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Statement of the Problenm

There is a crowing bocdy of research which 1is deveoted to
the study of interactions bhetween the stigmatized and the
ncnsticratized. In this research, the sticmatized are most
often denoted as 1individuals with phycsical dicsabilities,
althourch members of racial minority orours (e.o., Katz,
Glass, ana Cshen, 1976) the mentally ill (e.c., Farina,
Hollane¢, and Hina, 1966; Farina and Rine, 1968), and others
have also been included (e.q., Freedmanr and Coob, 1968).

This study will be concerned with reactions to the

physically disabled.

In ctudies of 1interactions between the disabled and the
nondisabled, it has sometimes been found that nondisabled
sub jects react with signs c¢f internal cen€lict, discomfort
and avoidance ot the disabled, but may also display kindness
toward the dJdisabled and evaluate them more favorably than
other nondisabled persons (Kleck, 1966, 196f; Kleck, Ono,
and Hastorf, 1966 ). In short, 1in accordance with the
arbivalence-amplification theory of Katz ard Glass (1979) it
would seem that attitudes towards the dicabled are typically

ambivalent and behavior towards them may sometimes be
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erratic and extreme, The purpose of this study is to
turther explore the causes of negative reactions to the
physically disabled by the nondisabled. This study is
concerred with one possible factor underlyinog the documented
discomfort ana avoidance reactions of the nondisabled person
in sitwations cf contact with a disabled other. That factor
is the latter's explicitly stated attitude towards his
disability. A conflict model is presented to explain the
effectc of these different disability-attitudes. Pecause
the nature of attitudes and reactions to the disabled are
pcorly understocd and have only recently been the subject of
ecientific investicaticons, the intent of the present study
is not to specifically lend support to the conflict model
over other pocssible explanations of necative reactions to
the disabled. The conflict model is only one model
discernable in the literature on reactions to the disabled.
it seemrs to be able to eXxXplain the expected effects of the
different disability-attitudes, and 1is presented by and
large tor heuristic purposes. The main contribution of the
present study 1is that it bProadens the systematic study of
factore which are related to the occurrence of necative
reactions to the disabled (a) by investicating the effects
ot different disability-attitudes expressed by the disabled,
(bt) by the use of different derendent reasures, and (c) by

the use of a nondisabled comparison grour.



Review of Previous Research

Negatjive attjtudes 1towards the disabled. Feviewers of
the recearch literature often conclude that while verbalized
attituces towarcd the disabled tend to be fositive, deeper,
unconscious feelings are often negative and reljecting
(tarker, Wright, Myerson, and Gonick, 1952; VWricht, 1960;

Geoftman, 1960).

Evicence for the existence of negative attitudes toward
the dicabled comes from three main areas: anecdotal reports
by the disabled themselves; content analyses cf various
cultural products such as Jokes, works of fiction and
relicicus docurents: and the more sys<tematic methods of

scientific inguiry.

Because ¢of the biases inherent in anecdotal evidence this
materisl will re described very briefly. RBccounts written
by several reviewers of this 1literature state that the
disabled often report feelina they are treated as social
infericrs,as objects of rity and scorn, and as percsons to be
avoided or 1ignored by the nondisabled majority. Leviton,
Adler, and Dembto (19u8) offer the following guotations from
their 1interviews wth 175 visibly injured persons (mostly
amputees) which describe how the disakled feel they are
perceived and treated by the nondisabled.

Pity, rerpulsion, surprise, horror...they have a

feeling of distaste - that's the first imrression.
(r. 147)



A lot of people feel sorry, think you're a
cripple, and look down in a very severe way. ([
147)
Scme people will look at you as thouah they have a
sorry look. Other people will 1look at you as if
in contempt. (p. 148)

Similar observations are to be found ir the acccunt cof an

indivicual lackino full use of his legs (Wricht, 1960).
1l knew that leos should ke stout and shapely and
that mine are skinny and deformed. I knew that I
stould walk and could not. 1 learned that 1 was a
cripple, a pariah armong the strona and straiaht,
an object of pity to acrown-ups and of scorn to
children. (p. 29)

Turnina to the analysis of cultural products, Barker et
al. (1953) analyzed the contents of Jjokes about various
aroups and founc that dokes about the disabled were
dercagatory or ricdiculina 1in nature much more often than
joekes about other aroups such as judges, salesmen and
dentists. Similarly, in an analysis of the portrayal of the
blind in works of fiction Barker et al. concluded that the
characterization of a normal well adjusted blind person is
extremely rare. Most often, the blind are characterized as
either abnormally aqood or, somewhat 1ess often, as
abnormally bad. Farthermore, an examination of Judeo-
Christian reliajous writinos provides evidence that
Y.eooedlicability and {llness are 1linked to causes of a
negative, evil signification" (Wright, 1960 p 259). No less
than 1t2 bodily imperfections including lareness, blindness

and troken rones are enumerated by Talmudists as

girsqualifyina a priest from officiatino (Hentig, 1948 cited
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by Wricht, 1960)., Furthermore, "it was a strict commandment
ot the Old Testament that *the blind and the lame shall not

come ipto the house'™ (according to Wright, 1960 p 259).

Finclly, we come to the evidence of negative attitudes
towards the disabled aqathered by the methecds of systematic
scientific incuiry. A1l of these studies are based on
guesticnnaire data. The evidence shows that the disabled are
more subject to attitudes indicative 2of «areater avoidance
and sccial dictance than rondisadled nercsons. In cone study
using high school students {Siller, 19€3) it was reported
that orly nine percent of the sample indicated they would
accept a [hysically disabled person as a srouse., BAn ear%ier
study using a colleage population (Rusk and Taylor, 19%u46)
showed similar resultes thouah not as stronaly negative.
Sixty-five percent of the sample jin the PRusk and Taylor
study indicated they would not marry an amputee and fifty
percent said trey would not even date one. Similarly, in a
study by Trinco (1970}, a number of disabled aroups
including paraplegics were rated as unacceptable as next
door nejaohtors ry a sample of high school, colleae, and
graduate students, and health care workers.

Negative reactions to the disabled. Pvoidance of the
disabled has alco been demonstrated in situations of actual
contact between a nondisabled subject and a confederate
pretencinc to be disabled. In a field study conducted at an

airrort, it was found that subijects mainteined coreater
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physical distance from a confederate who was askina for
directions when the confederate was seated in a wheelchair
than when he was not (Worthington, 1974). In a laboratory
study (Kleck, 1969) 1in which a subiect haéd to teach a
confederate the Japanese art of paper foldina (Origami) it
was found that subjects maintained greater physical distance
when thre contederate was seated in a wheelchair than when he
was not. Jt has alsc been found that a rerson who had
stumbled and fallen in a New York City surway received less
assistence from Ltystanders when he displayed a ‘*port wine
stain® facial birthmark than when he did not (Piliavin,
Piliavin, and Fodin, 197%5). Similarly, 1in a study by Doob
and FEcker (1970),a conftederate wearina an eyeratch oaoina
door-tc-door askina housewives to assist in an industrial
survey received areater compliance than a confederate not
wearine an eye-patch but only when compliance did not
reguire close contact (i.e., fillina out and mailing a
questicnnaire). When compliance did reqguire close contact
{i.e., a fifteen to twenty minute interview) the compliance
rates caid not differ. The authors arcue that the recults
are consistent with the hypothesis that while subjects would
prefer to avoid close contact with the disabled they also
teel urder oreat fpressure to comply with a request when it

comes f{rom a disadvantaged person.

The remaininc studies on negative reactions to the

dicabled in one way oOr another deronstrate that the
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nondisabled feel conflicted, 1inhibited and uncomfortahle in
initial contact situations with the dicsabled. Note that
there is an important distinction to be rade bhetween the use
of the term Ynegative rpacfions" in the following studies
and i1ts use in the studies reviewed above. In the previous
studiers "necative reactioncs" refers to behaviors extribited
by nondisabled persons which indicated a decsire to avoid
contact with the disabled. In the studlies that follow,
however, the term "necative reactions" is not necessarily
intended to conrnote the existence of a decsire to avoid the
disabled, but rather it 1s used to describe the quality of
the reactions that the nondisabled bhave in contact
situations with the disabled. In other words, it is assumed
that discomfort, conflict, and inhibition which are common
reacticns of the nondisabled when placed in interaction
situations with the disabled, are 1likely to be experienced
as neqgeative ard aversive stimuli by the person experiencina

them,.

In cne stuldy {Kleck ¢t al., 1966) rondisabled subijects
were placed in face-to-face contact with a confederate who
either cid or dic¢ not sit in a wheelchair. Subjects were
tcld tre experiment was about physioloaical reactions during
tace-tc-face interviews and accordingly electrodes were
attached to the subject. Fircst, subjects were asked to
pick, from a 1list, questicne they woulcd like te ask of the

confederate. Then, throuch a ricaed lottery, the
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ccﬁtedﬁrate was always selected to be the interviewer.
However, as an apparent preliminary to the main task, the
subject and the confederate were asked to exchange some
general information about each other. Fach was then
recuired to ask the other ahout the importaace of four areas
in tne process of formina impressions about rpeople. The
tour areas were academic achievement, srorts, religion and
physical apprearance. The subject was acked to spontaneously
express his own thoughts on the importance of each area and
also tc rate the importance of each one on a <ceven point
scale. Results showed that when the interviewer was
dicablfd subjects had lower skin resistance, tcok loncer to
choose the cuestions they wanted to ask (indicating
contlict), showed 1less variability in their recponses and
terminated the interaction sooner than when the interviewer
was not cdisatled. There was also a statistically non-
sianit icant tendency for subjects to chcose fewer guestions
when trey thought they would ke askina them of o disabled
persone. The authors point out that lowered skin resistance
has been asscociated with behavioral uncertainty (Mason,
1941), atfective conflict (Lanier, 1941) and stress (Paker
and Taylor, 1954). In a study wusina a very similiar
methodcleoay (Xleck, 1966) it was reported that subjects felt
more cilscomfort and displayed greater <ciaons of motoric
inhbibition when interacting with a disatled confederate than

when interacting with a nendisabled confederate.,
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Positive reactions to the disabled. The term “positive
reacticns” as used with respect to the follewina studies
means an overt behavioral disposition to act kindly towards
the dicabled and to be receptive to their rresumed needs. A
closer examination of the above mentioned studies conducted
by Kleck and his associates will show that while necative
rcsronces to the disabled occurred so also did positive

ONFES.

In the same study in which it was rerorted that subjects
showed lower <kin resistance, less variability in verbal
bhetavicr and terminated the interaction sooner when
interactinag with a dicsarled confederate (Kleck et al.,1966),
it waec also reported that these same subjects distorted
their opinions about the importance of sprorts, physical
appearance, reliaion, and academic ackievement. Subijects
distortegd their opinicns in the direction of being in
greatery accord with the attitudes the disabled can be
assumec to have towards these areas. Specificelly, subijects
devalued the importance of sports and physical appearance
and gave creater emphasis to academic achieverent when the
interviewer was dicabled than when he was pot. Furthermore,
it the situation was such that subjects thoucht they were
lielpine the confederate try continuinea the interaction,
subjects stayed lonoger with a disabled interviewer than with
a nondisabled interviewer, Similarly, the <=tudy that

reported arecater motoric inhitition (Kleck, 1968) also
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reported this <came tyre of opinion distortion In the
disability condition. Rlso, the disalbled confederate was
rated more favorably on various traits (e.q., friendly,
intell igent, attractive, likeable, responsitle, warm), than

the nordisabled confederate.

tinally, this same study showed that subjects maintained
qgreater eye contact when the conferderate appeared to  be
dicabled than when he did not. This phenomenon  was
ex¥plairead as 3a function of the “information seeking" purpose
of eye contact (Arayle & Dean,196R). That is, the authors
speculzted that the subjects did not Kknow how to behave and
sc increased their level o0f eye contact t¢ mconitor how the
physically handicapped ccnfederate was reactinag to them in
order to better regulate their own bebavior. They also
speculated that when {involved in an interaction with a
dicabled person the need for information of this sort may be
particularly acute becaucse subjects feel the need to be
esrecielly resronsive ¢to the needs of a disabled rerson.
Together with the opinion distortion firding, this pattern
sucgests that subjects are monitorina the imract of their
behavicrs to avoid doino anything which mioht be upsettina
to the disabled interactant.

Rositive attitydes towards the disabled. The finding
that the cisatbtled are evaluated more favorably than the
nondisabled using impression rating aquestionnaires can be

referred to as the ‘'poritivity effect' and is well
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documented in the literature (Jaffe, 1967; Ray, 1946; Mussen
and Barker, 1944; Stronao, 1931). Ray (19ué6) for example,
asked hiah school ctudents to assian personality
charactertstics tc incdividuals depicted in phectoaraphs. For
one qroup of subjects ore of the individuvals in the
photooraphs wacs shown to be sitting in a2 wheelchalr, while
for ancther aroup of subjects the wheelchair was not shown.
The result was that when dericted as crirpled as compared to
atle-bcdiec, the stimulus person was Jjudaed to be more
conscisntious, t¢ be a better friend, to be more even
tempered, to be a better class president, and to be more
religicus. However, he was also seen to be be more unhappy,
to feel mrore inferior, and to like parties less, Similarly,
using &n uvnderacracduate college populaticn Mussen and Barker
(1944 ) showed that “cripples" were more favorably rated than
an estimate of ratinas for the average rerscen on ten of
twenty-four personallty characteristics and 1less favorably
on four items. The positivity effect has even been reported
to occur when the rerscnality of the disabled person has
been rresented as relatively negative. In one study
(Carver, Glass, and Katz, 1976) subjects were asked to rate
an 1interview transcript in which the interviewee was
portrayed as a c¢ollege student from a lower class backoround
who had few friends, no particular interests, and no rlans
for tre future, If in addition the 1interviewee was

identitied as sitting in a wheelchair he was rated more
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positively on eleven trait dimensions than {f he was not
identified as disabled., Finally, as reported earlier, in
situations of actual contact <disabled confederates are more

favoratly rated than nondisabled confecderates (Kleck, 1968).

Conflict, Inhibition and Uncertainty as Explanatjions of
Negative Reactions

To explain the ceneral pattern of findinas in their
studies, Kleck and his acssociates repeatedly rmention the
tollowing factors: 1) the situation of face-to-face contact
with & disabled persen i uncommon and strance to the
nondlsebled; 2) there is a general norm in American culture
ot kincness and corpassion towards the disadvantaced: 2) the
nendiszbled do not know how to behave in accordance with the
norm c¢f kindness in thice unusual situaticni;and 4} as a
consequence, the nondisabled feel conflicted and
unhcomtcrtable. Kleck and his associates conclude that
subjects consequently inhitit their rehavior and seek to
aveid close contact with the disabled and, 1in deference to
the norm of kindness, rate the disabled mcre faverably than
other nondisakbled persons, and distort their opinions about

topics which might otherwise be disturbina to the disabled.

Thic tormplation seems to be a plausible explanation for
many of the necative reactions of the nondisabled. However,
it can be improved if the concepts ¢of novelty and curiosity

are alven areater prominence., Lanaer et al., (1976} have
L
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presented a3 novel stimulus hypothesié to account for the
conflicted and negqative resronses of the npondisatled. She
has hypothesized an explanation for the existence of
simultanecus approach and avoidance tendencies toward the
physically hancdicapped. For Lanaqer, the physically
handicapped person {(orerationally cdefined in some of her
stuciers as a woman wearinac a 1lea brace} has all the
propertiecs of a novel stimulu=s in that the Fferson arcuses
curiosity. 1t was hypothesized that the a2voidance o©of the
physically handicapped, documented in otker studies, 1is a
symptomr of a conflict over the desire to stare at the novel
stimulus (i.e., curiosity) and a simultanecus desire to
achere to the scocial norm acainst starinc at an object of
curiosity when it is another person. An approachsavoidance
conflict then develops and manifests itself in all the
conflict behavior (increased discomfort, increased arousal,
inhibition, etc.) previously documented. As experimental
evidence, lLancer et al. report a study in which half of the
subjects were aiven the opportunity to view, throuch a one-
way mirror, a physicaly handicapped person with whor they
knew they would soon be interactinc. It was hypo;hesized
that these subjects would satiate their curiosity and would
therefore feel less conflicted. Consecuently, they would
sit closer to the physically handicapred confederate.
Indeed, this 1s what happened. It {s unfortunate that
seatinc distance was the only dependent measure. It would

have teen interesting to see how pre-contact exposure
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affected some of the variables used In Kleck?'s studies, such
as length of verbal interaction,motoric i{nhibition, eye
contact and impression ratings. Indeed, it may ke that the
pre-contact exposure reduced novelty, not in the sense that
curiosity needs were satjiated, but rather simply in that {t
made the physically handicapped perser nmore of a Kknown
quantity. Subjects had time to Jevelop an impre<sion of the
physicelly handicapped confederate as a person, to compose
themselves and plan an accertable mocde of response in
accordance with the norm of not openly expressine any
necative, rejecting attitudes toward the disabled.
However,if there 1is any wvalidity to the nrcovelty and
curiosity noticns, then any expression of an attitude Lty the
physically handicapped which openly brinags the disability
into the forearound as an acceptable object of attention
should make the subject mere comforteble recause it
reconciles the curiosity he presumably feels with the norm

aacainst starinc at other reople,

Davis (1961) has presented an apprcach/avoidance model
which {is similjar to Langer's but is more aeneral in several
respects., tased on interviews with varicus disabled
persons, Davils writes:

«ethe normal, while havina his attenticn so
narrowly channeled [on the dicabtilitye, is
irmmediately constrained by the requirements of
scciability to act as if he were orjented to the
tctality of the other rather than to that which irc
urpermrcest in his awareness, i.e. the hanédlcar.
(re 123)



15
Furthermore ,Davis feels that it 1is this discrepancy between
the actor’s inner state and the social expectation that
leads to the tamiliar signs of discorfeort ‘the cguarded
references, the common everyday words suddenly made taboo,
trte fixed stare elsewhere, the artificial levity, the

compulrive locuaciousness, the awkward solemnity’.

Altrouch the avoidance elements 1in Cavis' ard Lancer's
termulations are somewhat similiar (it i€ forbidden to focus
attention on another perscn's differentness) Davis does not
rely on the stafistical Iinfrecuency of novelty to account
tcr the approach element but instead substitutes any element
which intrudes into the interactional field. That is, any
element which intrudes into the interacticnal field has the
ability to draw attention to itself. Furthermore, the
behavicral restriction in Davis* formulation is not limited
to starinc behavior. It also extends to verbal behavior.
One bacic premicse of this thesis is that the disability does
intrude into the interactional field and elicits precisely

the tyre of confiict Davis theorizes.

1o summarize thus far, it would seem that the tension and
avoidance behavior sometimes shown by the nondisabled in
tace-tr~-face contacts with the disabled ray arise, at least
in part, from the former'’s efforts tc adhere to the
prevalent norm of kindness anéd compassion toward the

disabled. The previous cstudies sugoest that in his wish not
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to do enythinao which might hurt the feelings of a disabled
person, the nondisatled actor monitores and inhibits his
responses to the point where he feels very unccmfortable.
For example, he may wish to 1look at or discuss the
gicability but feels he cannot. Furthermore, although the
nondissbled may want te be protective and helpful to the
disabled recaucse they have had relatively little exposure to
such fersons they may not know how to behave; hence,
inhibition, discomfort and avoidance tendencies develop, as

demonstrated in Kleck's studies.

The central conflict seems to be between the nondisabled
person’®s aroused curiosity and a norm of not doing anythinag
which trinacs attention to another's shortcomings. Note,
however, that the notion of curiosity as the result of
novelty defined as statistical infrecuency is not essential.
At Davis points out, any characteristic which intrudes into
the 1irnteractional field will draw attention to itself
regardless of how common or uncommeon it ic=. The intrusion
of a disability is assumed to cause areater conflict than
other intrusions because it not only clashes with a aeneral
norm of not staring at other people but it also clashes with
a prowerful norm requirinc sensitivity to the disabled. This
norm ot kindness may take the form of not doing anything
which c¢raws attention to another's shortcomines, including

hoth verbal and nonvertal pbehavior.
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It chould be clear that sensitivity to the needs cf the
disabled can mcan many things. For example, it may imply
the performance of instrumental acts such as helpina the
blind to cross the street., However, the present study is
concerred with <ensitivity which takes the form of avoidino
retererce to the disability itcelf, or aveoiding any subject
or activity which draws attention to the disability. This
seems to be the type ot sensitivity which the subijects in
Kleck*c studiec exhibitec. The idea of conflict as a result
ot contact with a novel stirulus would, thrrefore, seem more
arrropriate in situations where staring micht hichlicht
another's shortconrincs and thus possibly cause that rerson
humiliction and emkarrassment. Similarly, if eye contact
can pe¢rhaps cause the tarqget stimylus rerson to feel
uncomfcrtable then certainly an explicit reference to the
forbiaden topic could also cause discomfort. This 1is
screthinag the nondisabled person is believed to want to
aveid recause it clashes with the norm of showinag kindness

to the disabled.

If this analysis 1is correct then we would expect the
nondisabled incividual to feel less anxiety and discomfort
in a situation where he feels some relief from the norm of
receptiveness to the needs of the disabled.

Ihe effects of open acknpowledgement of djisabllity. In
the present study an attempt 1is made to rellieve the

nondicsabled of having to display this one tyre of
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sensitivity ¢ty having' an apparently disabled confederate
bring ris disatility into the foreground of attention by
verbally acknowledging the existence of the disability angd
its aprropriateness as a topic of discussion. Presumably,
ohce disatled person has voluntarily trought the
disability inte the conversation the nondisabled should no
lerger teel he must aveoid addressince it, and should
therefcre experience less conflict and hence less discomfort
ir the¢ 1interaction situation than if he were in an
interaction situation with a disabled person who made no
such statement. However, it 1is also speculated that a
disabled person can brinc his disability into the forearound
ot attention ir such a way that it increaces the subject's
level of conflict and hence increases discomfort and
avoldance. More specifically, it 1is hypothesized that an
attiture o0f self-pity expressed by a disabled rerson will
occasicn greater anxiety, discomfort and avoidance behavior

than will the attitude cf oren acknowledcemrent.

No studies could be found which directly examined the
effects of the expression of a self-pitying attitude by a
disabled person on the reactions of a nondisabled other.
Only two published studjes were found which examined the
effects of a disabled person's open acknowedgement of
disability on the reactions of the ncndisabled. In an
experiment by Farina, Sherman, and Allen (1968),

nonhancicagpped subjects were placed in a learnina situation
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with a confederate who either was or was not seated in a
wheelchair. The subject was supposed to teach the
contederate a cspecific code, administering electric shocks
as punishment for incorrect responses. The subject could
control the intensity and duration of the tshocks. Prior to
the start ot the learning session both subject and
contedcrate were instructed to exchange some voluntary
information akcout themselves, The real subject always went
tirst. IT'he information to be presentecd was restricted to
one ot four toplcs: interests, soclial life,problems in
college, and negative aspects of one's perscnality. The
subject's statements were recorded and the followine
measur<s were taken: lenpcth of time he spcke, the number of
disruptions which appeared in his speech, the length of time
he was silent, and the ratio of silent time to speakinag
time. When it was time for the confederate to present some
information about himself he included one of the following
statements. In the acknowledcement condition he said that
"his leg obviously caused him preblems  in cettingc
about ,ectc., 3and he inadicated it had been caused by an auto
accident” (p. 591). The authors expected this manipulation
to "(modify) the influence of stiamata on interpersonal
relaticnshnips” (p. 590). However, cpecific predictions
about how this manipulation would affect the dependent
variables were not mace. In the no ackncwledoement

cordition, "the confederate brusquely stated that he had the
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same problems as other people" (p. 591). This condition was

intended to make the stiama a Yforbidden topich.

No ditferences between any of the aroups were found on
thre shock intensity measure but 1t was found that the
contedrrate received shocks of lesser duration in the
wheelchalr condition than in the no wheelchair condition.
There were no effects of acknowledaerent cof dis=sability on

any derendent variables.

Ine principal cshortcoming of this study lies in the
acknowledogement manipulation. Farina et al. speculated that
the critical difference between the acknowledaement and the
nc acknowledoerent conditions was that 1in the former
subtjects would rerceive the confederate as someone who was
quite willing to discuss his disability openly, while in the
latter condition the subijects would perceive the confederate
as somrfone who felt the disability was a forbidden topic.
However, there is nothina in the acknowledaement
manipulation explicitly abtout the acceptabhility of the
disability as a topic of discussion. The confederate merely
mentiored that his disability caused him inconveniences and
was caused by a car accident. As Hastorf,Wildfoocel, and
Cassman (1979) have pointed 2ut "™Such a statement, rather
than inplyina that the handicap 1i1s an acceptable topic of
conversation, may 1ndicate that the topic has been opened

and clcsed" (p. 1791).
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In contrast, another study (Hastorf et al.,1979) has
recorted results in the expected direction as a conseguence
ot disability acknowledaement on the part of the handicapped
stimulus person. In all, three experiments were reported.
In each }xperinent, subjects watched video-tape recordinas
ot interviews with two different stimulus persons both of
whom arrearec to te confired to wheelchaire., The dependent
variables were always the same, preference for the stimulus
person as a co-worker on a task at a future cate, and
favorarleness of impression ratinns of the stimulus persons.
In Experiment 1 it was found that disabled confederates who
orenly acknowledaoerd their cdicability and explicitly stated
they were amenable to talking about it were more often
preferred as future work partners and made a more favorable

impression than disabled confederates rakina no such

statement.

To rule out the possibility that the effectiveness of the
acknowledagement manipulaticen was due to the increased
teelinas of {ntimacy and 1liking which generally accompany
personal disclosure (Jourard, 1971; Worthy et al.,1969), a
second exgeriment was conducted., It was found that disabled
confederates who acknowledoed their disability and invited
discuscion (although no discussion ever actually took
place), were preterred and made better impressions than
similarly dicabled confederates who made sianificant

personfl disclosures that were unrelated to the disability
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itselt. 1nh the third and final experiment it was shown that
an acknowledaing disabled person was preferred over a
nonacknowledging disabled person as a future partner even
when the former's nonverbal behavior 1indicated nervousness
and di=scomfort. The intergretation of the general pattern
of results was that “subjects were rore certain how to act
with tte confederate acknowledaina a handicap tecause his
cormunication in acknowledcinc made it clear what behavior
was arpropriate" (p. 1797). Thue, sul jects felt more
comtortable with this person. To explain why the
acknowledaing confederate made a more favorahle impression,
Hastorf et al. call uron the ambivalence arplification
hyrothesis of Katz and Glases (1979). Pccecrding to Hastorf
et al. the ambivalence-amplification hypothesis rests on the
premise that attitudes towards the disabled (and other
stigmatized arocups) are Pasically ambivalent, and that
amtivalence leads to a tendency towards rehavioral
instability. As a result, any positive input amplifies
favorarle attitudes while any necative input amplifies
unfavorable attitudes. Hastorf e al. speculate that
YAcknowledaement of the handicap...was positive information
because it reduced discomfort, Therefore, it amplifed
tavorable impressions of the acknowledaing confederates™ (p.

1796).

The results of this study and the explanaticns offered

are totally consistent with views presented in this paper.
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The present study is an outgrowth of the Hartorf et al.
study in the sense that it seeks to broaden the exploration
of the relationship between a disabled person’s attitude
towards his disability anc the reactions of nondisabled
persons. The cstudy of this reclationship is broadened by the
aaditicn of different dependent variables, a different type
ot attitude towards the disabrility, and the introduction of
a phyrically norral coenfederate as another comparison

condit ion,

In anot?er somewhat related study, ¥atz et al. (1979),
varied the personal cualities displayvyed by disabled and
nondiszhled confederates and measured the effect on normal
otserver's compliance to recuests for helpe. Note, however,
that these Ypersonal qualitiesY were not irn the form of
explicit attitudes about the disability but rather were more
general personality charactersitics. The study is included
in this review because it is one of very few studies which
used the approack of varyina some aspect of a disabled
person's self precentation and measuring its effects on the
reacticns . of the nondisabled. Furthermore, it is
particuvlarly relevant to the discussion of the effects of

the self-pity manipulation.

Based on the ambivalence-amplification theory (see Katz &
Glass, 1979) Katz et al. initially predicted that

Yphysically disabled help seekers will receive more atd from
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normal people than will normal help-seekers when both types
ot actcrs display positive personal qualities,whereas the
reverse outcome will occur when bhoth display neacative
qualities"™. The actual results, however, were the exact
reverse of those predicted. At this polint it was realized
that whtat constitutes "positive personal gqualities” may not
be the same for beth disabled and nondicsabled rersons. The
authores referred to the work of Goffman (1960) ard Dembo et
ale (2195¢), which suagests that the nondisabled have very
definite ideas &ebout how the disabled shculd adjust to their
situation. Srecifically, tre disabled person is expected to
realize that he is in a state of deprivaticon and to suffer.
Katz et al. speculated that subjects exposed to the
*friendly and achlievement oriented™ handicapped confederate
(in the positive personal qualities condition) might have
interpreted the positive gualities as an attempt to deny
differentness, deprivation and sufferina. They further
speculated that thie deviation from the exrected had
generated anger acainst the confederate which was manifested
as a relatively lower level of helpina behavier in this
condition as compared with the amount of help aiven to the
confederate in the other conditions. In a follow up study
the bhypothesis that friendly and achievement oriented
handicarped persons would elicit anaer was confirmed. Some
support was also found for the complementary hypothesis that

the “caustic and apathetic"™ behaviors of the physically
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handicapped confederate in the negative self-presentation
condition were interpreted as understandable reactions to
the pain and sufferina associated with disability, hence
elicited compassion.

Ihe effects of self-pity. In addition to studyina the
cttects of open acknowledaerent of disalbility, the present
study €examinec how the attitude of <elf-rity arc exprecsed by
the dicabled aftects the nondisablecd. It is important to
point cut that the purpose of this study ic more theoretical
than rfractical. There is ne intent to imply that the
dicabled habituvally precent themselves 1in a self-pitying
manner and are thus the cause of neagative reactions bty the

nocndischled,

Again there 1is almdst no experimental data on this issue,.
Goffman (1960) writes that the stiaomatized person is

supgossd to

fultill ordinary standards as fully as he
cen,stoprina short only when the issue of
ncrmification arises; that is, wren his efforts

might give the impression he is tryina to deny his
differentness...and because normals have their
troubles too, the stiamatized should not feel
bitter,recentful or celf pityina. A cheerful
outgoina manner should be cultivated. (ppe.
115-116)
Thus, 1f Goffman 1is correct, the expression of self-pity
should increacse tension and anxiety on the part of a
nondiss#bled observer and {ncrease interpersonal distance,
Goffman, however, does not explain any further why a di¢play

ot self-pity should occasion necative reactionse. The
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exfected effects of the self-pity manipulation are open to
various explanations. First, as Goffran implies, it may
simply contradict the expectation raintained by the
nondisabled that the disabled should be miserable (Dembo et
ale, 1958%) rfut at the sare time not cow}lain too loudly
about their rplight. Thus, role expectations are
untultilled, the interacticn is disrupted and requires the
expenditure of eneray to adijust it. fecond, <subjects may
react negatively because a cself-pityinc attitude enhances
the fear of qgettinc enmeshed in another person's dependency
needs (Katz, 1979}, BHecoming enmcshed in another's
derendency neecds ray be aversive because it may lead to a
reduct ion of freedom (reactance) or tGtecause it requires
extra effort to try to satisfy the other's cdependency needs.
Third, there 1is also the possibility of some sort of
emotional contaacion (as suoccested by some of the literature
on empathy ). Proximity to someone exrressing a neacative
emotionr {such as self-pity) may cause others around him to

feel the same way, obviously scmethinag to be avoided.

One study {(Isen and HNoonberg, 1979) has reported
difterential rates of contribution to a charity which |is
consistent with the reactance model. It was found that in a
door-to-door collection appeal on behalf of the March of
Dimes, smaller donations were made when the recuest for a
donaticn was accompanied ry the display of either a smilina

handicapped child, an unsriling handicarped child or the
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March cf Dimes loac and the words "birth defects are forever
unless you help”, than whern the appeal was accompanied by a
sian with only the words "The March of Dimes"™ on it. It 1is
rossible that the poster of the handicarped child (either
smilino or unemilina) ancd the statement "Pirth defects are
forever unless you help" were perceivegd by the subjects as
an attempt to ranipulate them {perhaps through quilt), to
which the sutjects responded with resentment and hostility
and herce made smaller donationrs. However, the authors also
sucgest another possible exrlanation. They suagest that the
poster and the loco were more complex forme of stimuli than
the sirpler "March of Dimes™ statement, and that the former
more ccmplex stimuli distracted the subjects from the core
ot the message (a reguest for donaticngs) and hence resulted

in smaller donations.

Anotrer plausible exrlanation for the necative effects of
selt-pity is that the heightened apparent neediness of the
dicabled confederate increases the pressure on the subjects
tc be responsive to the disabled person's needs, which for
various reasons already outlined increases conflict and will
brinz sbout a corresponding increase in anxiety, discomfort,

and avcidance,

While the self-pity manipulation in the present study is
expected to procuce neaative responses  no srecific

hyrothesis about the underlyina mechanism is offered. Note,
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however, that 1if the reactance model is operative we may
expect greater levels of hostility 4in the self-pity qgroup

than in any of the other arours.

Qther Explanations for Negative Reactions to the Disabled

The most prevalent approach to the study of reactions to
the difabled 1is the Ystioma"™ approach (cf Geffran, 1960;
Barker et al., 1953; Wright, 1960; fnaglish, 1971). Stigma,
as Goftman defines it, refers to the possessicn of a deeply
discreciting trait. Furthermore, a sticmatized percson is
perceived to te ftlawed, deficient or inferior. The core of
this spproach seems te rest on the rremice that the
possescion of a prarticular trait (e.q., tlack skin, physical
disability), which in and of itself may or may not be
necative, can lead tc a aeneralized necative evaluation of
the person possecsina the trait. Subsecuent discomfort
about and avoidance of the stiamatized person is asscociated
with the stereotyped necative qualities imputed to the
person. This stereotype may not be justified by the actual

properties inherent in the stiomatizing trait.

Strictly speaking, the stigma model does not reguire that
the stigmatizina attribute be inherently necative in nature.
Race &nd nationality, for example, are not inherently
debilitating or neqgative but sometimes do form the basis for
negative stereotypinc and deronation. Underlyine mechanisms

tor the process of stiagmatization 1in cases where the
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stigmatizing attribute i not inherently neacative have been
suqggested by Katz (1979). These models, which are in
ageneral based on notions of scapeqoatiro and interaroup
dynamics, do not seem to be as wuseful in wunderstanding
reacticns to the physically disabled as they are for
urderstanding reactions to other grours such as racial
minorities, However, when the attribute is at least in some
respects negative or debilitating (such as physical
dicabilities) then the attritute as sufficient cause model
0f sticmatization als> described by Katz (1979) does seem to
be very useful. FKatz writes:

The attribute-acs-sufficient-cause rodel also makes
tre assurrticen that bacslc cognitlive-perceptual
tendencies can strenothen the 1linkaoce lPetween
recognition of an aversive characteristic and
rejection of the pOSSessor. Heidert*s (1944}
principles of naive rerception are relevant. Hie
noticn of cognitive balance suagests that a
strancer who displays a strongly necative
attribute will tend to be seen ac having other
negative attributes as well. (. 450)
Based on this type of reascning Wricht (19e0) hypothesizes
that rhysical disability prroduces a VYerread phenomenon®
which neqatively 1influences the perception of the disabled
person’'s other characteristics and therety causes him to be
devalued, Similarly, English (1971) stresses that it is
this rrocess of aqeneralization which turns physical
disability into personal, vocational, and social handicaps.
The attribute-as-csufficient-cause stigma model would for

example explain why the disabled may be seen as morally

tainted and the disability seen as either a runishment for
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some transgression or as a product of evil forces (Sontaag,

1978; Hentig, 19u@; McDaniel, 1969).

Another variation of the attribute as sufficient cause
model states that some inherent avercsive aspect of the
attribute directly elicits necative reactions. Fatz (1979)
surmarizes a model offered by Hebb (1949) which states that

discrepancies hretween expectation (i1.e.,
acaptation 1level)}) and perception aive rise to
primary unlearned affect, the siaon of which will
gepend upon the size of the discrerancy.
Felatively smrall discrepancies from expectation
are supposed to vield positive or pleasant affect,
whrereas larce discrepancies are suprosed to result
in negative affect or uvunpleasantness. (p. 451)
Herb (1944 ) has presented a physiolonical mecdel based on the
arousal of incempatible neural responses to explain the

emergerce of t*unlearnec affect®*,

The conflict model developed earlier in this chapter
differs from the stigma approcach in that it does not require
that the disabled person be generally devalued, discredited
and negatively stereotyped in order to account for
discomfort and avoidance on the part of nondisabled persons.
The centlict model does to some extent imply that the
disabled person 1is stereotvped (e.qg., that he is seen as
someone who is in need of sympathy and other acts of
kindness); but it does not regquire that he be stigmatized.
As Katz and Glass (1979) roint out “Ythe empirical evidence
Tegard ing the exlstence ©of negative attitudes (towards the

disabled) i« less comrelling than that for positive
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attituaes®” . Evidence has been présented which suqaests
that the disabled are aveoided more than the nondisabled and
cause subijects to feel more discomfort, but avcidance and
discomtort can Jjust as likely be the result of conflict as
the result o©of wunderlyina neaative attitudes. Indeed,
attitucinal studies, as pointed out earlier, acenerally show
that the disabled are rated very favoratly. Cne could also
argue that the disabled differ from cther more clearly
stiaoamatized aroups such as blacks 1in trat the disabled co
not define therselves as a cohesive subcroup in oprosition
to the dominant rajority. Further, the disabled lack a
central symbol (cf Allpecrt, 1954) as a percertual focus
which supports the perception of characterological

homogeneity.

Another explanation of the negativeress of the reactions
ot the nondisabled lies in the poesibility that 1in
interpersonal contact situations the difabled have hrehaved
in ways which have directly caused the nondisaltled to feel
uncomfortable and therefore want to avoid the disabled in
the tuture. The amount of research on this point is very
meager. However, one.opossibility is that the disabled by
their cwn actions contribute to the probler, either through
the exrression of their own discomfort in contact situvations
or by tehaving in ways which the nondisabled find difficult
to hancdle. Using a research desicn simrilar to Kleck's,
Ccmer and Piliaven (1972) report that in a face-to-face

interview situation
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physically handicapred surjects interacting with a
physically normal interviewer, as compared to
subjects interacting with a physicaly disabled

interviewer, {3) terminated the iInteractions
sooner, (b) showed areater motoric inhibitions,
{ c) exhibited 1less smiling behavior, (d)
demonstrated less eye contact with the
interviewer, and (e) admitted feelinag 1less

cemfortarle cdurinag the interaction. (r. 33)
Interectingly, these are by and Jarae the very same
responrses exhitited by the nondisarled subtjects 4in Kleck's
studies when trey 1nteracfed with disabled confederates.
Thus c¢ne possibility 1is that the nondisabled pick up
Ynonverbal cues of discomfort® from the disabled which in
turn causes them to feel uncomfortable and want to avoid

such unpleasantness in the future.

)
Finally, Katz (1979) Fas summarized a number of cther

reasons why interactions with the disabled may occasion
apprehensiveness :

the contact may (a) cast doubt on the widely-
held belief that the world is a Just place where
tre innocent do not suvffer (Lerner, 1970), (L)
remin¢g tre normal person ©of his or her own
vulnerability to sudden misfortune, (c¢) raise the
prospect of becoming ermeshed in another person's
dependency. In addition, if any of these factors
should 1lead to avoidance of scmeone who |is
disabled, the actor may experience a lowering cof
self-esteem. (p. US5)

To this list one may add the poscibility, based on
psychornalytic theory, that the perception of physical
injury, especially if it involves the limbs, may stimulate

castration fears (Maisel, 1953 cited by Wricht, 1960).
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stratecy of the Present Study
There 1s evidence from the series of cstudies by Kleck and
assocliates that nondisabled subjects are urcertain about how
to behave in the presence of a disabkled person and in
general teel conflicted iIn contact situations. They seem to
want tc distance themselves from the disabled person, yet at
the sare time act in such a way as to <cuaggest protective
cencerr for the needs and feelings of the dirfabled.
Sirilarly, from the work of Lanacer and cof Davis trere is
evidence that subjects would welcome the oprortunity to make
the disatkility 2 center of attention throuch either eye
contact or verbal disccocurse, but are constrained by social
norms sgainst deing so. The ensuing conflict results in the

distancing behavicrs previously documented.

I'he above discussion leads one to formulate the
hypothersis that if a dicabled person were to himself
acknowledoe his condition and brina it out into the oren as
an acceptable object of attention this wculd result in a
reduct ion of tension and discomfort in nondisabled persons.
This ircreased comfort could then manifest itself as areater
social acceptance, as for example, demonstrated by Hastorf
et al. Furthermore, if the Hastorf findines are explainable
in terns of reduced protective concern and the unleashing of
curiosity, then open acknowledaement should also result in a
disinhibition ¢t the nondisatbtled interactant's impulse to

discusrs topics havina to do with the disability. Subjects
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may be expected to feel mcre comfortable about discussinag

disability-related issuves.

However, nct only is it important whether ¢or not the
stigmatized person acknowledoes and brinas his disability
intoc the open, but the specific attitude he conveys about
himselt in relation to his disability is alsc very
imprortant. Thus, 1f the disability i=s acknowledaged 1in a
selt-pitying menner, conflict may be increased, resultina in
relatively more necative recponses in the nondisabled. The
stratecy of the precsent rescarch, then, is to expose
nondisabled subjects to a confederate who appears to have a
disability and then--while holdina other information
constant--to vary the extent and type of acknowledgement the

contederate offers in reacard to his disarility.

Sulk jects were shown one of several vicectapes of a person
they wefre told they would socon be interviewinag (no interview
actually took rplace). Althouah the same perscn appeared in
all the videotapes, In three of the four he was shown seated
in a wheelchair. In addition, in each of the wheelchair
tapes he presented a different attitude towards  his
disability. Rtter seeinoc the videotape, subjects filled out
various guesticnnaires, one of which wacs a mood scale.
Subjects were alcso asked to rate how comfortable they felt
about &sking disability related questions of the disabled

stimulus persor. Presumably, 1f the open ackncwledaement
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condition disinhitited curiosity, subjects would then report
teelinc more comfortable about asking disability related
questicns. A more direct way of measurinag the extent to
which the disability was really a stimulus that aroused
curiosity, would have been to let subjects choose questions
trom a list containina both disability related and unrelated
guesticns, and then to see if subjects ir the oper condition
more often chose aisahbility rTelatec cuestions. However,
this wculd have permitted subjects to arrance themselves in
selt-selected aroups thereby completely confounding
measurement of the other dependent varjabhles. The final
derendent measure qgave subiects the oprortunity to choose
trhe context for the interview. One alternative involved

face-tc-face contact while another did not.

ndependent variables were whether or not the
confederate arpeared disabled and the attitude he explicitly
displaved towards his disability. In all, four conditions
were employed: 1) confederate appears nondisabled: 2)
confederate appears disabled but dcoces not acknowledae his
disability in any way:; 3) confederate aprears disabled and
acknowledges his disability without self-pity or distress,
explicitly saying he is open to discussinag his cordition, 4)
confederate appears disabled and acknowledoes hils disability

in a wiy that conveys distress, bitterness and self-pity.
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Hypotheses apd Predictions
Hypotheses and predictions will bte sprecified for each of
the treatment conditions in turn.
=¢lf-pity conditicn. efore specifyina hypotheses and
predictions tor the self-pity conditicon it would Se useful
to review the mranipulations in the Katz et al. study (1979)
and lcok more closely at the processes they may have
initiated in tre subject., In the negative self-presentation
condition, subjects miaht have thoucht that the dicabled
contedecratet*s caustic and apathetic btehavior was an
exprescion of his pain and sufferino. The post hoc
interpretation was that this type of thinking 1led the
sutject to fcrel sorry for the disabled person and,
therefore, treat him kindly. Katz et al. further
conjectured that in the positive self-presentation
condit ion, however, subjects might hrave felt that the
handicapped confederate's outgoing, friendly, and
achievcment-oriented behavior was insincere--that the
contfederate wac actually tryina to deny his inferior status
and suffering as a disabled 1individual. The subject might
have heen urset about the discrepancy between his
expectaticn regarcing the confederate and the latter's
observed behavicr for one of at least two reasons. The
subject’s sense of importance, achievement, and superiority
could have been threatened (Dembo et al., 19%6).

Alternatively, the subiject's self-concept as a discerninec
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bestower cf sympathy might have been threatened (Katz &
Glass,1979). He could have felt foolish or taken 1in for
beina preparec to he corpassionate toward someone who
obviously did not need or want compassion. In both cases
the suvbject is thoucht to make inferences abcut how the
disability is likely to influence one's adjustment tc life.
Aprarently the subject 1is trying to maintain congruity
between his rrejudgment of the impact of a disability and
information about the ccnfederate's seemina adjustment to
the dicability. One can conclude from the results of this
experirent that subjects had made the rrejudorent that
confinement to a wheelchair should be a source of
disruption,suffering, and low achievement. Rpparently!, a
friendly, achievement-coriented disposition vioclated this
expectation, while caustic and apathetic behavior was seen

as a lcaical extension of it.

tror the above discussion one miaoaht be tempted to
concluce that the self-pity, distrese condition of the
present study should preduce relatively positive reactions
in nenstigmatized subjects because it confirms the
expectation of =sufferinc. However ,the precise opposite is
predicted, due to the influence of other forces as outlined
earlier. Goffman (1960) roints out that the disabled must
walk & fine 1line with TrTespect to what 1is acceptable
benhavicr; 1t is often very difficult if not impossible for

them tc avoid offendina the nondisatled., So althouch the
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disabled are exjected to acknowledge their state of
deprivation it i also expected, as Goffman writes, that
"..othe stigmatized...not feel bitter,resentful or self

pityinc™.

It is hypothesized that the self-pity manipulation will
cause cubjects to feel more conflicted for ore or both cof
the following reasons. First, my assumption is that the
exrlicit needginess of the self-pityinae confederate will
heighten the pressure on the subjects ¢to behave 1in
accordence with the norm of receptiveness to another
person®s needse. For reasons presented earlier, a
heighterinc of this norr is expected to &lco heiahten
inhibition, discomfort and conflict. fecond, another
possibility is that the subject will perceive the other
person’®s self-pitying behavior to be an attempt to influence
and maripulate his responses, in essence, to force him to be
corpassiconate. Trhrere may be immediate resistance to this
perceived attempt to manipulate. The resistance can take
several forms: anxiety, anger, denigration or avoidance of
the other person, or refusal to give him needed assistance.
Whatever the form of the resistance it ic certain to produce
at the very least discomfort and anxiety since it conflicts
with the general social norm that recuires comrpassion for
those less fortunate. It is therefore predicted that the
self-pity condition will prcocduce very neagative reactions in
nondisesbled subjects when compared to the subjects in the

oren acknowlecdcement Groufr.
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More specifically, it is predicted that subjects in the
self-pity ogroup will report more anxiety (as a sion of
conflict) and will more often choose a relatively 1low
contact than hich contact interviev <cituation. My
assumption is that in both this condition and the necative
self-presentation condition in the Xatz et al. study (1979)
the subject |is thoucht to perceive the physically
handicerped confederate as someone who is suffering and in
distress due to his disarbility. The assumed critical
difference however, 1is that in one conditicn the expression
of distress is explicit while in the other it is implicit.
This 1 believe to be a <critical factor becauce of the
perceived control issue discussed above. That is, in the
caustic-apathetic condition of the Katz et al. study the
subject experiences himself in control of his sympathy. He
can feel proud of his spontanecous, freely given maananimous
act, while in the distrecs-celf pity condition of this
proposed study he is robbed of such an easy reward. If the
reactance explanation 1is operative we may Aalso expect
subjects to rerort more hostility in the self-prity cordition

than in any of the other conditicns.

Open discussien condition. VWith respect to the open

discussion condition, if the implications of Kleck et al.
and Langer et al. and the findings of Hastorf et al. are

correct, this condition should produce the most pesitive
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reacticns in the nondisabled person because, first of all,
the subject is relieved of the tension preduced by not
knowina whether he needs to screen out all references to the
disability, (ostensibly to protect the disabled person). He
should fee]l freer to focus attention on the disability

either by eye contact and/or verbal discussion.

Secendly, his reaction chould be pesitive because not
only i< he free to address the disability directly but also
becauses none of hics expectations about bow the disabled
should adjust to their disability have beenr viclated. Hhen
the disabled persen incdicates that it 1is permissible to
cgiscuss his condition openly he is implying that he does
indeed have a Ycondition™ that makes him different and poses
problers for him that he must deal with, However, he
proceeds to deal with it in such a way that tre nondisabled
person does not feel he {s being maninulated. The sutiject
exrertences havino contrcl over how he chcoses to deal with
the dicability, unlike the situation 1in the distress,=self-
pity condition where there is an obtvious ¥Ydemanc" for

compassion.

Thi=s may alco help to exrplain why Farina et al. failed to
tind any effects for their open acknowledgement
manipulation. In that study, tre acknowledaement
manipulation consisted of a very brief statement mrade by the

confederate that his odisability caused him inconveniences
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and was caused by an auto accident, There was ho explicit
indication that the disability was open to discussion. One
could argue rlausibly that the subjects perceived the
confederate'’s ctatement that his leq caused him difficulty
as some sort of self-rityino ploy. 1In the present study, it
i predicted that csubijects in the oren acknowledaement
condition will indicate creater comfort in askinc questions
havino to 40 with disability, will report less anxiety, and
will more oOtften chonse the high contact interview
alternstive than subjects 1in the other two disability

condit ions.

Mo

ttitude conditjion. The no attitude condition is

expected to differ from the open acknowledgerent condition
on all the dependent variables such that reactions to the
confederate in the former condition are trhe more necative.
No clear predictions can be made recardina the no attitude
conaition and the <celf-pity arcup because it itf unclear just
how subjects will respond to the no attitude confederate.
It 1s possible, as one pllot subiject speculated, that a
dicabled person who expresses no attitude towards his
disability anca is therefore an unknown guantity in this
recard, occasions more discomfort than a disabled person who
expresses some attjitude towards his disability recardless of

whether it is positive or negative.
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As specifiea earlier the no attitude condition is
expected to differ from the open acknowledaement condition
on all the dependent variables such that reactions to the

contedfrate in this condition are the more negative.

Nondisabled conditjion. Predictions with resrect to
comparisons tetween the nondisabled ard the disabled
conditions are frased on the findinos reported rather
consistently ty previous recsearchers. Consistent with the
*Yrositivity effectY documented in other rescarch, it |is
predicted that the confederate in all three disabjlity
conditions will be more favorably evaluated on an impression

ratinoc guestiornaire than the rondisabled confederate.

Previous research has 2also shown that the nondisabled
tend tc want to avoid close interpersonal contact with the
disabled and report greater levels of tensicn and discomfort
than when interactina with other necndisabled persons.
Trerefere, it is predicted that the disabled confederate in
the no acknowledaement condition will be subijected to
greater interpersonal distance than the confederate in the
nondisatled condition. Furthermore, subiects in the former
condition are expected to report more anxiety than subjects

in the latter condition.

No predictions are Feina made between the open

acknowledaerent condition ancd the nondisabhled conditicn with
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regarc to the social distance measure and the mood measure
because it 15 unclear to what extent the acknowledcement
manipulaticn will reduce cdiscomfort. It may reduce
discomfort enouch to cause the acknowledaement condition to
ditfer from the other disability conditions but not encuqgh
to caure it to differ from the nondisabled condition.

Summary of hypotheses. Within disability croups

predictions ares as follows:

1. Subjects in the open acknowledaement condition, as
corpared with subjects in the other two disabkility
conditions, will show {a} the least dearee of anxiety and
diccomfort, (b)) the hiahest derree of coclial accertance, (c)
the least amcunt of discomfort about discussing topics

relatec to disesbility.

Pet ween the nondisabled and dicatrled conditions,

predictions are as follows:

2. Subjects in each of the three dicability caroups will
rate tte confederate more favorably then subjects in the

nondiseabled group.

3. Subijects in the no attitude condition will choose the
low contact 1interview alternative more often than subijects

in the nondisaltled aroup.

4, Subjects in the no attitude condition will report

more anxiety than subjects in the ncndisabled condition.



Subjects

Ninety-two subjects were recruited from the Hew York City
area usinag newspaper ads callina for *volunteers to
participate in interesting psycholeoagaical research™, Each

subject was paia five dollars for a one hour session as

specified in the ads. feventy-four males and eichteen
females were rrcruited and tested 1in this manner. The age
ot the subjects ranqged from 19 to 66. The average age of

the sarsple was 32, with a2 standard deviation of 12. Fichty-
one percent of the sample indicated they had at least some
collece experience, while forty percent of the sample
indicated they had graduated from college. Sixteen rercent
of the sample jindicated that someone in their imrediate

family or aroupr of close friends had a prysical disability.

Ihe Videotapes

The same male confederate appeared in all four
videotzpes. He was a twenty-four year old white male of
slender build. 1In the tape for the No Pisabjility condition,
the confederate was seated in an ordirary chair. In the

other three tares he was seated 1in a wheelchair. The
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confederate wace given no specific instruction about how to
control his nonverbal behavior and was told only to act
naturally. Thus, the confederate larcely maintained eye
contact with the interviewer who was off camera except for
portions of his lower body which were vicsille along with the
chair he was seated in. The beainninc pertion of each of
trhe wheelchair tarec was recorded only once. It was then
copied and the particular disability attitude was edited in
at the end. Thus, all the disability tapes were absolutely
unitormr except for the cdisability-attitude expressed by the
confederate. In all the tapes the confederate cfaid that he
wac a jart time student and a rart time comruter proarammer.
He went on to say he expected to graduate from college soon
anc¢ hored to marry his airl friend. In addition, 1in the
Oren Acknowedaement condition, after breinac asked ty the
interviewer 1if he wanted to say anythino about his
disability, thre confederate responded very cpenly by saving
he knew people were often curicus about his dicability anad
that he 2idn’t mind talking about {t. In the Self-Pity
conditicn he responded to the prompt from the interviewer in
a very bitter, pained, <self-pitying manner. He complained
about row easy other people had it and how difficult life
was for him. In the No Attitude condition the interviewer
did not offer the prompt and the confederate makes no verbal
statement about his dicability. The No Attitude condition,

therefcre, is identical to the no disability condition
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except that the confederate was sittinag in a wheelchair (see

Appendix B for transcript of videotape).

ihe Qerendent Variables

A major contention of this study 1is that the anxiety and
discomtort experienced by nondisabled persons in interaction
situations with the physically handicarped can be influenced
by the disabled rerson's attitude toward=s his disability.
The mood scale was used in an attempt to measure the
subject's internal frelina state before he saw the stimulus
person on vicdeotare and then aqgain just tefore he expected
te interview that person. For this purrose the Multiple
Affect Rdjective Check list (MAACL) was chosen (Zuckerman &
Lubin, 1965, see Appendix F). The scale recuires subjects to
quickly go down a 1list of 132 adjectives and check off the
ones that describe how they feel at that monment. The
responrces, when tabulated, produce cccres for anxiety,
hoestility anc depression. The maximum score for the anxiety
scale, which 1is the scale of madjor irterest, is 22.
Subjects are given a +1 for each of certair adjectives (s )he
checks (e.a., nervous,tense,afrajid), or certain adjectives
not checked (e.g., calm,pleasant,steady). The MAARCL was
chosen not only becauce the three affect scores are
particcularly pertinent to the treatment manipulations and it
i= earcily administered and scored,but alsc because the

authorc who validated the MAACL, mentioned 1its use as a
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measure of affective chanqge in the course of

experirentation.

The 1list of 'toplics for discussion' (see 2ppendix C and
D) contained an assortment of topics cateacrized 2 pricri by
the ex¥perimenter with respect to whether or not they
explicitly 1incuire atout some aspect cf disahility, for
example, “YHow do you manaae to get around the city in your
wheelchair?*, and “What are the aspects of your personality
you 1like the least and the rost?v, I1f the open
acknowledgement ranipulation succeeded in reducing
protective concern and unleashing curiosity, 1t shculd have
been retlected 1in 2an increace in sutjects' comfort in

discuscsing torics which have to do with disability

The social distznce index ic a behavioral measure, In the
latter portion of the experiment, after the subiject had the
opportunity to view the disabled confederate, he wac asked
to make a decision recardina whether he wanted to interview
the stimulus person face-to-face or via an intercom system

connecting separate rooms.

The final dependent measure was an impression rating
questicnnaire (sce Appendix F) consisting of fourteen
unipolar adjectives anchoring one or the other end of a
seven roint scale, for example, intellicent, friendly, well-
adjusted, happy. The purpose of this measure was two fold.

First, it acted as a check on the effectiveness of the celf-
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pity manipulation. Secondly, when the No Disability and the
Disability conditions were compared to each other, 1t acted
as a dependent variable measuring the extent of the

positivity effect.

Procedure

' Subjects in aorcups of four or less were met by the
experirenter who escorted them to the rocom where the
exrerirent was to take place. Each subject took a2 seat in a
three sided cubicle =such that he could see cdirectly in
tront. JIhus, each subject was effectively isolated from the
other subjects. Subjects were told the experiment was about
the relationship bLetween different types of communications
media and impression formation, specifically, that the
etfects of dif ferent types cf communication media were being
studiea. Furthermore, they were told that the experiment was
divided into two parts. They were told that the first part
would reguire them to rate their reactions to an individual
shown to them on videotape, and that in the second part of
the exreriment they would have to interview this person,

using a i1st ot gquestions given to them.

After receiving this information, subjects were given the
first administration of the MAACL under the pretext that it
was nfeded to collect baseline information about the
subject's mood states which could conceivably affect his

imprescrione., They were then shown one cof the four possible
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videotapes which constituted the 'manipulation of the
independent variables. Rfter seeing the videotape subjects
were aiven the list of questions which they believed they
would hrave to ask of the perscn they had just seen con the
videotape. 1n the conditions where the stimulus person seen
on the vicdeotape appeared to be disatled, half of the
interview gquesticns exrlicitly made reference to the
disability (see Appendix C). In the <condition where the
stimulus persor apreared to be physically nermal, four other
questicns were substituted (see Appendix D) in either case a
total of eiaoht guestions were presented to each subiject.
Subjects were ackcd to rate how comfortable they felt about
asking each of the guestions. This recuest was made under
the pretext that the information was needed as bacelire data
since how they felt about asking each of the questions could
atfect how they asked the question and how they felt about
the stimulus person's responses. Then they were civen the
final administration of the MAACL, and the Impression Ratina
Questicnhaire. Once these guestionnaires were ccmpleted the
experirenter reminded the subjects that the study was about
different types of communication media ard that even 1in a
real life interview situation there were different ways of
communicatinog. 5Subjects were told they would be given a
choice ot doing the interview either face-to-face or via an
intercom system connecting separate rooms. The experimenter

also sald that he was interested in the effects of both
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tyres of interaction and that it didn't matter which one was
chosen. Once subhjects had indicated their choices on a
sheet c¢f paper which also asked for demographic information
the experiment was OVer. Subjects were then completely
debriefed and raid (see Appendix A for experimenter's

srcipt ).
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The principal manipulation of this study involved varyine
the self-presentation of the stimulus person. The analysis
will treretore beain with an examination of the adequacy of
this ranipulation as measured by the Tmpression Fatinc
Juesticnnaire., Table 1 presents the rean scores of the
various experirental croups on each of the ratinag scales and
on all scaleé combined. Rlso shown are the F values for
one-way analysis of variance of the scores and the results
ot the Duncan Multiple Hance Test for comparison of means

when F was sicnificant.

It can be seen in Table 1 that sianificant results were
ortained on 1irpression ratings of the trait 'self-pityina®
(t = 28,20, p < .C01}. Further, subiects in the self-pity
condition r@tec the confederate hicher or this trait than
did subjects in any other condition (p < .05 by Cuncan
Test ). In addition, ratings of four other traits resulted
in sianiticant F values (all ps < .01): *maladjousted’,
*secure', ‘hapry’, and ‘'self-acceptinc’, On each of these
traits, the self-pityino confederate was rated less
favorarly than was the confederate in any other condition
{(ps < .05 by Duncan Test). These traits would all seem to

be closely related psycholoaically to the trait of self-
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pity, whereas those traits on which nro differences were
obtainefd would appear a priori to be relatively inderendent
ot self-pity. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that
the special corments of the confederate in the self-pity
condition were 1in fact perceived by the <=subijects as
reflecting a self-pitying attitude. That is, the self-pity
manipulation seems to have been adequate. Unfcrtunately,
throuah an oversight traits which could have been used as a
check for the open acknowledaement mranirulation were not

includrd in the imrression rating questicnraire,

An irterestina characteristic of the data in Table 1 is
that the averace impressien ratinec is very much on  the
positive side, ranging from a high of 2.4 for the open
condition to a still rather positive 1low of 3.2 for the

self-pity condition, on a seven point scale.

To see whether there was any aace effect, subjects?
imprescions were vre-evaluated by means of an analysie of
cevartance, covarying for aqge. The pattern of results diad

not chenge.,
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Mean Impression Rating Scores by Experimental Group

Intelligent
Self-pitying
Friendly
Considerate
Competent
Creative
Malad justed
Likeable
Hardworking
Nervous
Secure

Happy
Aggresive

Self-accepting

Total

Mo disability

(N=18)

2.88
2.33(a)
.88
2.50
2.55
4.22
2.16 {a)
3.16
2.05
3.22
2.72 ta)
2.70 {a)
3.38
2+16(a)

2.73(3)

Ko attitude

(17)

2.94
2-05(3)
j.ul
2.76
2.82
3.70
2.05 (a)
3.05
2.17
.17
2.94 (a)
2.94 {a)
3.53
2.23(a)

2.77(b)

Ofen
(26)

2.38
2.00(a)
2.50C
2.00
2.8“
3069
1.84 (a)
2.6%
1-15
2.6%
2«50 (a)
2.80 (a)
3.15
1.90 (a)

2.43(a)

Self-pity

{31)

F

1.53
25.3%
2.03
2.09
1.74
47
7.33%
«71
-Tu
2.36
6.6uU%
8.95%
«39
15.10%

4,81%%

Note. Lower scores indicate a more favorable impression.
a Different from the self-pity group at the .05 level using the

Duncan Multiple Ranue Test.
b Different from the self-pity group at the .07 level.

L] 4] < L01
a3 P < «001
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Hypotheses About Djifferences Among Disability Condjtions

There were two continuous dependent variables: (1)
subjects® estirmate of anticipated comfort when asking the
contederate various questiors, and (2) subjects' responses
to the meood adiective check list. The analysis o©of these
dependent variatbles procreded in two steps. First, overall
t' tests were reported, anad the ranking of the oroupr means
were checked to see 1f they were iIn accordance with
predictions. 7Then, a prriori contrasts were done to test the
compar isons srecifically stated in each of the hypotheses.
Secondzry post hoc analyses amona the remainina aroups were
alco aone using the Duncan Multiple Range Test. For the
dichotcmous vaeriable,social distance, analyses were done
using rethods appropriate to contingency tables, either chi-
square where valid or the Fisher Exact Tecst.

Hypothesis 1la-. Hvrothesis 1la states that subjects
exrosec to an copenly acknowledging disabled stimulus person
will report less anxiety than either of the other two

dicability aroups.

To test this hypothesis each subject was aqivern the MAACL
twice, once before seeing the stimulus person on videotape
and then again after having seen the videotape and the list
of questions he thoucht he would be askino the stimulus

person.
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Table 2 contains the mean pretest scores, the mean
posttest score=s and the mean chanqge scores (rosttest minus
pretest) for each of the three MAACL mcod scales for each

qroupe. Also shown are overall F tests for each mood scale.

An cnalysis of variance of the anxiety pretest scores
showed that the groups did not significantly differ from
each other (!¢ = 1,10, pr < «35}). An overall analyecis of
variance of the chanagae scorec for the arxiety scale also
tailed to reach statistical significance (F = 1.16: p =
+32). An a priori contrast letween the =self-pity and open
conditions shows a stiaht trend (F = 2.0, p = .15) for the
self-pity condition (1.29) to occasion a larcer increacse in

'

anxiety than the open condition (.20) . This portion of

hypotheses la,therefore, receives only very sliaht support.

lf the no attitude condition is assumed to be a neutral
no maripulation conditien, then the demonstration of a
uniaque ettect due tc the open acknowledgement manipulation
requires that the orpen condition be shown to be different
trom the no attitude condition. Unfortunately, based on a
priori contrasts there is virtually no difference between
tre oren condition (mean = ,20)} and the pno attitude
condition {(mean = ,41) with respect to the mean anxiety
change score (F = .06, p = .80). This pertion of hypothesis

la,therefore, receives no supporte.



Mean Multiple Affect Rdjective Check List Scores

No disability

I Pretest

Anxiety
Depression
Hostility

I1 Posttest
Anxiety
Depression
Hostility

II1 Change Scores
Anxjiety

Pepression
Hostility

TRELE 2

8.50
15.90
11.00 {a)

8.30
15.6¢
9.50

".20
-+ 24
“'1.“1

Mo attitude

7.29
lu.41
8.29

7.70
15.29
747

Ul
.88
"082

Note. F test for the hostility change scorc represents an analysis of

Cgen

6.03
13.53
6.84

6.213
13.213
6.80

«20
-+ 30
".Ol-l
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felf-gity

7.03
14.58
8.03

.32
16.09
8.19

1.29
1.51
«16

1.10
«66
3.01

1.16
1.47
.78

« 35
.58
030

«33
»22
«51

of covariance, with the hostility pretest score as the covariate.
a Different from both the open and self-pity concitions at the .05

level using the Duncan Multiple Range Test.
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Seccndary analyses do not show any significant
differences among the gqroups on the mean pretest scores or
the mean chance scores for depression . However, the
overall F test for the hostility score wars significant (F =
3.01, ‘p < +03). The Duncan test showed that the no
disability grour was different from both the open and self-
pity oroup at the .05 level, An analysis of covariance on
the porttest hestility score covarying for pretest hostility
level, however, did not reach statistical significance (F =

+78, p < .51). As a final analysis, to =see if any group had

changec signiticantly from pretest to posttest, the
probability that each meean change score camne from a
population whcese rean is 0 (indicatine no change), was

tested using the S5tudent®s t statistic. Only the self-pity
group showed any sianificant chanages -- significant
increates in both anxiety and depression (t = 2.38, p =.02;

t = 2.%, p = .01, respectively}.

kypothesis 1b- Hypothesis 1lb states that subijects
exposec to an openly acknowledaing disabled stimulus person
will more often choose the hiah contact interview situation
than subjects in either of the other two disability groupst.

To test this hypothesis subjects were asked tec state whether

! Because of signiticant chanqes in how this variable was
presented all eighteen pilot subjects were deleted from
the analysis of this variable thus leaving a total of 74
subjects. Mo other sianificant changes of procedure took
Place as a result of the pilot testinc.
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they preterred to interview the stimulus person face-to-face
or from a separate room via an 1intercom system (no
interviews were actually conducted). Tt was assumed that
the greater discomfort ot subjects in the self-pity
condition would heiahten their desire to avoid intimate
contact with the stimulus person, while the greater comfort
ot surjects irn the open acknowledgerent condition would

result in less aveoidance bekhavior.

Teble 3 precsents subijects? interview choices for the
variour conditions. Unfortunately, the cell Ms were too

small to permit 2 valid overall chi-square test.

Since the hrypothesis predicts the open condition to be
different from both the self-pity condition and the no
attitude condition, the Fisher Exact Test for these two 2
(conditions) x 2 (choices) tables was computed. A chi-
square test would not have been valid because of the small
cell Nes, While differences in the frecuency of subjects’®
interview choices do seem to be 1in the right direction in
that subjects in the self-pity conditon more often chose the
low contact alternative, than subjects in the open
condition, the difference was not statistically significant
(p = «13). Comparing the open condition to the no attitude
condition, differences iIn selection again seem to be in the
riaht cdirection with subjects in the open condition more

otten choosing the hioch contact alternative but differences
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TRBLE 3
fFrequency Distribution of Subjectst® Interview Choices by
Croup
tondisatrled Ho attitude Open Self-pity
(N=1R) (17) (19) (20)
Hich Tentact 16 13 17 14
(eox (77%) (907) (70%)
Low Contact 2 4 2 6
(11%) (23%) (10%) (30%)

Mote. Mumbers in parentheses represent aroup percentaaes.
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again tail to achieve statistical significance (p = .27).
Secondary post hoc analyses were also performed to determine
if the data were suggestive of any trends. These analyses

are presented below.

There does seem to have been a general dislike for the
low contact alternative, a matter which will be discussed in
the next charter. lnspection of Table 3 suqggests a
similarity between the normal condition and the open
condition on one hand and the no attitude condition and the
selt-pity condition on the other hand. If the open
acknowledcement manipulation was a succercssful disinhibitor
and tension reducer then one right expect subjects in this
condition to be similiar in their responses to subijects in
the no disability condition. There does not seem to be any
a priori Jjustificaion for collapsing the no attitude and
self-pity conditions. Nonetheless, a chi-square test of
choice frequencies for groups collapsed according to this
scheme resulted in a2 marqgqinally sianificant tendency for the
self-pity and no attitude conditions to elicit less intimate
contact than the open and normal conditions (X = 3.17, p =

+07, see Table 4).

The findines for hypothesis 1b can bte summarized as
tollows. Because of what seems tOo have been a general
avoldance of the low contact alternative, cell frequencies

were teo small to permit a valid chi-sguare test for the



Subjects’

Hiah Ccntact

Low Contact

TRHLE 4
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Interview Choices Collapsed into 2 by 2 Table

Nondisabled
and Open
Conditions

No attitude
and Self-pity
Conditions

27
(73%)

10
(27%)

Hote. Mumbers in parentheses represent aroup percentagese.

chi-sqguare =

3.17; p = .07
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tuil table. There i{s, however, a weak tendency (p = .13) as
expected from this hypothesis, for the self-pity condition
to occasion more avoicdance of the stimulus person than the
open ccndition. There 1s no tendency for subjects in the
open cecndition to differ from subjects iﬁ the no attitude
conditaion.

Hypothesis 1c. Hypothesis 1lc statece that subjects
exposeq to an openly acknowledaing disableg stimulus person
will refport feelina more comfortable about asking disability
related questions than subjects in either of the other two

disability aroups.

Atter viewina the videctare Ss were given a list of
questicns which they were told they would have to ask the
person they had just seen on the videotare. They were asked
to rate, on a seven point scale, how comfortable they felt
about asking each of the qguestions. Rased on a rriori
judgments made by the experimenter four of the questions
were designated as disability related and four as disability
unrelated. In the normal condition none of the eight

gquestions were disability related (see Appendix C)e.

Table $ rresents the mean ratings for each interview
question and the mean subtotal for each type of question,
for each of the three disability groups. Looking at the
subtotal for disability related guestijions, Table S shows a

sianificant difference among the disability aroups (F =



63
3.96, p K .D2). Furthermore, the means are ordered as
expected with the open condition showinc more comfort than
the other two disability groups. A priori contrasts (see
Table ¢) show that as predicted subjects in the self-pity
condition (mean=3.F) felt more uncomfortable about askina
the dicability related gquestions than subjects In the open
condit ion (mean=4.95) (¥ = #,53, p = 000 ), Significant
difterences (at the .05 level or better) were also found for
three cf the four disability related gquestions when examined
indivicdually. J9f the four, Question 6 (How o you get
around the city with the wheelchair?) was the least
aiscriminating (¥ = 3.32, P = «07). This aspect of
hyrothesis 1lb is,therefore, well supported. Rlthouah an
inspection of group reans for the dicability related
gquesticns subtotal in Table & indicates a similar pattern
between the open (mean=4,95) and the no attitude (mean=4,36)
conditions, the a priori contrast fails to reach statistical
sianit icance (¢t = 2.12, p = «14}). Lookira at the individual
disability related question means, it can be seen that the
greatest difference between the open and no attitude
conditions occurs with respect to CQuestion 1 (Fow does your
disability affect you soclal 1life? Does it interfere in

making friends?) (F = 2.11, p = .08).

Once again, the critical test for a unique
acknowedgement effect would reacuire a siconificant difference

from the no attitude aroup. However, since this difference
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shows cnly a very marginal effect, this aspect of hypothesis

1c can be said to have received only slicht support.

ln addition to this primary analysis, secondary analyses

were also done. They will be presented below.

Leoking at the subtotals in Table S it can te seen that
subjects 1n each qroup anticipated greater discomfort when
askina disability related questions than when askino the
unrelated cnes. A repeated measures analysis of variance
contirns a main effect for type of question (F = 29,56, df =
1,71, r = < .001). In addition, not only is the self-pity
condition (mean=4.65) different froem the open condition
(mean=%2.52) with reqgard to disability related guestions but
also with reacard to dicatility unrelated questions (F = 4.6,
p = .01). Incdeed, 1lookina at the individual aquestions it
seems that the disability unrelated questions were better
discririnators than the disability related questions,

csuagesting the possibility ot a displacement effect.



TABLE 5

Mean Coafort Ratings for Interview Questions by Group

No attjitude Open Self-pity
Disability Related Questions F P
Q1 Social life 3.568 b.88 3.83 2.6% « 07
Q3 Sex 3,05 3.65 2.48 2.43 - 09
0S5 Drive a car 5.41 5.61 4.55% 2.53 .08
Q6 Get around city 5.00 5.65 4,70 1.66 «19
Subtotal 4.36(b) 4,95 (a) 3.80 3.96 «02%
Disabjility Unrelated Questions
Q02 Personality 5.35 5.88 5.00 1.48 «23
Q4 Iran crisis 6.35% S.u8 529 2,90 06
Q7 Feel ashamed of 3.88 3.88 2.88 2.35 «10
Q8 Favorite TV show 6.00 6.57 5«50 8,71 «01%2
Subtotal -5+ 37 (a) 5.52 (a) .65 .61 « 0138
Grand Total 4.87(c) 5.25 (a) 8.27 5.27 « 00 7% &

Note. Lover scores indicate more discomfort.

a Different from the self-pity group at the .05 level by Duncan Test
b Different from the open group at the .16 level by Duncan Test

¢ Different from the self-pity group at the .09 level by Duncan Test

c9



TRBLE 6

A rriori Contrasts for Comfort Ratinas of Interview
Questions

Contrast 1 Open condition vs Self-pity Condition

Interview Questions

01 Sccial life

C3 Sex

0S5 Drive a car

{6 Cet around city

Total

Open

a.e8
3.65
5«F1
5.€5

Contrast 2 Open condition vs

Interview (Quecstions

Q1 Sccial life

V3 Sex

05 Drive a car

P06 Get around city
Total

Open

a.rp
J.65
S5.61
5.€5
4.95

Means

Self-pity

3.83
2.48
U.c5
4,70

No attitude condition

Means

No attitude

3. P8
3.05
S.u41
.00
4.36

2.12
«32
13
1.16
2.12

66

|4
.03%
0 2%%
o0 3%
.07

« 00U %%

.10
«34
71
.28
-14
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Hypotheses About Differences Between the Disability and No
RPisability Croups

Hypothesis 2-» Hypothesis 2 states that the confederate
will be more positively appraised, on the Impression Rating
Questicnnajire, by subtjects in each of the three dicability

conditions than subijects in the no disability condition.

TJapble 1 shows that there is no evidence to support
this hypothesis. The ratinas for each item sepsrately and
tor all the items combined do not significantly differ from
each cther when the oren condition and the no attitude
condition are comparecd to the no disarility condition,
There is a difference,however, between the self-pity aroup
and tte no disahjility group on those traits which are
psycnolocically related to cself-pity and also on the total
sCcore., However, this finding cannot bPe interpreted as
supportive of this hryrothesis, It 1s evidence of the
etfectiveness ot the self-pity manipulaticon but not of the
positivity eftect which requires the demonstration of
general over-evaluation of disabled persons.

Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 states that subijects in the
no attitude condition will choose the low contact interview
alternative meore often than subjects 1in the nondisabled

condition.
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The Fisher Fxact Test probability value for this 2 x 2

table 1is .30. Thus, while the frequency distribution
contorrs to expectations they are not strong enouah to
reach statisical significance, Thus, this hypothesis does

not receive statistical csupport.
Hypothesis 4. Hyrothesis 4 states that subjects in the
no attitude condition will report more anxiety than subjects

in the nondisatled condition.

The a priori F test tor this comparison indicates that
the mean anxiety chance scores,although differing in the
expected direction, are not statistically different from
each other (reans are: -.2C for the no disatility concition

'

and .41 tor the no attituce conditiong F = .29, p = .59).

Thus, this hypothesis receives no support.

However, trere were some unpredicted differences retween
the disabllity and no <disability grours with respect to
interview guestion comfort ratings. Tarle 7 shows the mean
comfort ratinaoe for the four questions which were rated by
both e¢isabled and nondisabled stimulus person ¢Groups.
Questicn four (Iran cricsis) shows a difference Lbetween the
nondisabled condition and both the no attitude and the open
condition. (uestion 8 (favorite TV <chows) shows a
cgifference between the no disability and the open
condition. Interestingly, subjects in the no disability

condition felt more discomfort than subjectes in the disabled
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conditions. Although the overall F test for the total score
lc siarnificant (F = 3.5, p < «.01) none of the pajirwise
contrasts were significant at the .05 level using the Duncan

Multiple Hange Test.

Finally, no differences were found when subjects in the
selt-pity arour were divided into two arouprs and compared to
each other. Crne qaroup consisted of the fircet seven subjects
to be tested in the self-pity condition (the rilot
subjlects}, ana the other group consisted of all other
subjects expoced to the self-pity manipulation after the
pilot testina and after an additional two 1lines were added
to the self-pity statement (see Appendix B). Although there
was a rcliocht tendency, as would be expected, for subjects in
the latter arcup (the post pilot grour) to perceive the
stimulus person as more self-pitying (3.8 for the pilot
subjects and 4.9 for the other subjects),the difference was
not statistically significant (t = 1.72, p = .10). HNor were
there zny siorificant differences on the imprescsion ratino
score ¢s a whole or the interview question comfort rating
scale 2s a whole (t = 1.15, p = .25,; t = .65, p = .52,
respectively). Therefore, all the cubjects in this

condition were cgrouped tocether for all analyses.



TABLE 7

Mean Comfort Ratings for Disability Unrelated Interview

Questions for all Groups

No disability No attitude

Q2 Personality 5.16 5.3%
Q4 Iran crisis 4.83 6.35 (a)
07 Most ashamed of 3.50 3.88
Q8 Favorite TV show 5.77 6.00
Total 4.81 5.39

Open Self-pity F

5.88 $5.00
5.84 (a) 5.29
3.88 2.68
6.57 (a) 5.58
S.54 4 .54

1.10
3.2"
1.58
2'9“
3.50

P
*35

.02%
19
«03%
»01

Note. Lower scoes indicate more discomfort.

a Different from the no disabjlity group at the .05 level using the Duncan

Multiple Range Test.

0L
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Summary of Results

With regard to Hypotheses 1, 3, and 4, the rankings of
the obtained means are in the expected pattern althouch the
differences retween the means are in aeneral not
statistically cionificaent. For examrle, on the averaaqe
sut jects in tre open acknowledcement condition do <ceem to
report less anxiety than subjects in the self-pity concdition
and the nOo attitude condition, as expected, but the
differences failed to reach statistical sicnificance.
Similarly, while more subijects in the self-pity condition
and tre no attitude condition cheose the 1low contact
interview alternative than subjecte in the open
acknowledgement condition, the differences acalin failed to

reach s<ignificance.

The only statistically significant differences occurred
with 7rtespect tc the anticipated comfort ratings and the
imprescsion ratinos. Subjects in the self-pity condition
believed they would feel more uncomfortable than subijects in
the otrer two disability groups about askino both dAisability
relatec and unrelated questions. it was also found subjects
formed a less tavorable impression of the confederate in the
self-pity condition than in any of the other conditions.
This cditterence seems to be attributable to ratings of
traits which seem to te psycholoaically related to an

Attitucre of self-rity (e.q., secure, hapry. self-accepting).



Discussion

If subjects indeed felt interested in addressing the
contederate's disability e¢ither throuah eye contact or
direct verbal reference,but were in conflict because cof the
norm prohibiting such actions, then a disabled confederate
who openly acknowledaed his disability by communicating to
the sultject trat it was alriaht to address the disability
was eypected to reduce the subiject?s conflict. It was
expected that subjects in the open acknowledgerent condition
would,therefore, (1) feel less anxiety, (2) exprct to feel
less discomfort about asking disability-related guestions,
and (3) choose the interview situation of areater intimacy
than subjects irn either of the two other disability
conditions. Kesults pertaining to each of these

exrectations will! te reviewed in turn.

The results of this study do not suppoert the atove stated
hypotheses about the effects of the open acknowledgement
manipulation. There {is only a very sliaht tendency for
subjects 1in tre copen acknowledgement condition to report
less an¥iety tran subjects in the self-pity condition (p =
«1%), and no tencdency to differ frem the no attitude aroup.
Cne explanation fcr this lack of sionificant differences

lies in the rposeibility that the mere anticipation of
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interpersonal contact was not sufficiently compelling to
elicit mood chances of a maacnitude differentially measurable
by the self-rerort check licst, Furthermore, the situation
ot nhaving to ask predetermined guestione in a nonreciprocal
exrerimental situation may have also contribhuted to feelings
ot noninvolverent and detachment in the subjects. This
explanation i¢ suprported ty the findinc that only the self-
pity croup reported any csiagnificant increase in anxiety
level trom pretest to posttest. In liaht of the relatively
person2l and intimate nature of <some cof the interview
questicns it wculd not bhe unreasonable to expect a aeneral
increace in anryiety for all the aroups. That this did not
occur cucaests that many of the subjects did not exper¥ence
the exrerimental situvation as very compellina, Both of the
elements missing from this study (actual contact with the
stimulus person and interactional spontaneity) were present
in the studies of Kleck and associates in which it was
reported that zsubjects displayed more anxiety and discomfort
in the presence of a disabled confederate than they
displayed with a nondisabled confederate. Of course, the
criticel difference could 1lie in the lack of interactional
spontaneity rather than in the absence of actual contact
with @& stimulus rperson. Perhaps a situation in which
subjects believed they would be spontaneously interactinc
with a disabled person would have produced stronger
reacticns reqardlecss of the fact that the contact was merely

anticirated by the subjects and did not actually occur.
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The proposition that subijects felt inhibited curiosity
atout the disability or wanted to verbally address it would
have been consistent with a finding that subjects felt more
comtortable about askinag disability related questions of a
disablecd contederate who invited dicscussion about the
disability than of a confederate who did not. Note,
however, that even if such a finding had occurred it would
not prove that subjects felt inhibited curiosity or interest
about the disability; an alternative explanation 1is
avallatle. Since, in this experiment, subjects were led to
believe they would have to ask all the interview questions
on their liste, there was no way to measure the extent of
trheir cesire to talk about the disability. It may be that
subjects did indeed feel uncomfortable about askina the
disability-related questions, because they were being forced
to do so, having no desire to do so on their own. Thus, of
course, 1if a disabled person invited discussion about the
aicability, subjects® discomfort would Fe reduced. As
sucgested earlier, a much better measure of inhibited
curiosity or 1interest would have been secured if ‘subijects
had bpeen allowed to choose questlions from a list containing
both disability related and unrelated guestions, or at least
if subjects hac been asked to rate how mruch they would have
1iked to ask each guestion on the list. This would have
been the 1logical next step once the effects of the

acknowledcement manipulation had been demonstrated. Note
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that trhe intended purpose of this study was not to prove any
particular model but incstead to demonstrate the importance
ot disability-attitudes in a context which would encourage
and direct future research. The conflict model developed in
the litérature and 1in this paper was thoucht to be able to

provide such auidance,

Looking at Table 5 (in the Results chapter) we see that
the articipated comfort ratings of subjects in the open
acknowledgement cohdition were higher than those of subjects
in the no attitude condition on six of the eicht questions.
However, none of the differsnces reach statictical
sicnificance. The oreatest difference bhetween the two
qroups is found when the ratinags for the four disability-
relatec guesticns were arouped together. Although the F
statistic failed to achieve significance (p = .1l4), the
aifterence between the means of the open acknowledaement
condition and the no attitude condition, while not
irpressive, is ercouragina when one considers the self-
presentation of the stimulus person in the no attitude
condition. As shown in Table 1 (in the Results chapter) the
ccnfederate Qas rated on the positive end cof the scale in
all the conditions. It may be that the self-presentation of
the stimulus person in the no attitude condition made such a
positive impression that an open attitude towards his
disability may have been assumed by some of the subjects.

This <¢f course would weaken the open acknowledaement
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manipulation. Nete also that the subjects were told that
the stimulus person had "volunteeredY to blbe in the
experirent and that he must have ,therefore, implicitly
aoreed to let himself be interviewed by stranqers. Subtijects
may have interrreted this to mean that the confederate was
in gereral an open person and prokebly alsc open to
discuscina his disability. It would have been valuable to
have included a measure of subiects' perceptions of the
coenfederate's attitude towards his disability. Amona other
thinos, subjects could have been asked to rate the
contfederate on how open teo discussina his disability he
seemerd to be. It would have then been rossible to determine
whether and to what extent the confederate in the open
acknowledaement condition was seen to be more open about his

disability than in the other disability corditions.

To measure the effects of open acknowledaement of
disability on social distance, subjects were asked to
incdicate whether they would prefer to conduct the inteview
of the confederate face-to-face or throuah an intercom
system. Kesults show that the 1low contact alternative was
chosen very rarely reocoardless of which experimental group
the subject was 1in. A chi-square test comparina the
frequency distritutions amonhg the three disability
conditions could not be validly done. There was a slight
tendency (Fisher Fxact Test p = 413) for subjects in the

oren cendition to select the high contact alternative more
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often than subjects in the self-pity condition, as
hypothesized, And a weaker tendency for them to more often
choose the hiah contact alternative than subjects in the no
attituce condition (Fisher Exact Test p = .27). On the
whole, the analysis of results for this variable does not
support the hypothesis that open acknowledaement of
dicability would coincide with less social distance. The
most significant findina with respect to the social distance
measure is that very few subjects chorce the 1low intimacy
alternative, and that any effects due tc the disability-
attitude manipulation were probably wasked out by this
phenomFnon. Informaticn obtained inforwally durincg the
debrieting sescions sheds some light on why the low contact
alternative was not more often seflected. A number of
subiects (exact numbers were not recorded) stated or implied
twO Ireasons. First ot all, subjects may have felt a strong
need te contrel the interaction. They may have felt they
cculd better monitor the reactions of the stimulus person,
whose well bejina they were very concerned about, in a face-
to-face situation than in a situvation where visual feedback
was dented them. Monitoring the confederate's reactions
would have civen the subjects needed information to
determine the impact of their behaviors on the confederate
and thus help them exercise greater control over the
interaction and be more protective of tre stimulus person,

lt must be rerembered that subjects in the no disability
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condition also believed they would be asking some rather
personal questiocons (e.q. about sex) and therefore might also

have wanted to monitor the confederate's reactions.

Seccndly, a2 number of subjects (exact numbers were not
recorded) explicitly stated that althouch they wanted to
avoid the more intimate contact with the disabled
confederate they felt they could not be so openly rejectinag
of a disabled person. One subject in the self-pity
condition spontaneously said he felt a 'roral cobligaticn' to

overcore an impulse to avoid the disabled stimulus person.

1t had beern hoped that a situation of attributional
ambiquity (see Snycer et al, 1979) could be created which
would have allowed the subjects to outwardly Justify
selecting the low 1intimacy alternative as related to other
factore in the experiment and not to their feelings about
the disabled. fpparently this attempt was not very

succescful .

In summary, only very slight support can be reported for
the hyrothesis that the open acknowledcement manipulation
occasichns positive reactions. It would seem that the lack
ot cenfirmatory results could have been due to
methodclocical lnadeguacies in the experiment. VFowever, one
cannot dismiss the possibiliy that the exrected effects of
the open acknowledgement manipulation did not .materialize

simply because the conjectured underlyino mechanisms were
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not operative 1i.e., open acknowledaement does not reduce
contlict and/or the sort of conflict model develored in this
parer with an emrphasis on inhiblited curiosity, is not
relatec¢ to necative reactions to the disatbled. It should
also e pointed out that the results do not support
alternative explanationes about the reasons for aversive
reacticns to the disabled. For example, the necative
attribute as sufficient cause model discussed earlier makes
the assumption ot a basic perceptual-coanitive 1ink tetween
trhe recognition of an avercive characteristic and rejection
ot the person rossessing that characteristic. PRased on this
model, one might have exroccted the open acknowledgement
manipulation tc occasion more anxiety and avocidance than the
no ackrowledgerent condition because it brings greater focus
and attention on the neqgative attritute (l1.e., the
disability). Clearly, this d4id not ‘rappen. Rnother
possibility is that multiple simultaneoucsly operative forces
may have cancelled each other out, While the open
acknowledoement manipulation may have helped subjects feel
more comfortable tecause of its disinhibitory effects it may
have simultanecusly increased discomfort because it narrowed

attention on ar aversive attribute.

While ¢the hyrothesis that the open acknowledgement
condition would emerae as unique from the other two
disability conditions does not receive strong surport, the

evidence is more supportive of the uniqueness of the self-
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piiy ccndition, at least with respect to the anticipated

comtort ratinge.

While there was little evidence to support the contention
that the expression of a self-pitying attitude on the part
ot a handicapped person occasions 1increased anxiety in
nondisabled observers, there was aood evidence that subtjects
believed they would feel more uncomfortable about asking
both disability-related and unrelated cuestions in the self-
pity ccondition than in the other two disability aroups. The
etfect seems to be stronoer,for reasones that are unclear,
when tre questions are disgability-unrelated. It is possible
that subjects assumed that the confederate in the self-pity
condi tion would be reluctant to discuses teopics related to
disability. This would explain differences between the
selt-pity grour and the other two disability oroups with
respect to their anticipation of discomfort when asking
dicability related guesticon. This wculd not,however.,explain
the greater amount of discomfort that subjects 1in the self
pity condition expected to feel when askinag gquestions
seeminanly unrelated tc the disability. The self-pity group
was also the only group which demonstrated a significant
increase in anxiety from pretest to posttest as measured by
the MAMAMCL. It was also the only group in which the average
hcstil ity score was greater than zero rather than less than
zero (althouch it neither differed sionificantly from zero

nor ditffered significantly from the means for the other
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groups ). 1f, as some writers speculate (Ibcsen and Noonberg,
1979) the expression of self-pity leads others to experience
a curtailment of freedom, as delineated in the reactance
model, we would have expected subjects in the self-pity
condition to report more hostility than subdjects in the
other groups. Perhaps as suagested earlier, the
experirental situation was simply not cemrelline encuah to

elicit emotional reactions.

Comfarisons between the disability and the no disability
ccnditions were intended to duplicate findings already
reported in the ljiterature. It was predicted that subtijects
in the disability conceditions would report a more favorable
imprescion o©of the confederate than subjects 1in the no
disability condition and thus duplicate the positivity
ettect obtained in s=sveral previous studies. The obtained
resultc clearly do not support this hypothesis. The only
difterence amonc the four croups 1is between the self-pity
gIroup anc the other three groups. The former was evaluated
less favorably. As suvagested earlier this difference is
probably due to the specific effects of the self-pity
manipulation. The confederate in the self-pity condition
seems to have been rated less positively than in the other
congitions, but only on 1items which are rore or less

directly related to the self-pity manipulation.
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At least two explanations of the positivity effect come

to mind. First, that there is a discrepancy in the eye of
the perceiver between the evaluation of an action and the
evaluation of the source of that acticn. This 1is a
violatior >f one of Heider®s (1944) principles of coonitive
balance which states that like objects are expected to
produce like actions,ancd conversely that dissimilar obijects
are exrected to proluce dissimilar actions. Falance can
then be restored by re-evaluating either the action or the
source 0t the action. For example, 1if two persons perform
at the same cobjective level but much lecss was expected from
one of the persons, then very likely the achievements of
that person would bte over-evaluated. This aroument has been
extended to include the disabled (Wriaht,1960). That is,
since the disabled are in such an ohtviously inferior and
disadvantaqged positicn much less 1is expected of them and
therefcre any achievement is over-evaluated if compared to a
nonadiscbled person. Why this mechanism did not occur in

this study is not clear.

The other explanation for the positivity effect 1lies in
ambivalence-amplification theory (Katz & Glass, 1979).,
Accordina to this theory favorable evaluations of a disabled
stimulus person can be expected to occur when the disabled
person presents himself in a very positive manner, the
nondisahled evaluator seeking in this way to reduce the

psychic tensicn associated with an ambivalent attitude
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toward disabled preople in general. While there was no
attempt to influence subijects' self-perception {in this
study, there was an attempt to have the disalbled person
present himselt as relatively well adjusted to the general
demands of life. Thus, it is surprisinag that the disabled
corfederate was not rated more favorably than the
nondisabied contederate since both possible explanations of
the positivity eftect could apply to this situation. The
only sucgestion of an exrlanation comes from a ctudy cited
earlier {Katz et al, 1979) in which it w&s found that
disabled confederates who appecared “too normalt, that is,
were triendly and achievement oriented, received less
acsistance anc cenerated more hostility than either
apathetic and caustic disabled confederates or nondisabled
confederates. It 1is possible, althouah no corroborating
evidence can be presented, that the confederate in the no
attituce condition was also perceived agﬂtryinq to be "too

normal®™ .

It was also predicted that subjects in the no attitude
condition would report more anxiety than subjects in the no
disability concdition. ARlthouah the qroup means were in the
expected direction they failed to differ sicnificantly.
Again, this rmray be explained by the peoscsibility that the
experiment was not sufficiently encacing for subjects to
have significart emotional responses. This possibility does

not conflict with findinas that subjects in the self-pity
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condition anticipated more discomfort 1in the interview than
subjects in the open acknowledqgement condition. Hith
respect to the mood scale, subjects were asked to respond
according to how they actually felt at the moment. Whereas
with Trespect to the interview gquestion comfort ratings
subjects were asked to 1indicate how they felt abocut an

activity which was yet to occur.

ln summary, the ceneral paftern of results, within
disability aqrours and with respect to all the dependent
variables, is in the expected direction, That is, subijects
in the open acknowledgement condition report 1less anxiety
and 1l¢ss discomfort with respect to askina disability
related questions, and more often chcose the high contact
alternative than subjects {in the two other disability
groups. However, in general these differences were too
small to reach statistical significance. It has been
sucgested that several aspects of the exrerimental situvation
may have caused the expected differences to be masked or

attenuated.

The notion that the expression of self-pity on the part
©f disabled persons occasions negative reactions in the non-
disabled, whereas open acknowedament of one's disability
occasicns more positive reactions, 1is certainly worthy of
further research. Once these effects have been demonstrated,

it would be of interest to identify the mrediating factors
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responsible for their occurrence. In this area, <special
consideration should. be given to the 1idea that the
juxtapecsition, within nondisabled persons, of a desire to be
kind to the ditabled and the obtrusiveness cf the disability
is responsible for much of the documented strains in

interactions tetween the dicsabled ancd nondi=abled.



Appendix A

Experimepnter's Script

{ Subjects, ir groups c¢f four or less, are met bty the
exrerirenter and are escorted to the rToom where the
exrerirent is to take place. The experimenter becins as
tollows: )

We're studyinc the process of impression fcrmation and
the marss media. We want to investicate the effect of the
medium on the impression that reople form about whatever is
being communicated to them. For example, does readino about
SCmeonFe 1n a newspaper create the same impression as seeing
him on TV or in real 1ife?

In cur day and age more and more of the information we
qet abeut events and peorle 1s  throuch TV, that s, wvideo
tapee. Political candidates are nood examrples. For most
people, the irrressione they nave of the candidate ,as a
person, are bacsed con what is seen of him on TV. Cnly rarely
do you aet to meet one ¢f them in person. We wonder how

different the impressions would be i1f you did.

In today's study, the final phase of a much larger
study, we're coina to compare the impressions formed when a
person is viewved on IV to the impressions that are formed

when he is seen in real life. So, we've rfet up a2 situation
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where you can watch two people interactina on videotape.
You will then be asked to make certain Jjudaments about one
ot the persons, and then you will meet him in person and

acain indicate your impressions.

What we cid 1is take a film from arother ctudy done a
couple ot months aqo. That was a study in which we asked
two vclunteer subjects to cet to know each other, One
suhject was rardomly selected to 3ask questions of the other
subiject. The subject selected to ask the questions was
given & list tc use as a quicde but he was alsc free to ask
his owr guestions. &8nd now, it occurred to us that we could
use thet same videotape for this study. He contacted the
subject who waes taped ard he aqgreed to come back and help

with this study.

CK, now your Jjob will be divided 1into two parts.
First, you're coina toc watch a segrent of that taped
interaction and rate your reactiones and irpressions cof the
person who was being asked the questions. Then you're going
to meet the person who was talking atrout himself and each
one ot you will ask some further gquesticons so that yoour
imprescions will then be baced on a real life experience of
the person. Te relp thinas along you will be supplied a
list ot questions and of course each of you will have a
different list. Then acain ,as before, you will fill out

various guestionnaires. Combined with other data this
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comparison will be able to tell us the unicue effect of each
communication medium on the information teing conveyed.

{At this pecint the experimenter asks 1if there are any
questicns. If there are any he answers them. He then
gdistritrutes the MAACL and says:)

This is a mood adjective check 1list, Please Tread the
instructions on the first paage and proceed as indicated. We
need this information because we know from previous research
that the impressions reople form can sometimes be influenced
by their mood 2t the moment, So, we need this data as
baselire jinformation.

(After all the subjects have completed the scale the
experirenter collects them and proceeds to show the
videotape. At the conclusion of the tape the experimenter
aistritutes three more guestionnaires. The first contains
the tcpics of discussion for the ‘'second part' of the
experirent. The experimenter continues as follows:)

I1've Jjust gqiven each of you a different 1list of
gquesticns. Fach one of you is aqgoing to try to ask every
questicn on  ycur list or, depending on the lenath of the
answerc, as many as yYou can fit in durino your allotted time
period. He also need to know in advance how you feel about
each ot the guestions because 1t may affect, amona other
things, how you ask the auestion and how ycu respond to the
answeres, So, again, to get some baseline data, please
complete the ratina scale beneath each cuestion by circling

an Xe.
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(The experimenter then distrubutes the second
questicnnaire which is again the MARCL and subijects are once
again told the information is needed for baseline data. The
third cuestionraire 1is the Impression Rating Scale. When
the suljects have completed these three guestionnaires the
experirenter continues :)

Ok, we're almost finished with part one of the
exrerirent. Ps fo0On as we're done you can take a 5 minute
break while we =setl up for the second part. Durino this time
you canr wait 1in the lounage or go upstairs to the cafeteria
tor cotfee, trhen we will reconvene for the seccnd rpart of
the study. MNow as you know this i a studyvy atout different
types cf commurication media. You've seen this individual on
tape, and in the second part of the study you will
interview him in real 1life, but of ccurse, there are
diftferent ways of interacting with a person even in real
life, for example, face~-to-face or throuah a telephone
system. 50, what we're aqoing to do is agive each of you a
choice of doinc the interview either face-to-face or over a
telephcne-like intercem system. We are interested in both
typres cf communicaion media so it does not matter which one
you pick. S50 would you please indicate on this last
questicnnaire the room number you will return to after the
break, room 701 for the face-~to-face interview or room 702

tor the telephone interview.



90

(Surjecfs are aiven this last guestionnaire which asks
tor democraphic information as well as for their room
select ion. Once this questionnaire |iec comprleted the

experirent is finished. Suljects are then fully debriefed.)

-



Interviewer:

Kesponrent:

Interviewer:

Hecponcent:

Interviewer:

Hesponaent:

Appendix B
Iraoscriot of Videotape

0K, I'm supposrd to ask you gqguestions about
yourself . Rlriaht, why don't you just tell
re a little bit about yourself, you know, just
come qeneral tackground stuff.

fFlrioht, 1l1let me see. (PRUSF) 1 was born and
raised right here in NYC in the EFronx, and I
still live there with my parents. (PAUSE) I'm
a2 cenior at City College and I'm majoring in
computer science. And I alsc have a part time
job as a computer programmer. (SHORT PRUSE) 1
cuess that's about 1it.

CK, tell me a little bit atout your childhood.
{ PARUSE ) Well, i cuess it was a pretty ordinary
childhood. 1 got along well with my parents
and brothers and sisters (PRUSE) There were
Flenty of kids in the neichborhood to play
with, that was real nice, and, 1 remember it
as a very happy time of my life.

Alriaoht, how do vou l1like school?

It's OK, although going to class can sometimes
be a real pain in the neck., I like the subject

l1'm studying thouah, computey science, 1 think
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Interv tewer:

Hesponcent:

Interviewer:

Responcent:

lnterviewer:

Responcent:

92
it will offer me a lot of JIob security, and
I'm a senior now s0o I should be graduating
this semester.

APnd what are your future vocational plans?
Well, when 1 graduate 1 hope to be a computer
rrocramrmer or a full tire Lasis. As 1
rentioned before I'm currently workino as a
rrocarammer part time, and my boss said he
would be willino to hire me full time as soon
as 1 get my dearee.

Alriaoht, now just to change the pace a little,
2re you encaced to anyone or involved with
anyone?

o, I'm not encaged , yet, but I've been
reeing the same woman for abcut two years now.
Pnd (SHORT PAUSE), well, if everything
continues to «qo well, and {if I craduate on
cchedule and the tulltime Job position
materiali%es. and if we can find a suitable
apartment in MY, which can be a very difficult
thina, we protably will get enacaged and
rarried.

Well, it sounds prromising. T hope it all goes
well for you.

Thank yocu. I think it will.



Interviewer:

KRecponcdent:

Interviewer:

Responcent:
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Plritoht, next question. What do you @o in your

cpare time?

Well, right now I don't have very much spare
time. My mid-term exams are comirec up so I
spend most of my evenings studying. And I qo

to class two days a week and 1 work the other
three, c0 1 don't have rmruch rcrare time.
{ PRUSE) What time 1[I cdo have I 1like to spend
with my friends or on nmy hokby, coin

collectino. I have a rretty cood collection

of old North and South American coins,

K, last quesion. Is there anythinc you would

like t5 say about vyour physical condition. 1

rean about your being in a wheelchair.
Open Pcknowledgement Condition

'k yeah sure. 1 know people are often curious

about it but don*'t know how to bring it up.

( PRUSE) Well, it's a big part of my 1ife and

I've had to adjust to 1it, especially with

respect to interacting with other people. The

mair thina I've found is that it's usually

best to bring it right out into the open when

l1 first meet someocne. You Fknow to be open to

talking about my disability if people want to,

or answerirg any questions 1f rpeople have

them. I deon't force the conversation to be
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about my disability but I like to 1let people
know that I'm open to discussina it 1if they
want to or not 1f they don't want to. (PAUSE)
Well,ok, 1 auess that's about it.
Celf-pity Concdition
Hesponcent : Yeah 1 aquess so., (PAUSE) Wwell, its been a big
problem that plagues me all the time, no
ratter what 1 try to do its there to make
thinos cditficult for me. ] feel that's it
rade my 1life much more difficult than other
recple's, and sometimes I ocet pretty upset
when 1 think ot how easy other people have it
and how touah it is on re. I just feel it
really isn't fairz. I think to myself, why
me? why dieé this have to happen to me?
Scmetimes it Just makes me so urset. I just
feel so bad about it. Tt really Just isn't

fair.

< The remaininco lines were added to the self-pity statement
after the seventh subject had been tested in this
condition. Thi=s should not have been done since this
addition slicghtly modifies the rmanipulation. However,
analyses precsented in the results secticn show that this
addition did not have a significat impact on subjects’
respcnses.



Appendix C
Questions Presented $o Subijects in Disabjility Conditions

1} Hcow does your disability affect your social life? Does
it intertere in makina friends?

2) What are the asrects of your personality vyou like the
most ard the least?

3) How does your disability affect your love life? Can you
still have sex?

4} what is your orpinton of the Iran crisis?

5) Are you abkle to drive? How would you do it with the
wheelchair?

6) Fow do you manage to aet around the city in vyour
wheelchair?

7) What do you feel the quiltiest about or most ashamed of
in your life?

H) Wwhat are your favorite TV proarams and why?



Rppendix D
Interview Questions for Subjects in Nondisableqd Condition

1) that tyres of social situations make vyou feel very
uncomtcrtable? Describe & real life incident?

3) Wheat is your =sex life like?

) Where do ycu stand on the abortion issue?

€) Whe do you think should be our next president and why?

!
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Appendix E
Multiple Rffect Adjective Check List

On the next raae you will find worde which describe
difterent kinds of moods and feelinas. Mark an x 1in the
boxes reside the words which describe how you feel riaght
now., fome of the words may sound alike rut we want you to
check all the words that describe your feelinas. Work

rapidly.
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1 O active

2 [ adventurous
3 ] affectionate
4 (J atraid

] agitated

{J agreeable
O aggressive
O alive

[ alone

10 [J amiable

11 [J amused

12 O angry

13 [ annoyed

4 TJawrul

15 ] hashiul

16 ] bitter

17 [ blue

13 Jbored

15 Oealm

20 O eautinus

W @ =3 o G

21 J cheerful

22 [Jciean

23 (J complaining
24 [J contented
23 O contrary
26 (J cool

27 (J cooperative
29 [Jecritical

29 [Jcross

30 O cruel

31 (Jdaring

32 (] desparate
33 (Jdestroyed
34 [Jdevoted

35 (] disagreeable
38 [Jdiscontented
37 O discouraged
38 []disgusted
39 (Jdispleased
40 Jenergetic
41 Jenraged

42 ([ enthusiastic
43 (] fearful

44 [Jfine

45 [J fit

46 Jforlorn
47 Jfrank
48 0 free

49 [ iriendly
50 ] frightened
51 [ furious
52 (Jgay

53 [ gentle
54 [] glad

55 [ gloomy
58 [ good

57 T good-natured

383 O grim

59 (] happy

60 {J healthy
61 ] hopeless
62 [J hostile
63 LJ impatient
64 [] incensed
85 ] indignant
66 [Jinspired
67 [ interested
68 [Jirritated
69 [ jealous
70 ] Joyiul

71 0 kindly

72 [Jlonely
13 [ lost

74 (O loving
75 (O low

76 [ lucky

77 ) mad

78 [ mean

19 [ meek

90 ] merry
81 (0 mild

82 [ miserable
83 (nervous
84 O obliging
85 [ offended
86 [Joutraged
87 [J panicky
88 [ patient

98

89 (] peaceful
90 [ pleased
91 O pleasant
92 ] polite

91 _ powerful
94 T quiet

95 (] reckless

98 [] rejected
57 [ rough
98 [ sad

99 [ safe

100  satisfied
101 M secure
102 T shaky
103 — shy

104 ] soothed
103 T steady
106 ) stubborn
107 _— stormy
105 T sirong

109 Glsuffermg
11uv [ sullen
111 [ sunk

112 [ sympathetic
113 (2 tame

114 {1 tender
115 [] tense

116 J terrible
117 (J terrified
118 ] thoughtful
119 [ timid

120 [J tormented

121 [J understanding

122 [J unhappy
123 J unsociable

124 [] upset
125 [J vexed
126 [J warm
127 [ whole
128 O wild

129 [J wiliful
130 [ wilted
131 [J worrying
132 (] young



Appendix F

Impression Rating Scale

Try to be as honest as you can in rating thea person you just saw on the video
tape. Your ratings will be used for resaarch putrposes only. Under no circumscances
will thay be shown to the person you are rating. In fact, your responses ate
anonymous: It i3 important that you sexpress your true feelings, Please answar

every itsw. When in doubt, just try to wmake your best judgement
Plaase circla an X on eaach scala, at the point

your impreassion of the person you saw on tha videotape.

X

vary
intalligent

X

very
self-pitying

vary
friandly

very
inconsidarate

vary
incompetant

) 4

vary
craative

vary
maladjuated

X
sosevhat
intelligent

X
somevhat
self-pitying

X
somavhat
friendly

X
sonewhat
inconsiderates

X
somavhat
incompatant

X
somewhat
craative

asladfusted
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x
somavhat
unintelligent

X
somawhat
non-ssl fpicying

X
sodawhat
unfriendly

X
somewvha t
congiderate

somewhat
compatent

X
somawhat
uncrastive

b 4
somawha t
well-adjuated

which reprasents

X

vary
unintelligent

X

vary
non sealfpitying

X

very
unfriendly

X

very
considacacae

X

vary
compatent

vary
uncreative

X

vary
wall-adiustad



very
1ikeable

b ¢

vary
hardworking

vary
aservous

vary
securs

vary
happy

vary
aggresaiva

X

vary
self-accepting

b 4
somavwhat
1likeable

X
somawhat
hardworking

b 4
somavhat
nervaous

b 4
somawhat
sacuta

somawhat
happy

) 4
somewhat
aggressive

X
sowawvhat
sel f-gcceapting

X
somevhat
unlikeabls

X
somevhat

laxy

b 4
romawhat
cala

X
somewhat
insacute

souewhat
unhappy

X
somswhat
nonaggrassive

X
somewhat
salf-rejecting

100

X

vary
unlikaeable

vary
laszy

vary
calm

X

vary
insecuras

vary
unhappy

vary
nonaggreassis

X

vary
self-reiectin
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