DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 136 467 EC 093 187

AUTHOR lazar, Alfred L.; And Others

TITLE Attitudes of Handicapped and Non-Handicapped
OUniversity Students on Three Attitude Scales.

INSTITUTION California State Univ., Long Beach. Dept. of

Educational Psychology.
SEONS AGENCY Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (DHEW/OE),
Washington, D.C. ‘

PUB DATE 76
GRANT G00~-74-02794
NOTE 22p.; Paper presented at the Annual Conference of the

California Educational Research Association (55th,
Burlingame, California, November 18-19, 1976)

EDRS PRICE MF-30.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage. :

DESCRIPTORS Adjustment (to Environment); Attitudes: *Attitude
Tests; Personal Adjustment; *Physically Handicapped;
Post Secondary Education; *Social Adjustment

ABSTRACT '
The attitudes of 26 physically haundicapped and 26
nonhandicapped university students were compared in terms of social
adjustment, instructional goals desired, and acceptance/rejection of
handicap. Ss were administered three instruments: the Is of Identity,
a measure of social adjustment; the Preferred Student Characteristic
Scale, an evaluation of affective and cognitive attitudes toward
instructional goals; and the Attitude Toward Handicapped Individuals,
a scale of attitudes of acceptance or rejection. Results indicated
that the two groups did not differ in their social adjustment or in
their attitude towards the concept of "handicapped". The handicapped
students were found to be more cognitive directed and the
nonhandicapped, more affective directed. (CL)

e 3 3 e ko ok 3ok o o 3k 335 o ok ok ok o ok 3k ok ok 3k ek o o o ok o e e 3k ok ok e ok o ok o ook 3 e 3k ok ok ek ok ok ok ok ok ok ok Kk ok ok ok ok K
* Documents acquired by BERIC include many informal unpublished *
* paterials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* yia the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that ¢can be made from the original.
e o 3 o o 3ok ok ok o o o 3k i o 3 o o 3k o ek ok o ok o 3k o 3ok 3k o e o 3k e o 3k o e 3k o Kok 3k o 3 3 o ok o 3k ok o e ok ok e sk ok ok ok




ED136467

S
D

55th Annual‘Conference

_CALIFORNIA EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION
Burlingame, California
November 18 - 19, 1976 O DUCATION & Wo AL TH.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EQUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS 8 =
OUCED EXACTLY as RECEIEVNEDRE:Z%
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOY NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENY OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR PoOLICY

ATTITUDES OF HANDICAPPED AND NON-HANDICAPPED
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS ON THREE ATTITUDE SCALES

Alfred L. Lazar
George D. Demos
Larry Gaines
David Rogers

Mary Stirnkorb

(This investigation was supported in part by BEH |
Grant Number G00-74-02794/Project Number 451AH60850.
The opinions and conclusions stated in this paper
are those of the authors and are not to be construed

as official or necessarily reflecting the policy of

the Bureau of the Educationally Handicapped, USOE,
HEW.)

Department of Educational Psychology
- CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY LONG BEACH
Long Beach, California 90840




Attitude measurement and study has become a vital area
of concern in special education. A select review of some
sixty attitude studies in special education tends to support
the fqllOwing observations and conclusions: (1) most of the
studies focused on specific categorical groups per se, (2)
many used what might be calléd "virgin instruments" in that
data about reliability, wvalidity, and norms was often not
reported or lacking, and (3) finally many lacked a more
sophisticated manner of treating the data beyond simple
nose counting and percentages. It is the fond hope of these

research will become evident.

One area in need of study is comparative work using
several instruments with the handicapped and non-handicapped.
It is felt that such comparative effort coﬁld yield valuable
information about the two major groups just cited in several
ways; (1) help identify instruments with a body pf supporting
research beyond the one shot“éffort (virgin type instrument),
{2) help provide decision making informationvfor use in f‘ ”
counseling and career educafion, and (3) provide room for ~

replication studies to assist in instrument development

and improvement.



PURPOSE OF STUDY

The purpose of this study was to compare the attitudes
of some physically handicapped and non-handicapped students
attending a large university in Southern Caiifornia° Thrée
attitudinal dimensiéns were identified fér investiga#ion:

(1) social adjustmeht, (2) instructional goals desi:ed, and
(3) feeling toward the concept of "handicapped" along an
accepting/rejection continuum. To assist the research effort
the following three null hypotheses wefé formﬁlated: |

1. that there would be no Statistiéally significant
mean score diffefence for sociél adjustment between #he ,
handicapbed and ndn—handicapped groups. |

" é;~ that there would be no statistiéaliy significant
mean score difference in desired instructional goals along
an affective/cognitive continuum for the two groups;

3. that there would be no statistically significant |
ﬁean score difference toward the concept of "handicapped"
Between the two groups. ' : - i .;

PROCEDURE

Sample: Twenty-six physically handicapped students and twentyé

siX‘hon—handicapped‘studentsrmatched for ége and sex comprised

"




the sample used in this study. Furthermore, all of the
physically handicapped subjects required the use of wheel
chairs and shared a spinal affliction. Eagh group cohsisted
of 20 males and 6 females. The mean age for the groups was

25 with a range from 22 to 35 years.

Instruments: Three instruments were used to gather the data

related in the three null hypotheses previously cited.
(1) I0I: The Is of Identity test is a 100-item, true, false,
or undecided response instrument to measure social adjustment,
Weiss (1954) the author of the test reports that the .norm
range for the.a§era§e adjuéted beréén ié between 40 énd 60,
with a total range of 0 to 100. Scores higﬁer than 60 ténd
to’indicate more efféctive'social adjuétmént and, conversely,
scores below 40 indicating a problem in social adjustment;

Weiss (1954) reported a .94 coefficient of réliability
for his IOI. Lazar and Ernandes (1974) found a fank corfélationf;
of .343 between the IO and the Attitude Toward Disabled |
Persons scale {(ATDP). Stodden and Parker (1975) in a series §f 
correlational studies reported a range from -.03 to‘°27 “
between the IOI and ATHI (Attitude Toward Handicapped |
Ihdividuals)‘scales for university personnel training in the

helping professions. Their finding is similar to that of
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of Yamamoto and Wiersama (1967) who reported a correlation
of -.02 between the IOI and the ATDP,
(2) PSCS: The Preferred Student Characteristic Scale is a
- 36-item, forced—choicé response scale developed by Nelsqn
{1964) to assesé-affective and cognitive attitudes toward
instructional goals. It is based upon the notion that a
cognitivé person or student would be primarily concerned
with the inte;lectual, abstract; and contentQEased objectives
fof leaxj_ning° In contrast, the éfféctive’student woﬁld be
more concerned with the emotional aspects of student learning
and classroom.climatea The PSCS.has.a score range of 0 to
-36, with the lower score indicating the affective end of
a continuum, while 36 the coénitive end.

The author of tﬁé scale reports reliability meaéures
of .91 (split-half.cbrrected) and .63 (teét-retest)‘fbr thev
PSCs.

J .

(3) ATHI: This is a 20-item Likert-type scale that is
essentially a modification of the ATDP scale by fuker,
Block, and Younng (1966) but modified by Laza: (197];)(19:73)°
The purpose of the ATHI is to measure attitudes of acceptance
or rejection. The possible range of scores»isvfrom 0 to 120,
- the higher scéres indiéating greater écceptance 6f the

“handicapped with the lower scores indicating rejection.

6



The basic modification between the ATDP and ATHI was the
changing of the term "disabled” to read "handicapped" and
Was based on the assumption that the latter concept was much
broader in meaning (Lazar, 1973). Each of the 20 items is
rated on a 6-point scale as indicated below:

disagree very much

disagree pretty much

disagree a little

agree a little

agree pretty much
agree very much

i
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Pearson producf moment correlations of .83, .80, ana
‘.78 have been reported between the ATHI and ATDP (Lazar and
Dehham,1974)(Stodden,.éré§es,v& Léza%, i973)(Sippel, Lazar &
D'Alonzo; 1976) . A coefficient of stability reliability of-
«73 (test-retest) after two weeks has been~feported‘by Stbdden,;
Graves, and Laéar (1973) . All correlations menfioned were

significant at the °Oim‘levelo

Procedure: The three instruments were administered to the
handicapped group individually bécause of the wheel-chair
and other physical constraints that made group testing
unrealistic, The tests to this group were administered -
bj one of the junior authors who was also phjsically handi-~

capped and in a wheel-chair. The matching sample of non-

handicapped were taken from a data bank of several hundred
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students tested within the past year as part of a long range
attitude study covering ; thrée year period. Uniform
procedures for test administration and scoring were followed.
Test packets were mixed‘and randomly distributed to avoid a
serial effect. . The administration of the mattery required
about 50 minutes for the non-handicapped group; whereas,

the handicapped group required 70 minutes.

Treatment of Data: A series of independent mean t test were

used for the statistical treaément of data along with some
Pearson product moment correlations. The .05 level of
significancé‘wéé selected‘asvthe basis.for réjection of any
of the three null hypotheses that were formulated. Table 1.
provides the means and standard deviations for the three
instruments by sex and group msmbership. The small ratio
between male and female subjects made it inappropriate to
run any statistics on the sex variable per se. In Table 2
the results of the independent mean t test are reported.

Pearson product moment correlations are shown in Table 3.

PL
.

RESULTS | -

No statistically significant differences were found
for two of the three questions that were studied, but stated

in null hypotheses form. No significant correlations werz found.

. -
e .




It was indicated earlier that the small nuﬁber‘of
matchad females‘prevented any statistical treatment of data
concerning the Sex variable for‘either the handicapped and
non-handicapped group. Yet, some of the mean differences
shown in Table 1 would support the need for a future study
‘using an appropriate“si;é sample group for the sex variable.
Yﬁker and others (1966) in their development of the Attitude
Toward Disabled Persons scale found a need and justification
for separate norms for both the sex variable and between
handicapped and non-handicapped groups. This supports the
notion that this might also hold true fér the ATHI, since it
was derived f:om the ATDP. Lazar (1976) reports that some
initial runhing of data tends to support‘this notion. No
research has been found where the IOI and -PSCS have been
used in comparing the handicapped and non-handicapped, or
ever uSed with a h;ﬂéicapped sample per se, Again, this
unknown, tends to identify an area for further reséaréh.

The first null hypothsis that there would be no.
significantnmean score difference for social édjustment
between the handicappedvéna non-handicappedvg:oups as meas;red
bY.the‘IOI for social adjﬁstment was sustained. A study‘of

 Table 2 will reveal that the non-handicapped‘had‘a mean
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score of 77.40 verus 71.84 for the hahdicapped group. Yet,
both groups scored in the well above average adjustment range
of 40-60 advocated by Weiss (1954) . Reasons for this will be
discussed‘later in this paper. o

The second null hypothsis that there would be no
significant mean score difference 1in desired instructional
goals along an affective/cognitive continuum is.rejected. A
‘significant difference waé‘found between the handicapped and
. non-handicapped groups on the PSCS aé‘reported in Table 2.
The handicapped group's mean scor2 of 19,80 versus 15.52
}for.theﬂponfhandicapped, indicates a strongerrcqgnitive
orientatién and di;ectién when the two groups are compared
alohg and affectice/cognitivé continﬁum; Since the PSCS
has a score range of 0 to 36, the non-handicapped group
had an affective orientation and direction. Again, this
finding and possible reasons will be discussed later.

No significant difference was found between tﬁe two
groups toward the concept of “handicapped" per se. Thus,
the third null hypothsis that no siénificant mean scofe;
between the handicapped and non-handicapped as measured by the
ATHI is sustained. It~is interestiné ﬁo note thaf both groups -

accepfance as established by the author of the ATHI.
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- DISCUSSION

The finding that both groups, handicapped and non-
handicapped, rated high in their social adjustment as measured
by the IOI was;most interesting. Some might be tempted to
question, if not challenge,‘such a finding. The argument might
assert, how can individuals physically‘disabled within-a. life
space dependent on wheel chairs, supporting others,‘and haying

to combat numerous physical and social constraints, rank so

high in social adjustment ? How can this finding be explained ? 3

Two avenues of approach might be utilized in offering an

’éxpianatidﬁ; (i)‘theadisahled as'a”sanple,dand;(z):the nature

of the measuring instrunent.

There is'no doubt that the physically disabled group was
comprised of a highly select group of indiuiduals that haVe'had
fmany trying years of‘learning and acquiring successfulbadaptive
skills. Furthermore, this group was?weli‘organiged'as’a peer::
'group on campus with a member‘of‘their‘group‘as an advocate

ln an adm1n1strat1ve pOSlthn Wlth 1nfluence W1th1n the campus

Dower structure. Furthermore, the cultural posture supported by"

both federal and state leglslatlon has further supported the
right of "normalcy" that can reflect the attitudinal‘change
Upon the part of many handicapped. All these factors tend to -

11




‘the changing -social scene in terms of advocacy movements

-~10-

bias in a positive manner the changing attitudes of both theL
handicapped and non—handicapped. _

The second explanation might focus on the instrument
used in this study to measure social adjustment, the IOI.
Whiie Weiss (1954) indicated a nofm range of 40 td 60‘for |
his iﬁstrument, no research could be found to . support the
rationale and procedure used to ascertain such a range. In
a recent study, the range of 40 to 60 has been challenged

as maybe being too low, and in serious need of new norms

(Lazar, Haughton, & Orpet, 1975). Just as the two groups

- scored high in this study, so did the experimental and

control group in the recent Lazar and others (1975) study.
It was also concluded that any future regearéh using the IOI;
should be correlated with other instruments measuring social
adjustment.

Why was there no significanh'difference.bétween the
two groups toward the conceét of "handicgpped" pervse,? Nb‘

solid reason can be offered specifically. Yet, as just stated,

and legislation might be partially responsible. Also a better
educated and informed public about the rights and needs of
various handicapped groups can be another factor. Attitudes

can be changed by appropriate information and social reinforce- f“f
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called affective/cognitive. With this modified approach,
despite the mean differences on the PSC3, the handicapped
and non-handicapped can be designated as & blend of the

two in terms of being affective/cognitive since both mean

scores are near the mean for the instrument. This scoring

offers a more realistic approach rather than just a simple

either/or as offered by Nelson.

Another reason for the handicapped students being more
cognitive can be attributed to years of hard work to prove
that_they can be equal to or better than their nén—handicapped
peers in academic efforts. This viewpoint offers some serious
implications for those concerned with career education and
vocational counseling. One other indicator was the notion
a#pressed by several of the handicapped that they miéht have
more time to devote to their studies because of the constraints
do to their physical disability°

Finally, the three Pearson product moment correlations

between the three criterion instruments were low and not

. statistically significant. The results are indicated in

Table 3. Several other studies reported similar results

for the criterion measures {(Lazar & Ernandes, 1974; Lazar &

Denham, 1974; Haughton, Gorton, & Lazar, 1974; Lazar, 1976).

14



SUMMARY

This study compared the attitudes of handicapped and
non-handicapped university students on three dimensions of

attitudes as measured by three separate instruments. These

aspects of attitude.inéluded social adjustment, feeling toward

the concept "handicapped“‘and; the kind of instructional goal

desired on an affective/cognitive‘continuum. Ceralations

were made between the thfee instruments used ta assess attitudes.
The handicapped and non-handicapped did not differ in

their attitude towards the concept of "handicapped" nor in

their social adjustment. They did differ in terms of iastruct-

ional goals with the,handicapped being cognitive

while the non-handicapped were affective directed. Low

correlations were obtained between the three scales.




~14~
SELECT REFERENCES

1. Haughton, D;: Gorton, C.; and Lazar, A. Parental Attitudes
Toward the Handicapped. -\ paper presented to the 52nd
WMMMW*MAnnualmConference;wC§uncilwformExceptionalMChildrenrmNeww~w~;

York, N.Y. April, 1974. |
2. Lazar, A.:; Gensley, J; and Orpet, R. Changing Attitudes of
of Young Mentally‘Gifted Children Toward the Handicapped. 

Exceptional Children. 1971. 37:8:600-602.

3. Lazar, A.; Orpet, R.: and Fogg, W. Sex Differenéeé in the
Distributibn of Attitudes Toward Handicapped Individuals
on the part of Select College Student Subjects. A paper
presented to the 49th Annual Conference, California
- Bducational Research Association, Sanmaiego; California.
April, 1971.

4., Lazar, A.; Orpet, R.: and Revie, V. Attitudes of Young
Gifted Boys and Girls toward Handicapped Individuals.

Exceptional Children. 1972. 38:6:489-490.

5. Lazar, A.; Gensley, J.; and Gowan, J. Developing Positive

Attitudes through Curriculum Planning for Young Gifted | v

-

Children. The Gifted Child Quafterly. 1972, 16:1:27-31l.

16




-15-

6. Lazar, A. Attitudes Toward Handicapped Individuals (ATHI).
Department’ of Educaticnal Psychology, California State
University, Long Beach. 1973.

7. Lazar, A.:; and Ernandes, C. Is There a Sex Difference as

Measured by the IOI ? ETC., A Review of General Semantics.

1974. 31:2:170-172.

8. Lazar, A.: and Denham, C. Comparison of ATDP and ATHI
Scores with six grcups of university‘educatiqn majors.
A paper presented to the 52nd Annual Conference, Counéil
for Exceptional Children, New Yérk, N.Y. April, 1974.,Cu

9. Lazar, A.; Haughton, D.; and Orpet, R. »A study of attitude
aéceptance and social adjustmept. A paper presented to
the 54th Annual Conference, California Educational
Research Association. San.Diego, California. Novémber,
1975.

10. Lazar, A. Unpublished report. 1976.

11. Lazar, A.; Orpet, R.; and Demos, G. The Impact of Class

Instruction on‘Changing Student Attitudes. Rehabilitation

Counseling Bulletin. 1976. 20:1:66-68.

-

12, MNelson, c. Affective and CognitiVe Attitudes of Juniér:

. High School Teachers and Pupils. Journal of Eduéatiohdl;wu?f

Research. 1964. 58:81-83.




~16-

13. Sippel, H.; Lazar, A.; and D'Alcnzo, B. Changing Attitudes
| Toward TMR though an Integrated Recreation Program. ‘A
papef présentéd to thé ldOth Annual donfefeqéé, Aﬁéricah"'
Association'on Mental Deficiency. Chicago, Illigq#s.

A

o May-June, 1976.‘

14. Stodden, R.; Graves, M.; and hazar, A. The Relationship
between the ATDP and AfHI‘Séales for Assessing
Attitudes. A paper presented to the 52nd Annual
Conference, Califbrnia Edﬁcétional‘Research Association.
November, 1973. -

15. Stodden, 30; and Parker,‘L. The Relationship between
Attitudes toward thekHandicapped and Soqial Adjustment

"with those Training in the Helping‘Profeséiéhs.‘ A paper
presented to the 53rd‘Annual Conference, Council for
Exceptional Children. Los Angeles; California. April,

1975.

16. Weiss, T. The Is of Identity Scale. The International

Soaiéty for General Semantics. San Francisco,
California. 1954.

17. Yamamoto, K.; and Wiersma, J. Rejection of Self and.of

’ A J
Deviant Others Among Student Teachers. Journal of

Special Education. 1967. 1:4:401-408.

18




~17=~

18. Yuker, H.; Block, J.; and Younng, J. The Measurement of

Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons, Albertson, N.Y.:

Human Resources Center, 1966.

19




~-18-
TABLE 1

STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND MEANS BY
'SEX ON THREE DIFFERENT ATTITUDE . .

INSTRUMENTS
GROUP/TEST/SEX . N X s.d.
' 'Handicappel Group:
ATHI - males 20 69.65 12.72
'PSCS - moles 20 20.42  6.33
'PSCS - females 6 17.83  10.05
IOI - males 20 73,47 16.61
I0I - females 6 . 66,67  16.21
| Non-haridicapped Group: o
ATHI - males 20 70.38  11.24
ATHI - females 6 67.33 ‘ 15.02
PSCS - males 20 15.84  6.93
PSCS - females 6 14.50 . 6.74
-I0I . —»Ar‘na‘les - . . .20 s 73,05 - 19..90,_,‘: RS
101

females ‘ 6 78.50 - .14.62

- 20
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TABLE 2

A STUDY OF MEAN DIFFERENCES'ON
THREE KINDS OF ATTITUDE SCALES

Non-handicapped

TEST GROUP N X s.d. p
Handicapped 26 70.77 12.42 _
‘ATHI ‘ .38 n.s.
Non-handicapped 26 69.46 12.10
- Handicapped 26 19.80 7.23
Pscs | , 2.16 .05
Non-handicapped 26 15.52 6.77.
Handicapped 26 71.84 16.44 .
101 ‘ 1 1.34 n.s.
26 ' 77.40 12.56
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TABLE 3

PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS
BETWEEN INSTRUMENTS ‘

INSTRUMENTS CORREIATION -
ATHI & PSCS | -.30

ATHI & IOI 12
PSCS & IOI _’ , .12




