"D(S"r) ¥ = & = endorsed by 5 407 of
c e / ¢ Ss for both Male and Female
VETT e 270 ' Abla-budied and Disabled
Oa™ PP & 3tudents.,
Al &, :
@¥>?¢iﬁif§ b Numbers in brackets are social
ég ° - desirability values (Anderson,
N;Ddf o 1968). The higher,,the better.
SR & ‘

13
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Answer 3: When interpersonal traits are characterized in a circumplex fashion,
it is evident that disabled and able-bodied students are seen not only as
very different, but as having "opposite" characteristics. Furthermore,
characteristics attributed to disabled students are less socially desirabdle
than those attributed to able-busdied students. These findings are highly -
robust: they are based on 2 different circumplex modéls of interpersonal
characteristics, on 2 different samples of subjects and on 2 different

methodologies.
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Quaation 4 What gpeclflc traltyg are commonly attributed te digabled, but 1ot

orans e sty it 1 s 8 VO

but not ts digabled students? Wrat tralts do both groups have in common?

Table 5 ' \

e

Traits Attrihuted ty Abloe-bodied Students

" | . . s . » 1, PO me Able-
* To Male & Female Digabled To Roth Disabled and Able- To Mule & Female
Stﬁdentgk(But Not to "Able- bodilerl M%le & Femzile bodied Studeats (But Not

bodied)™ Students to Disabled)
Socially Desirable Traita
1 uiet 63% 1 Mature 63% 1 Capabln 77%
2 gonest 49% 2 Hard-working 60% 2 Talka o< 23%
3  Gentlehearted bs#z 3  Likable 57% 3 Outgoi.g sO%
L softhearted bs%# 4  gelf-disciplined 53% 4 Sociable ‘ LO?
5 Non-egotistical ' 43% 5  wWell-mannered . '51% 5  Fun-to-be-vilh $8%
&  Undemanding I:0% -6  Good-natured Loz 6  Provd . 8%
‘ 7 Polite bég 7 Desirabie © 7%
8 Good-~looking 57%
9 Self-assured  56%
10  Attraccive 53%
11 Intelligent 53%
12  Amusing 51%
13  Bright 517
14 Curious 51%
i Decent Lo
16 Independent Lg%
17  Optimistic 4o%
18 Easy-going - 489
19 Aggressive k79
20 Energetic Lo%
21 Humorous b7%
22 Hapoy b
23 Popular ) L3%
24 pependable b2g
Undesirable Traits
1 Isolated 80%
2 Lonely 76% ,
3 Helpless 75% . None
L Silent 73%
s Depressed 69%
€ Unpopular £8% .
7  Distant 607 1  Loudmouthed 62
8 shy 60% 2 Conceited 59%
9  Unappealing 55% 3 Demanding 55%
16 Unsociable 55% L Argumers tive 517
11 Nervous S4% S5  Over-confident 51%
12 Unaggressive 53% 5 Phony Loz,
13 Insecure 517 7  Complair 1 . 497
14 Dependent Lga . 3 3ossy 479
15  Unhappy ~ 495 - 9  Self-centered U47%
1 gt

Only those, traits which were endorsed by > 40% of Ss for both malas and fe- |

~ male disabled students and by 4 39% for either male or female able-bodied |
: a?udents'are,included. -

Only those traits which were endorsed by " 40% of Ss for all 4 stimulus
ersons. »

As in 1 above, but for able-bsdied and c¢.icabled, respectively.

Answer 41 Fewar socially desirable and more socially undegirable words were
commonly attributed to disabled than to able-bodied students. In addition,

while a few socially desirable traits were common to both disabled and able
bodiad siudents, none of the undesiranle traits were Common té both grouns.

Clearly the stereotypes of disabled =a1d of able-~bodied: students are very
different. :

s
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Conclusions

Disabled studentsg, both males and females, are perceived as having
characteriétics that are not only different from those of able~bodied’
students, but élso less socially degirable; disabled maley are seen espe-
clally negatively. Indeed, the disabled - able-bodied distinctlon iag =o strong
that it ovcr-r;;e even the eirects of sex-roie stereotypes.

Disabled students are chalacterized as aloof, i:atroverted, lazy, subd-
missive, ingenuous, and unassuming. These characteristics are “he "opposite"
of thoye attributed to able-bodied studentsigregarious, extroverted, ambi-
tious, dominant, arrogant and calculating. As people usually like and seek .
out similar others, 6ne would expect able-bodied students to avoid or limit
their contact with disabled classmates. Preconceptions can influence inter-
action if it does take place. As steréotypeé tend, to persist in the absence
of exposure to cortradictory evidence, information on factors which facili-

tate interaction is needed.




Sjtuations and Behaviors

Goals

The poals of this study were to identify
1) commonly occuﬁing situations involving
physically disabled and able-bodled collese
students (dating was n t included; this is the
subject of one of our ongoing stu&ies), and
2) frequent appropriate and inappropriate
social behaviors b? disabled and by able-bodied

students in each situation.

Method

Disabied and able-~bodied callege students
were.interviehed in order to generate a list of
commoun social situations and interpersonal beh-
aviors in academic setiings. Based on this list,

- a lengthy obqective questionnaire was designed.
Behaviors of phzsignily disnbled and able Podied
sgudents were included. The quesiionnaife WAS
completed by 24 disabled and 45 able-bodied
college and university students (31 of whom had
had significant contact with disabled people and
Lt of whom had not). Some subjects (30%) had
alreéay left college. Subjects rated (on & point
scales) how often each of 51 social situations
occured and how often various behaviors by both
able hodied and disabled students occured. For
eacﬁ behavior, subjects a2lso fnced {on 5 point

scales) the appropriateness of each response.



.
Results
Quastion lt What are the snlinnt agpectuy of the ugample?

Table |

sample Characterinticn

=====:!=:1:1:::::':-':!::’.::‘::’::==r:====:ﬂ::‘=‘.‘:='.:.:::::::::::::===:l=.':==:::=======:::‘::":=::=:’:===’_':==
. Digabledt Able-bodied , Able-bodied
with Contact Without Contact
Male Female wle  Female pole Femnle

# of Ss _ Bt 10 10 21 8 6 "
Age (x) 28 28 28 28 33 20
Years Disabled

x 12 23

Range 2-29 Ll
Disabled Friends

X 1.8 1.4 1.6 1.6 0 0

% .Who Have 50%  70% 78%  70% o 0
Able-bodied Friends .

N : 6-6 9-6 9.}‘1’ U'.é 7.5 8.5

% Who Have 100% 100% 1200% 100% 100% 100%
Disabled Acquaintances

X 14,4 6.5 . 8.7 2.8 .6 1.3

% Who- Have 93%  90% 100% 80% Lo#  67%
Volunteer_with Disabled 29% 50% 80% 584 0% 0%
Have DisabledrRelative3 0% 0% 10% 197 0% K 0%
Comfort Level withu

Disabled Students 3.65 3.10 3.5 4.2# 3.33 3.00

Able-bodied Students 3.85 3.00 . 2.80 3.95 4,29 3.50

Wheelchair users - miscellaneous disorders.
Subjects who eitlier have a disabled friend or close relative or wno have
worked as volunteers- with physically disablcd people
3 Immediate family.
Ratings from 1 to 6. The higher the more comfortable.

1
2

Answer 1i: All students in the sample had spent a minimum of 1 year at col-
lege. The majority of respondents were in their late twenties. For disabled
college students, this is not unusual. Many disabled students 1) have spent
years in special facilities for the disabled, 2) finished their high school
diplomas by taking correspondence courses, J3) spent lengthy stretches of time
hospital, thereby interrupting their education, and 4) have taken 'a reduced
academic load in college. Since able-bodied students who have had contact
with disabled students were, for the most part, svlicited Dy the disabled
subjects, it is hardly surprising that they would be of similar age. The
able-bodied subjects whc have had little or no contact with disabled students
constitute an ad-hoc comparison group. This group was included for hypothesis
generation, and not as a true "control" or comparison group.

Disabled students, like the :° .-bodied, have many more able~bodied %han
disabled friends. They also are Jjust as comfor<able with able-budied as with
disabled students. Thus, the notion that, "Disabled people prefer %o be with

" their own kind," certainly appears %o be untrue, at least for college stude:ts

2
a

N
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Question 2awhat are the poychometric proporbties ol tho questionnalree?

[

Pablo 2

Pnychomutfic Dnta

Criteria : Spegrman's 2 1 )
Tegt-rotest Reliability (12 Social Situatlons) + 799 . 405
Ranking of Frequencles of Social Sltuations
Aule-bodied Student Inltiates Behavior (19 Situntions)
By Disabled Male and Female Subjects - « 794 4,01
By Able-bodied Male and Female Subjects with Contact.824 <;01
By Disabled and Able-bodied Subjects with No-Contact .853 <, 01
Disabled Student Initiates Behavior (32 Situations)
By Disabled Male and Female Subjectg . Thls <. 01
By Able-~bodied Male and Female Subjects with Contact . 604 <. 01
<.01

Bu Digabled and Able-bodied Subjects with No-Contact .720

1 spearman's Coefficient of rank correlation.

‘Answer 21 As thls was an exploratory, preliminary measure, little psycho-
metric information was obtained. Test-retest reliability and rankings ‘of
the frequencies of social situations.suggest that this aspect of the measure

is reasonably reliable.

11



Quoation }n Do ablo-hodled gtndunta know what bohaviors by ablo-badlad peopla
Towinrd dlnablod pouple ave appropriata? Do dignblad stdanbln know what beo-
haviora by diasnbled prople townrd able-bodied atudants ava appropriate?

T\hlv 3

— ¢ o—— [ [—— s s ok s e 42 o e Al g s + et

Rulltlonxhipx A oung Anpzopxilrnnn.x Ratinga ot Froquent Bohaviora

(R RS Rt R R

R e R L LAt R T R L I A T R I e e DAL AL R I AR AR LA ER AR ERAREE AL A R

: , . Abla-bodind 33 Ablo-bodied 5y
Ratingn by - wlith Contact without Gontact

Nohaviors of Able bodiéd'Studnnta

Dianbled So JOlLnn 809"

Behaviors of Disabled Students

e

Disahled Ss e L7lLME 700 !
Pearson r valueg. df = 29 for bﬂhnviorq of able-bodied students, df = 26 for
behaviors of disabled students .
* p < .0l

Angwer 3 Disabled students and able-~bodied students agree on what consti-
tutes appropriate behavior by both groups.

%uestion‘*' In frequent social situations, how appropriate are common
. behaviors? . . ’

I

" Table 4 ,

Social Appropriateness of Frequent Behaviors

o Disabled Able-bodied Able-bodied
Ratings by: : Ss Ss with .Ss without
Contact Contact

Behaviors of't

Able-bodied Students '

% . L,91k L.bs2 4,913
SD ( «314) ( .922) . ( +8135)
Disabled Students
X ) %.707 4.309 4,500
SD , . ( .361) ( .481) ( .5%7)

}

- 3cores range from 1-6. The higher, the better,

Answer 41 Frequent behdviors, by both disabled and by able-bodied students,
are socially .appropriate. For each of the frequent social situations, a vari-
ety of appropriate rTesponses by able-bodied and disabled students asxist. A
manual (*Disablad - Able-bodied Student Interaction™)of f*nqpent social situ-
ations and behaviors (w1th soc*al aporopriateness ratings by disabled and by
able vodied students) is sresen 1y ueing prepared.

9
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qQuestion § 1 Wnat sccial interactions between disabled and able-bodied students_

occur often?

Table. 5

Frequent Soclal Situations

®4® Nniet A = Able~bodied Student D = Disabled Student #i##*

Social Situation

10,

11

12

..13

'iy

15

16~

17

18

"abled student) wheellng toward hlm/her. \

. to track down an obscure reference for his/her English paper.

A (able-bodled student) is walking down the corrldor and sees D (dis-
\

A (able-bodied student), D (disabled student) aﬁd some classmates want
to go out for dinner. The question of +ransportation comes up.

A and D are havxng a deep dlscusslon about -their llVeS-

.A and D are falkxng»xn a corrldor. A casually rests hls/her hand on.

one of the handlesg of D's wheelchair.

AN

D is tr"ng to move hls/her wheelchalr up one step. A grabs the chair
and sta.is to pull. . .

D has just agked-A for helyp to reach a pencil sharpener on the wall.

A and D are having a deep discussion about thelr lives. A has Just
asked D, "What's it like to be handicapped°“

The cafeteria is half full., There are people ‘sitting alone. Some class-

mates of D's are sitting in 'a group at one of the tables. D has Just
bought a coffee and wants some company.

D is trying to sharpen his/her pencil. The sharpener on the wall is
too high for him/her to reach. A is nearby.

D, one of A's classmates; is trying to move hls/her wheelchalr up
one step. S/he is concentrating on what s/he's doing. A is walking
down the stairs.

The library is on the third floor and there-is no elevator. D needs

In class, A notices that D is sitting alone. A joins D.

A and .a group of students are talklng about dates. sex and sports.
D arrlves.

Having Joined a group discussing dates, sex and sports. A asks D,
“"Are you going out with anyone special?"

‘A and D are talking in the corridor. Noting that D has- to look up,

A sits down on the floor.

D hag been told by A, someone s/he just met. "I see you're in a “wheel-

chair. How long have you been 11ke that° What's wrong with you?*"

A and D are passlng each other in the corridor. A waves a cheery

hello, musses D's hair and says, “See you later "

A and a group” from hls/her c¢lass are planning to attend a campus get-
acqualnted party. A is organizing the students in his/her class.

~ Everyone seems to be going. D arrives as the discussion progresses.

19 -

A and D just met in the cafeteria. A tells D, "It's redlly very

- courdgeous of you to continue your education in spite of all the
‘difficulties. How did you make it against such great ddds?"

Continued



Tabie 5 (cont'd)

Rank . Social Situation

20 A and some classmates are planning to go out and get drunk to cele-

brate the end of exams. Everycnu 1s talking about which bar to go -
when D arrives.

21 A is sitting with some friends in the cafeteria. D whom A doesn't
know well comes and ioins the group. They are introduced and shortly
thereafter everyone Leaves. A has 15 minutes before class.

22 _A:ls organizing the students in the class to meet at a campus -

acquainted party..D told A that s/he doesn't intend to go,» A inc sts
that D attend. R

23 A insists on helping D move his/her wheelchair up a step, even though
D has said s/he could manage alone.

24 A and D have been assigned to work together on a project.

/

Ranks are based on frequency ratings by both able-bodied students who have'
had contact with dlsabled .people and by disabled students.

Arswer 1 The situations listed above encompass both "typical College"

SOCLalSLtuatlonq as well as situations relating specifically to disability
(eg., transportation, help. cur1031ty, and concerns about the wheelchair).

Conclusions -~

Results show that disabled students tend to be older than the "average"
college student. They feel’comfdrtable with able-bodied students and, like
the able-bodiéd sub jects, g;ve many more able-bodied than disabled friends.’
At least for collége students, the notion that disabled people prefer "their

own kind" appéafs to be untrue. »

Frequent behaviors by both ;ble—bodied ahd disabled students were
found to be socially appropriate. In -addition, disabled and able-bodied
students‘agreed on -what appropriate béhaQiors are by both groups. This <
'_éuggesté that lack of knoqudgé about what constitutes effective behavior
;is'not a likely cause of social strain. Nevertheless, invéstigatiqn of
knowledge of appropriate behavior in a more typical "“college age" sample

seems warranted. We are, at present, investigating this issue.

&
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Self-ef

B

ficacy Interacting

Goals

The purpose of this study was to develop a
a measure of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) in inter-
acting socially with physically disabled students in

academic settings.

Method

hh? item‘self-éfficacy quéstionnaire wasg de-

Asigneq. Item selection was based on interviews and
the literature. Two scores are de;i?ed from this

" measures ievel of Self-efficacg (% of items subjects
indicate they can do comfortably) and Strength
(degree of certainty (10-100) in being able to do
each task comfortably) 136 able-bodied college ‘
students were administered this questionnaire in .
one of 4 experimental conditions: stimulus person
physically disabléd (wheelchair user) male, dis-
abled female, able-bodied male, able-bodied female
college student. Only ratings of same-sex stimulus'
personsg were made. Those who completed the quest-
ionnaire in the 2 disabled conditions also com-~
pleted the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons (ATDP)
Scale (fuker:et al., 1970) and answered questions '
concerning: 1) previous contact with disabléd'
people and 2) comfort interacting with physicélly

disabled and with able-bodied college students..



Results

cuestion i

answer 1,

B 3

Zow reliable is the juestionnaire?

Level? Strength’
Disabled
sale 948 L5L9
Female .580 .990
Able-bodied :
lale «977 +3€0
remale 540 .970
; 3pearman-3rown r. values.

Level = number of tasks subjec< can do comforzably.

3 trength = degree of confidence (10-100) in being able

to do =ach task.

The questionnaire is internally consistent.

= ===

suestion 21

Table,

Zow valid is the questionnaire?

2

Discriminant validity I: Ratings of Self-effl:acy in
Interacting with Disabled and with Able-bodied Students

malé
Female

Leval of Self-efflcacy1

Strength of Self-erficacy?

pisabled Able=-vodied
79.55 7€.065
20.32 7G.24

Disabhed Lestadia

58,4k

n

ranges from 20 -to 41l/cell.

tests. All comparisons n.s. .
5Ihe higher the gcore, the more tasks subject was able to co.
The nigher the score, the more confident in being able <o do tasks.

Table 3

X

Discriminant Validity Ii: Ratings.of Self-efficacy in
Interacting with Disabled Students by Able-bodied Students
With and #¥ithout Contact with Disatled People

~ale
Female

Level of Self-efficacy

‘gentact. No«Contact
7757 78.00
37.00 63.47

3trength of 3Jalf-arfficacy

zonzact " No-Zontact
€7.64 9
) .

1
70.00 49

A ranzes from .15 <o 22/cell.
Interaction, 94 .05 S i
Temales with Contacty Famales
with Mo-Zontact, » < .01
wales with Contact = Halas wi-sn
Jdo-Contact,

-~

TeSe

sontact» JNo=~Lon%tact, p 4 .05

4 rangss from 14 %o Zl/cell.

Inzarac=vion, 2¢ W05 -
Females with Contact » Femalas
with No-JontacTt » < .0l

vales with Zontact = .alss wizh

NC=ICRTACT, fe3.

-

(
5



Table L

Concurrent Validity: Correlations with Other ileasures

Comfort Comfort
with with Able-
1 1 2 Disabled bodied
Leval Strength ATDP Students Students
Levell \ L 790% - 114 212 174
Strength’ 828w 154 . 4095 -.009
ATDP? oL . 335% " .063 .186
Comfort with - »
Disabled3 Z
Students « 313 « 303 .217 o 7Q Qs
Comfdrt with .
Able-bodied o : : o
Peafson r values. »

?cores of Males above and of Females below the diagonal.
Level and Strength of ‘Self-efficacy with disabled students.

2 Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons (Yuker et al., 1970)..
Ratings from 1-6. The higher, the more comfortable.

"Answer 231 Validity data indicate some discfiminant and concurrent validity,
but only for females ~

Conclus’ions

A preliminary step was made in the development of a measure of, Self~-
efficacy in interacting with physically ‘disabled students. Further work
(e.g., alteration of demand'characteristics. item and factor analyses)
néeds to be carried out. The discrepancies between the response patterns

- of able~bodied male and female subjects warrant additional investigation.
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CONCLUSIOI

The results of Study 1 showed that disabled studen<s,
poth males and females, are perceived as having character-
istics that are not only different from those of able-bodlied
students, but also less socially desirable. Disatled males
are seen especially negatively.

Disablad students are oharacterized as aloof, introverted,
lazy, submissive, ingenuous, and unassuming. These character-
istics are the "opposite" of those attributed to able-bodied
students. As people usually like and seek out similar others,
one would expect able~-bodied students to aveid or limit their
contact with their disabled classmates. Preconceptions can
influence interadtion if..it does take place.

. The quality of social interaction is governed by numecous
variables. In order to better understand factors which fucil-
itate or hamper social interaction beween disabled and
able-bodied students, information on 1) the types of social
situations which occur frequently and on 2) the nature of ap-
propriate behaviors by both disabled and able-bodied students
is needed. B

In the second study, we obtained extensive infog@ation
on these two variableg. In stark contrast to the dismaying
findings of the study on stereotypes, in Study 2 we found
that not only did,disabled and able-bodied subjects agree
about what are appropriate behaviors by Yoth groups, but that
frequent behaviors by both disabled and .able-bodied students
are socially appropriate. It should be noted, however, that
our sample of able-bodied students was by no means repreaent-
ative of college students in general. We are, therefore,
presently investigating knowledge of appropriate social
behavior in a more typical college sample.

The literature, with some notable exceptions (e.g., Kleck,
Snyder), is largely anecdotal. Nevertheless, numerous reports
suggest that social interaction between ~able-bodied. and
.disabled people is by no means as trouble free as is suggested
"by our data. Therefore, we intend to examine actual social
behavior, -rather than rely exclusively on self-report. The
manual that emerged from Study 2 (frequent social situations
and frequent and infrequent appropriate and inappropriate
"behaviors by both disabled and able~bodied students? should be
useful in the development of a set of externally valid role-
play scenes and an empirically bzsed coding and scoring system.
The manual should also be of use in preparing inexperienced
able-bodied and disabled students for interaction.

" Should social behavior between able-bodied and disabled
. students be found to be problematic, the factors responsible
should be investigated. In addition to lack of knowledge
concerning what is or is not aporopriate, poor. social skills
may be due to 'response inhibition’caused by factors such as
1) faulty perceptions (e.g., stereotypes), @ social-evaluative
anxiety, and 3) cognitive variables, such as expectation of
negative consequences, negative self-statements, and feelings
of being incapable (lack of self-efficacy). Qur attempt to
~devélop measures of -stereotyping, of self-efficacy, and of
knowledge of appropriate social tehaviors are part of the
investigation of factors which hamper or facilitate -social
interaction bYetween able-bodied and disabled college students.
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