DOCUMENT RESUME
ED 283 309 EC 192 738

AUTHOR Morris, Joseph R.; And Others L
TITLE Attitudes of University Students Toward Persons with

S Specific Handicaps.
PUB-DATE 84 S N
NOTE , 22p.; For related documents, see EC 192 737~739.
PUB TYPE Reports - Researc’./Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO1 Plus Postage. o
DESCRIPTORS Age Differences; *pPisabilities; . .otional

Disturbances; Higher Education; *Mainstreaming; *Peer

Acceptance; Physical Disabi’ities; Sex Differences;
*Student Attitudes

ABSTRACT

e 'i'hé,pipéi: E’eﬁiﬁéféﬁfz;é E;égUltSOf a Qtuéywhicﬁ
assessed -the attitudes of 220 University of Minnesota- (Dulath) _

undergraduates toward handicapped perznns in a situationail context.
The Situational Attitude Scale--Fandicapped (Modified) which assesses

attitudes toward persons who are bliﬁd;”iﬁééiéﬁéirwbggnd;;ﬁeaf,

emotionally disturbed, or not handicapped was admirnistered to

subjects (943 of whom reported having had handicapped students i
i@éig;clgsses).;Géﬁétéllyi,ﬁéfé,ﬁéggiivg attitudes were expressod
toward emotionally disturbed individuals than toward physically
handicapped individuals in _close personal situations. More positive
attitudes were expressed toward persons who-had po-handicav or were
deaf. No significant differences were associated with a participant's
age; sex;, or experience with mainstreamed handicapped students ‘»

their classes. (author/DB)

iii**gfggiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii§§§i§ii;ifgiiﬁjiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii%iiiiiii

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* .

S ______-- from the original document. - S %
****Q************t*****************************************************




>N
y
N
X
XN
N
=
%

ED283308

Attitudes of University Students

ATTITUDES OF UNIVERSITY STUDENTS TOWARD PERSONS
WITH SPECIFIC HANDICAPS

Joseph R. Morris
Assistant Professor
Departiient of Counseling and Personnel
College of Education
Western Michigan Uhivéréity

Kalamazoo, Mickigan °3008

Janine A. Watts
Associate Professor
Department of Child and Family Development

University of Minnesota, Duluth

Duluth, Minnesota 55812

Eleanor M. Collins
Associate Professor
Department of Child and Family Development
Univérsity of Minnesota, Duluth

Duluth, Minnesota 55812

/9 5%

1

___ U5, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION -
Ottice of Educational Researchand Imorovemer
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER(ERIC)

@ This document has been resroduced as
recewvad irom the person or organization
ongwnatng it o

D Minor changes have been made to improve
reproduction quality

L) ét;n;li;ol view or oprmions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessafly repfesent othcial
OERI position or policy

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERiﬁL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

2 TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."




Attitides of Univergity Students
2
Abstract
This article reports the results of a study which assessed the
attitudes of un§Vérsity students toward handicapped persons in a
situational context.
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Abstract

the att1tudes of university students toward hand1capped persons in
a situational context. Two hundred and twenty University of
M1nnesota, Duluth undergraduates completed a modified and expanded
version of the S1tuat1onal Att1tude Scale- Hand1capped (Stovall &

blind, wheelcha1r-bound deaf emot1onally d1sturbed or not
handicapped. Generally, more negative attitudes were e’p'ess*d
toward emotlonally disturbed 1nd1v1duals uhan toward phys1cally
hand1capped 1nd1v1duals in close personal s1tuat1ons More posutlve
att1tudes were expressed toward persons who had no hand1cap or

were deaf. No s1gn1f1cant differences were assoc1ated with the

part1e1pants' sex, age, or experience with ma1nstreamed

handicapped Students in their classes.

Va 'Y
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Attitudes of University Students toward Persons

with Specific Handicaps

Many obstacles have been overcome in an effort to insure
equal opportun1t10s for hand1eapped persons; While some

di ge"e may exist in determining how institutions of higher

<\

edueat1on might best respond to the challenge of Public Laws
93-112 and 94- 142, the Rehab111tat1on Acts of 1973 and 1974, most
post-secondary organizations have commenced efforts to accommodate
the physical needs of this unique population of studeits.

Unfortunately, only a limited amount of attention has Focused
on issues which impact on these handicapped students once they
begin attend1ng classes (Babb1tt & Thompson, 1981). Negative
att1tudes held toward certa1n groups in soc1ety have been
eons1stently linked w1th a lack of sGGIal acceptance or interaction
and with int’rpersonal reject1on (Gr1er & Cobbs; 1980; Voeltz,
1980; Stovall & Sediacek, 1981). In fact, a number of writers
have compared the ostracism and rejettion faced by handicapped
persons with the att1tudes held by many members of our soc1ety
toward racial and religious minorities and women (Chasler, 1965;
Stovall & Sedlacek; 1981).

As more handICapped students with d1ffer1ng d1sab1l1t1es
enroll in eolleges and un1vers1t1es, the need to prov1de them

w1th a support1ve environment increases. The attitudes of
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nonhandicapped students toward handicapped students are 3 criicial
aspect of the campus env1ronment and 1nd1v1dua1 aeeeptance
Most stud1es of attitudes toward hand1capped or d1sab1ed persons

use the terms “hand]capped“ or “d1sab1ed“ in the context of a

general1zed condition, enly a limited number of stud1es have

persons with “spec1f1c" handicaps. The ava11ab1e 1nvestIgat1ons
have been restr1cted to assessment of attitudes regard1ng only one
or two 1mpa1rments such as blind and wheelchair-bound (Stevall &
Sed]ééék 1981; Byrd & Rhoden, 1981). There is some evidence to
suggest that negative att1tudes regard1ng hand1capped persons can
have an 1mpact on the general percept10n of a person (Goffman
1963 Wrwght 964); Conclusions by other researchers argue that
there s1mp1y is no un1form1ty in def1n1ng the term “d15ab1ed "
thereby mak1ng the study of attitudes d1ff1cu1t (Sm1ts Con1ne &
Edwardsf 1971).

Prox1m1ty and the extent of contact seem to be Llosely related
to attitudes toward hand1capped personc in previous research. The
stidy by Siller (1963) indicated that eloseness in an 1rterpersona1
situation affected att1tudes Yuker (1965) noticed that a
pos1t1ve att1tude teward persons w1th phys1ca1 d1sab111t1es was

related to the level and degree of previous contact. w1th more

yi
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nanaieéppéé Stade’n’ts being mainstreamed in recent years; one
m1ght assume that an outcome of the increased contact would be
more pos1t1ve attitudes by the nonhand1capped students However,
no studies were located which examined the effects of
mainstreaming in éie'nie'nta”ry or secondary schools on university
students.

The literature on d1fferences by sex in attitudes toward persons
w1th hand1caps is 11m1ted espec1a11y among un1vers1ty students.
In the study by Stovall and Sedlacek (1981), females generally
expresséd more pOSltlve attitudes than males expressed toward persons
with handicaps. No studies were located which considered age of
the university students in relation to attitudes.

?he present stu dy was designed to assess the att]tudes of
un1vers1ty students toward persons with hand1caps Att1tudes

toward persons who are bl]nd wheelcha1r-bound deaf, emotionally

disturbed, or not handleapped were compared. The spec1f1c

1. Bo attitudes of unlverslty students toward persons with a
handIcap d1ffer?
2; Does the type of handICap 1nf1uence attitudes in a

positive or negative d1rect1on?
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3. Is the age or sex of students a factor associated with
their att1tudes toward persons with a handlcap?

4. Is there a difference in att1tudes between part1c1pants
who have been in classes where students with handIcaps were
mainstreamed as compared to particibahts who were not in
mainstreamed classes?

A research des1gn previously used to measure the attitudes of
university students toward selected phys1cal handicaps (Stovall &
Sedlecek, 1981) was adapted for the present study.

Method
Participants
The pilot study sanp1e consisted of 49 undergraduate students.

The full study sample consisted of 220 undergraduate students who
completed the data-collect1on 1nstrument during a general
psychology course; The part1c1pants 1ncluded 115 nales and 105
?emales; ages of participants ranged from 18 to 39, with 93% of
the part1cipants under the age of 25 years.

The participahts had experienced having handicapped students
ma1nstreamed 1nto their classes with 1ncreas1ng frequency
throughout their years of education. Nearly half the part1c1pants
(46 7%) reported having had nandicabbed students in tHElT elementary

classes, nearly two- th1rds (65. 1%) in junior hlgh school,
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three-fourths (74:4%) in senior high school, and 94% of the
participants reported having students with handicaps in their
university classes.
Instrument
The J]tUBt]O"B] Attitude Scale - Hand1capped (SAS-H) developed
by Stovall and Sedldcek (1981) was used as the basis for develop1ng

the instrument used in the present study The SAS H is composed

of 10 personal and social s1tuat1ons Ea:.h SItuat1on represents
an encounter or soc1al 1nteract10n where a handIcap m1ght be
1mportant in an 1nd1v1dual's react1on to the s1tuat1on Each
SItuatlon contaIns 10 prolar semantic differential scales, mak1ng
a total of 196 items:

The original versions of the SAS-H were modifiéd and expanded
to include five forms, hereafter referred to as the Situational
Att1tude Scale = Hand1capped Mod1f1ed (SAS-HM). Forms A B and C
were developed by Stovall and Sed]acek Forms D and E were
mod1f1cat1ons developed by the oresent research team. Eaéﬁ of the
forms were s1m1lar exLept that a word 1dent1fy1ng a hand1cap was
inserted into each situation in four of the forms. Form A
(neutral) did not speeIfy a hand1cap, Form B spec1f1ed blind, Form

C spec1f1ed wheelcha1r bound, Form D spec1f1ed deaf and Form E

specified emot1onally disturbed (see Table 1). A1l forms of the
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SAS-HM were followed by a demographic questionnaire developed by
the present research team.

Insert Table 1 about here

Procedures

The pllot study was conducted to determine the rellablllty for
the SAS-HM Eronbach's alpha was used to test for 1nterna1
conSIStency (:96). Analysis of the pllot study data using

ana]ysls of variance 1nd1cated SIgnlflcant differences in attltu-

des toward persons w1th handlcaps in a SItuat1onal context. These
flndlngS 1nd1cated the hypotheses warranted further testlng with a
1arger sample The five forms of the SAS HM were then admi =
nistered with random assignment to 220 students during one class
period.

Data were analyzed by analysis of varianca comparing forms
usiﬁg a .05 level of signiftcance; ?wé-nay analysis of variance
was used to test the demographic variables of sex, age, and
experience with mainstreaming:

Results

Overall Attitudes

Differences in attitudes toward handicapped persons were

measured by comparing responses to SAS-HM in Form A (neutral), Form
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B (blind), Form C (wheelchair), Form D (deaf) and Form E
(émat%anaiiy disturbed), Significant differences in attitudes
occurred in 58 out of 100 items.

SIgn1f1cant d1fferences occurred in the ma30r1ty of the items
in six s1tuatidns. The situations 1nc1uded be1ng a stﬁdéht next
to you in class (Situation 1), asking siStér to marry (I111), new
roommate (IV), student insists on receiving 1ibrary help (VI),
student offers help (Vii); and being asked out on # date (VIII)

In these s1tuat10ns, part1c1pants generally eXpressed negat1ve
attitudes toward encounters or Social 1nteract1ons requ1r1ng close,
personal contact with persons having handicaps Words such as

bad, nervous, unsafe angry, and mad were used to descr1be their
negat1ve feellngS*

For the rema1n1ng four sltuatlons which did not suggest close
or personal contact, very few dlfferences in attltudes were found
express pos1t1ve fee11ngs in situations where a student was
acce’pte’d at a university (I11), hired in a campus office (V),
involved in a conversat1on (IX) or met at a party (X).
conducted by Stova]l and Sedlacek (1981) regard1ng negative

attitudes toward persons who are blind or in wheelchairs. The

&
Al
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Findings also support the research conducted by Siller (1963) on
the 1mportance of social distance in the measurement of att1tudes
toward the disabled: However, the data in thlS study prov1de more
comprehensive f1nd1ngs comparing attltudes toward additional
specific handicaps.

Findings Regarding Specific Handicaps

Participants expressed more negat1ve attitudes toward persons
who were emot1ona11y d1sturbed than toward persons with phySlGa] or
no hand1caps; However, part1c1pants did express more positive
attitudes toward hand1capped people who 1ns1st on rece1v1ng
att1tudes in all s1tuat1ons toward persons who had no hand1cap or
were deaf.

Demographic Variables

Data were analyzed using two-way analysis of variance to
determine the assoc1at1on of attitudes toward hand1capped persons
with demograph1c var1ab1es. This procedure d1d not produce
s1gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs assoc13t1ng attitudes with sex of part1c1pants.
This contrasts with the ?ind1ngs of Stovall and Sedlacek (1981).

No 519n1f1cant f1nd1ng were assoc1ated with the age of
part1c1pants or with their exper1ence w1th ma1nstream1ng Tﬁere
was no interaction 1nd1cated with age, sex or ma1nstream1ng (see

Tables 2-4).
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Insert Tables 2-4 about here

The demograph1c quast1onna1re included items in wh1ch
part1e1pants rated aspects of their high sehool experience. Over
three-fourths (79%) of the partICIpants rated their preparat1on
for 1nteroersonal commun1cat1on as “very well" or "falrly well",
However when asked to rate how well their h1gh school has prepared
rated their preparatIon in this area as "poor“; only one-third
responded "fairly well" or "very well®,

Discussion

This article supports and extends the findings of the
research eonéﬁeteo by otHEF writers regarding the environment many
ha\rxcapped students can ant1c1pate on the coilege caﬂpus
Clearly, ﬁéééiive attitudes exlst among un1ver51ty students
toward lnteractlng Wit hand1capped persons in s|tuatlons
invoIVing close contact: In ?ééi interpersonal contact between
handlcapped and nonhandicapped students will most llkely be
iimited to short informal conversations in off1oes, c1assrooms
or the 1ibrary.

Since so many ssﬁoéhts hold the .e ﬁeééfive attitudes toward

handicapped persons, many of the handicapped students are likely

13
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to feel socially rejected and experience difficulty developing
reiationsnips with nonnéndtcappéd students which require more
intimate and lengthy contact e. g , dating, shar1ng a room; etc.
Consequently, handlcapped students will be less llkely to involve
themselves in other college activities; sueh as professionai
organizations and student government assemblies, which facilitate
their full pértfctpation in societal roles. Moreover, this stady

also points out that different kinds of handicaps prompt different
kinds of responses from normal populatlons Nowhere is thlS more
striking than between deaf students ind those with emotional
impairments. Generally, students seemed more positive toward the
deaf than the énofionaiiy disturbed persons. This may result from

a tendency to percelve deafness as organlc, irreversible and

beyond the lnd1v1dual's control wh11e emotionally dlsturbed persons
are seen as people who have not been able to cope with events
encountered in everyday 1ife, e.g., stress, loss of significant
otﬁers; or drug use.

It also appears that malnstreamlng handicapped students wlth
thelr nonhandlcapped peers will not automatically produce pOS’tIVe
attltudes toward handlcapped persons. Additional steps must be
taken on the college campus to insure positive interaction between
nonhandicapped and handicapped persons; or these negative attitudes

may become even further entrenched (Amir, 1969).
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There are several important lmplicatlons for university
personnel and students.

1. College adm1n1strators, faculty, counselors and students

life. Department and staff meet1ngs could be used as oppor-=
continuance of handlcapped students at the un1vers1ty.

2. Although add1tlonal studies are warranted to ferret out
the causes of att1tudes toward handlcapped students there is
enough ev1dence avallable to support establ15h1ng ongolng
ceunsel1ng-d1scusslon groups through universlty counsellng centers.
The purpose of these groups would be to promote positive
interactions between handicapped and nonhandicapped students.

Counseiors fac1l1tat1ng either homogeneous or heterogeneous

cond1t10ns. Further, counselors should be alert to the impact of
others' reactions on the way the handicapped persons feel about
themselves. heterogeneous groups could focus on having
nonhandlcapped and handicapped persons share their perceptlons of
each other The groups would also prov1de an opportunlty for
nonhand1capped persons to experience an awareness of what 1t is like

to have a partlcular handicap.

-y
hil
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3. Specific information regarding the problems confronted by

handicapped individuals in a wide range of everyday situations

need to be addressed through required coursework; student orien-
tation programs and easily accessible 1iteratire. By transiating
sentiments into action programs, professionals truly convey their
concern for the acceptance and success of handicapped students on

the college campus.

‘b |
L
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Table 1

Five forms of the SAS-HM were used in the study. The same

situations were described in each form. Selected situations in

Form B (blind) are listed below. (Complete version is available

by contacting the authors.)

I. Ablind student is seated next to you i class.

II. You learn that a biind student is accepted to a
university and you are not.

1. A blind man asks your sister to marry him.

IV. You learn that you have a new roommate who is blind.

V. Ablind student is hired as a student aid in a campus
office instead of you.

VI. Ablind student insists on receiving your help i getting
a book from the library.

VII. In one of your classes, a blind student offers to help you

you with an assignment that you are having difficulty with.
VIII. You get asked out on a date by a blind person.
IX. You meet a 61ind person who tells you about having
“mysterious, psychic expériences:"®
X. A blind person you meet at a party talks to you about
being “different from most peopie”, and "in some ways,

gifted."

19



Attitudes of University Students
19
Table 2

Analysis of Variance: Score by Handicap, Sex

Source of Sum of Mean Signif
Variation Squares DF  Square F of F

Main effects 86059 5 17212 5.7 .00
Handicap 78269 4 19567 6.4 .00
Sex 7275 1 7275 2.4 NS

Two-way interaction
Handicap-sex 1898 4 474 .2 NS
Residual 639420 210 3045

Total 727376 219 3321
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Table 3

Analysis of Variance: Score by Handicap, Age

Source of Sum of Mean Signif

Variation. Squares OF Square F. __ of F

Main effects 82861 8 10358 3.3 .001
.001

£
XY
[=)
N
N
(o8}
[, 9
o

Handicap 80893
Age 1419 4 355 .1 NS
Two-way interaction
Handicap-age 3B491 15 2366 .8 NS
Residual 613239 196 3129
Total 731591 219 3341

N
Il |
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Table 4

Analysis of Variance: Score by Handicap, Mainstreamed

Source of Sum of Mean Signif
Variation Squares DF Square F of F

Main effects " 82152 5 16430 5.4 001
Handicap 81900 4 20475 6.8 .00l
Mainstreamed 613 1 613 2 NS
fwoiwéy ihtéiééfidﬁ
Handicap-

mainstreamed 7598 4 1900 .6 NS
Residual éazgie 212 2033
Total 732660 221 3315




