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Abstract

Understanding attitudes that may lead to barriers to equality can help enhance social
inclusion and quality of life for individuals with intellectual disabilities. The current study
examined multidimensional attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. We
expected that those with more knowledge and greater quantity and quality of contact
with people with intellectual disabilities would have more positive attitudes toward this
social group. Hierarchical multiple regressions revealed that greater knowledge and
quantity of contact were unrelated to attitudes. Greater quality of contact, however, was
associated with more positive attitudes. These findings add support to previous findings
that positive experiences may lead to less intergroup anxiety, less hostility, and less
avoidance of outgroups.
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Research has shown that prejudice and discrimination occur toward individuals with
intellectual disabilities and that these individuals are aware of this differential
treatment (Abbott & McConkey, 2006; Cooney, Jahoda, Gumley, & Knott, 2006;
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Gorfin & McGlaughlin, 2005), which may result in individuals with intellectual dis-
abilities experiencing negative self-evaluations, feelings of powerlessness, and frustra-
tion (Jahoda & Markova, 2004). Prejudice and discrimination toward individuals with
intellectual disabilities may negatively influence their overall quality of life in areas such
as education, employment, housing, and everyday interactions with the general public
(Siperstein, Norins, & Corbin, 2003). Studying variables related to attitudes toward indi-
viduals with intellectual disabilities provides insight into the attitudes that may serve as
barriers to their quality of life and inclusion in their communities.

We are taking a perceiver-focused perspective in examining predictors of attitudes
toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. That is, we are interested in examining
individual difference variables that would influence perceptions of persons with intellec-
tual disabilities. The social psychological literature has identified several factors that
influence attitudes toward many social groups. Contact in particular has been the focus
of many studies. In regard to his contention that acquaintance with outgroup members will
lessen negative attitudes and hostility toward that group, Allport (1954) noted that contact
between social groups may decrease prejudice. Many studies, including a meta-analysis
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), have tested this hypothesis and have found varying degrees
of support for intergroup contact theory. The results of the meta-analysis revealed that
greater intergroup contact was related to less prejudice and that these effects generalized
to outgroup members who were not involved in the immediate contact situation
(i.e., within and across situations, toward the whole outgroup, and to other outgroups).

However, simply having contact with another social group may not always have
positive outcomes. The distinction between the quantity of contact versus the quality of
that contact then becomes an important factor to consider. Research focusing on attitudes
toward racial groups has found that the quality of contact, operationalized as the posi-
tivity or negativity of the experiences that one has had with members of an outgroup,
may be more important than the quantity of contact with members of an outgroup. Plant
and Devine (2003) found that greater quantity of contact with Blacks was unrelated to
how positive White participants believed future interactions with Blacks would be. They
did, however, find that White participants who reported having more positive experi-
ences with Blacks thought that future interactions with Blacks would be more positive.
Further, they also had less anticipated anxiety and were less likely to avoid future
interactions with Blacks. Thus, it may not be the quantity of contact with outgroup
members that is related to expectations about future interactions with that outgroup,
rather it may be the overall quality of the experience one has with outgroup members that
determines outcome expectancies, anxiety, and future interactions with members of the
outgroup.

Other than the quantity and quality of contact, knowledge about the social group of
interest has also been investigated as a predictor of attitudes. Allport (1954) stated that
knowledge and acquaintance with outgroups should lessen negative attitudes and hos-
tility toward that group. Since then, researchers have tested and found support for All-
port’s hypothesis. Specifically, studies have found that increased knowledge about
different racial groups (e.g., McClelland & Linnander, 2006; Preston & Robinson, 1974)
and gay men and lesbians (e.g., Lance, 1992; Riggle, Ellis, & Crawford, 1996) is related
to more positive attitudes toward that group.
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Notably, many studies have examined quantity of contact with individuals with
intellectual disabilities (e.g., Akrami, Ekehammar, Claesson, & Sonnander, 2006: Hall &
Minnes, 1999; Krajewski & Flaherty, 2000; Yazbeck, McVilly, & Parmenter, 2004),
quality of contact with individuals with intellectual disabilities (e.g., Hall & Minnes,
1999; Nosse & Gavin, 1991; Palmerton & Frumkin, 1969), and knowledge about indi-
viduals with intellectual disabilities (e.g., Akrami et al., 2006; Campbell & Gilmore,
2003; Hunt & Hunt, 2004; Krajewski & Flaherty, 2000) as predictors of attitudes toward
individuals with intellectual disabilities with mixed results; however, none to date have
examined all three of these predictors in one study using a single sample of participants.
All three of these predictors should be highly related in that an individual who knows
several individuals with intellectual disabilities (i.e., quantity of contact) may also have
positive experiences with the individuals (i.e., quality of contact), and from these rela-
tionships gain more knowledge about intellectual disabilities, which should then increase
the likelihood that he or she has positive attitudes toward individuals with intellectual
disabilities. Negative attitudes then may be more likely when an individual does not
know many individuals with intellectual disabilities, therefore reducing the number of
positive experiences with and opportunities to learn about individuals with intellectual
disabilities. Therefore, assessing interrelated predictors becomes important in deter-
mining which variable has a greater influence on attitudes toward individuals with
intellectual disabilities. Specifically, examining all three predictors in a single analysis
will demonstrate which variable accounts for the most variance in predicting attitudes
toward individuals with intellectual disabilities.

Examining variables related to attitudes toward individuals with intellectual dis-
abilities becomes important when we consider a few points. Firstly, social psychological
literature has found that individuals perceive that these negative attitudes are less
acceptable to have than attitudes toward other social groups; yet, negative attitudes still
persist. Research has shown that individuals believe that it is less acceptable to be
prejudiced toward individuals with intellectual disabilities (Crandall, Eshleman, &
O’Brien, 2002). In addition, although social psychologists recognize the importance of
studying attitudes toward stigmatized groups, this research typically focuses on attitudes
toward racial and ethnic groups (e.g., Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000), women (e.g., Glick &
Fiske, 2001), gay men and lesbians (e.g., Herek, 2000), and religious groups
(e.g., Rowatt, Franklin, & Cotton, 2005).

Secondly, the majority of the research has focused on children’s attitudes toward their
peers with intellectual disabilities. This prior research has investigated how children
without intellectual disabilities treat children with intellectual disabilities, focusing on
aspects such as friendship intentions between the two groups and the differences in social
development between the two groups of children (for a review, see Fishbein, 2002;
Siperstein, Norins, & Mohler, 2007). Researchers have emphasized that the focus has
been on children’s attitudes toward their peers and that there are, “a limited number of
studies . . . focused on attitudes toward adults with intellectual disabilities and their
integration into wider society” (Yazbeck et al., 2004, p. 99). Within adult populations,
the study of attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities is an area that, until
recently, has received little empirical attention. In the past several years, researchers
have focused their attention on studying adults’ attitudes toward individuals with
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intellectual disabilities (e.g., Ahlborn, Panek, & Jungers, 2008; Panek & Jungers, 2008;
Siperstein et al., 2003). However, this body of knowledge is still growing, leaving much
to learn about how adults perceive individuals with intellectual disabilities. Further, by
limiting research to populations within public educational systems (i.e., elementary and
high schools), it is not empirically clear how individuals with intellectual disabilities are
perceived once they have graduated or have surpassed the age limitations that would
allow them to continue attending public schools. Outside of special education programs,
those with intellectual disabilities may have less clear societal roles, making attitudes
toward these adults an important factor to study.

The current study will focus on attitudes toward individuals with intellectual dis-
abilities in areas beyond the public educational system. We will examine multi-
dimensional attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities in relation to their
knowledge about, reported frequency of contact with, and reported positivity or nega-
tivity of contact with individuals with intellectual disabilities. When discussing intel-
lectual disabilities, the definition that will be used is the definition outlined by the
American Association on Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities (AAIDD). Thus,
“intellectual disability is characterized by significant limitations both in intellectual
functioning, and in adaptive behavior as expressed in conceptual, social, and practical
adaptive skills” (Schalock, Luckasson, & Shogren, 2007, p. 118).

The current study examined all three predictors (i.e., knowledge, quantity of contact,
and quality of contact) in a single study in relation to attitudes toward individuals with
intellectual disabilities. Hypotheses were formulated based on intergroup contact theory
(Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) and the findings regarding knowledge about,
greater contact with, and greater quality of contact with various social groups. For our
study, we predicted that, after controlling for social desirability and sex, more knowledge
about, greater quantity of contact with, and greater quality of contact with people with
intellectual disabilities will be associated with greater positive attitudes toward indi-
viduals with intellectual disabilities. By exploring each of these predictors in relation to
attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities, this study will provide insight
into factors that may be related to the overall quality of life experienced by those with
intellectual disabilities (Siperstein et al., 2003).

Method
Participants

Undergraduate students (N = 125) participated in this study in exchange for credit
toward partial fulfillment of their general psychology research participation requirement.
The majority of the participants were female (62.4%), White (85.6%), and in their first
year of college (70.4%). The mean age of participants was 18.91 (SD = 1.99).

Measures

Attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. The Mental Retardation Attitude
Inventory- Revised (MRAI-R; Antonak & Harth, 1994) was used to assess participants’
overall attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. This measure (o = .88)
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has 29 items and consists of four subscales. Higher scores on the overall measure and
each of the subscales indicate positive attitudes toward individuals with intellectual dis-
abilities. The Integration—Segregation subscale (o« = .82) has seven items pertaining to
the integration and segregation of individuals with intellectual disabilities into schools
and the workplace (e.g., The child who has an intellectual disability should be integrated
into regular classes in school). The Social Distance subscale (o0 = .78) has eight items
pertaining to attitudes about living or being in close social proximity to individuals with
intellectual disabilities (e.g., I have no objection to attending the movies or play in the
company of people who have intellectual disabilities). The Private Rights subscale
(o0 = .63) has seven items pertaining to private or civil rights of individuals with intel-
lectual disabilities (e.g., Real estate agents should be required to show homes to families
with children with intellectual disabilities regardless of the desires of the homeowners).
The Subtle Derogatory Beliefs subscale (o = .77) has seven items pertaining to unfavor-
able attributes about individuals with intellectual disabilities (e.g., People with intellec-
tual disabilities are not yet ready to practice the self-control that goes with social
equality with people who do not have intellectual disabilities). Participants responded
using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) Likert-type scale.

Quantity of contact with individuals with intellectual disabilities. Nine items (o = .74) were
used to assess the amount of previous experiences, or quantity of contact, individuals
have had with individuals with intellectual disabilities. Four of these items have been
adapted from previous research on racial interactions (e.g., In the past, I have rarely
interacted with individuals with intellectual disabilities; Plant & Devine, 2003) and five
were created for this study (e.g., In high school, I had frequent interactions with people
with intellectual disabilities). Participants responded using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9
(strongly agree) Likert-type scale, and higher scores indicated a high quantity of contact
with individuals with intellectual disabilities.

Quality of contact with individuals with intellectual disabilities. Six items (o = .90) were used to
assess the quality of the interactions that individuals have had with individuals with
intellectual disabilities. Three of these items have been adapted from previous research
on racial interactions (e.g., In the past, my experiences with individuals with intellectual
disabilities have been pleasant; Plant & Devine, 2003) and three were created for this
study (e.g., Overall I have had positive experiences with people with intellectual dis-
abilities). Participants responded using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree)
Likert-type scale, and higher scores indicated a high quality of contact with individuals
with intellectual disabilities.

Knowledge about intellectual disabilities. Eleven items (o = .81) were created for this study
to assess the amount of knowledge individuals perceived to have about individuals with
intellectual disabilities (e.g., I think I know more about intellectual disabilities than other
people). Participants responded using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree)
Likert-type scale, and higher scores indicated having more knowledge about individuals
with intellectual disabilities.
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Social desirability. The Marlowe—Crowne (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) scale of social
desirability (o0 = .77) was used to control for impression management. This scale consists
of 33 true and false items, such as I have never intensely disliked someone. Greater
agreement with socially desirable items resulted in higher scores on the scale and
indicated a greater need for social approval.

Procedure

After reading and signing an informed consent form, participants completed the mea-
sures examining attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities, predictors of
attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities, demographic items, and a
social desirability scale in approximately 30 minutes. They then were debriefed and
thanked for their time.

Results

Table 1 provides the means and standard deviations for each of the predictors
(i.e., quantity and quality of contact and knowledge) and criterion measures (i.e., MRAI-
R and subscale scores). In addition, Table 1 provides correlations among these variables.
Although predictor variable scores were significantly correlated with each other and cri-
terion measures, the correlation values do not suggest that the measures are redundant
with each other. Further, in the regression analyses conducted below, the variance infla-
tion factor (VIF) values for each of the predictors in the regression models were low
(<1.70), indicating that multicollinearity was not a concern.

To test the hypothesis that quantity and quality of contact with individuals with
intellectual disabilities and knowledge about intellectual disabilities predict attitudes
toward individuals with intellectual disabilities, we conducted two-step hierarchical
multiple regressions. In the first step, we controlled for both social desirability and sex
differences and in the second step, we entered quantity of contact, quality of contact, and
knowledge scores to determine the extent to which these variables uniquely predicted
attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. All statistics for regression
analyses are shown in Table 2.

The results revealed that in the first step of the regression analyses, social desirability
and sex did not predict attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities on the
overall MRAI-R scale. However, as predicted, the addition of the second step was signif-
icant. Examining the regression coefficients, it appears that quality of contact uniquely
and significantly predicted attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities,
whereas quantity of contact and knowledge did not. This suggests that more positive atti-
tudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities, as assessed by the MRAI-R, are
related to greater quality of contact with individuals with intellectual disabilities but not
with more quantity of contact or knowledge about intellectual disabilities.

A similar pattern emerges when examining each of the MRAI-R subscales; these
effects are not surprising given that these four subscales are contained within the overall
attitude scale. For each of the four subscales, social desirability and sex did not predict
attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. Again, the addition of the
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Table 2. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Attitudes toward Individuals
with Intellectual Disabilities

Scale Step Predictor variable R? AR? B

Attitudes toward Individuals with Intellectual Disabilities (MRAI-R)

Step | .02 .02
Social Desirability .04
Participant Sex .14
Step 2 o A2
Quantity of Contact .07
Quality of Contact 64k
Knowledge —.03
Integration-Segregation Subscale
Step | .03 .03
Social Desirability .0l
Participant Sex .18
Step 2 39k 36%Fk
Quantity of Contact .02
Quality of Contact 59k
Knowledge .0l
Social Distance Subscale
Step | .02 .02
Social Desirability A3
Participant Sex .0l
Step 2 L33k K] koo
Quantity of Contact .03
Quality of Contact L6 |k
Knowledge —.12
Private Rights Subscale
Step | .05 .05
Social Desirability 16
Participant Sex 15
Step 2 22 N7
Quantity of Contact .000
Quality of Contact 40
Knowledge .04
Subtle Derogatory Beliefs Subscale
Step | .02 .02
Social Desirability —.14
Participant Sex .05
Step 2 4% 2%
Quantity of Contact Nl
Quality of Contact 29%
Knowledge —.003

*p < .05, ¥p < .0l, ¥*¥p < .001

second step was significant for each of the four subscales. Quality of contact again
uniquely and significantly predicted attitudes toward individuals with intellectual dis-
abilities, whereas quantity of contact and knowledge did not. Greater quality of contact
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with individuals with intellectual disabilities, but not quantity of contact or knowledge
about intellectual disabilities, predicted more positive attitudes toward individuals with
intellectual disabilities as assessed by the Integration—Segregation, Social Distance,
Private Rights, and Subtle Derogatory Beliefs subscales.

Discussion

This study examined quantity of contact, quality of contact, and knowledge as predictors
of attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. Overall, the results con-
sistently demonstrated that greater quality of contact uniquely predicted more positive
attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. Greater quantity of contact and
knowledge, however, were unrelated to attitudes toward individuals with intellectual
disabilities. These results were found after controlling for participant sex and social
desirability, neither of which were related to attitudes toward individuals with intel-
lectual disabilities.

These results suggest that although quantity of contact, quality of contact, and
knowledge are interrelated constructs, quality of contact is an important variable in
predicting individuals’ attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. That is,
it may be the quality of previous interactions, not the number of interactions or the how
much a person knows about intellectual disabilities that determines whether or not an
individual will have positive or negative attitudes and behaviors toward individuals with
intellectual disabilities. Further, this effect was found on the overall attitude measure and
each of its subscales. Quality of contact then not only predicted the most variance in
overall attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities, but also was related to
more support for individuals with intellectual disabilities to be integrated into schools
and the workplace, greater comfort living or being in close social proximity to indi-
viduals with intellectual disabilities, greater support for the private and civil rights of
individuals with intellectual disabilities, and attribution of more positive attributes to
individuals with intellectual disabilities.

The results of this study are less consistent with intergroup contact theory (Allport
1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) in that simply having contact with individuals with
intellectual disabilities was unrelated to attitudes toward this group. However, our results
are consistent with those found by Plant and Devine (2003), who found that White
participants’ previous experiences with Blacks determined their beliefs about future
interactions; those who had more positive experiences believed that their future inter-
actions would also be positive and were less likely to avoid interactions. Likewise we
found that reporting greater positive experiences with individuals with intellectual dis-
abilities predicted more positive attitudes. This study also contributes to the social
psychological literature examining attitudes toward various social groups (e.g., Crandall
et al., 2002; Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000; Glick & Fiske, 2001; Herek, 2000; Rowatt et al.,
2005) and the growing literature that examines adults’ attitudes toward individuals with
intellectual disabilities (e.g., Ahlborn et al., 2008; Panek & Jungers, 2008; Siperstein
et al., 2003; Yazbeck et al., 2004).

There are, however, a few limitations of this study that should be noted. One concern
might be that participants in this study responded to items about individuals with
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intellectual disabilities in general rather than individuals with specific types of
intellectual disabilities, which could have influenced participants’ responses to items on
the measure. However, this decision to assess attitudes toward individuals with intel-
lectual disabilities in general was based on current research in this area, which often does
not assess attitudes toward specific intellectual disabilities (e.g., Ahlborn et al., 2008;
Akrami et al., 2006; Hunt & Hunt, 2004; Krajewski & Flaherty, 2000; Nosse & Gavin,
1991; Panek & Jungers, 2008; Yazbeck et al., 2004) and participants were provided with
a definition of intellectual disability based on the current definition outlined by the
AAIDD (Schalock et al., 2007) to reduce any uncertainty regarding the term. Future
research may benefit from varying the type of intellectual disability in order to examine
whether there are differences in attitudes based on type of disability. Finally, the design
of the current study is truly correlational and employs self-report measures. Therefore,
we do not know if quantity and quality of contact or knowledge about individuals with
intellectual disabilities causes more positive or negative attitudes toward individuals
with intellectual disabilities, nor do we know if these attitudes will predict actual beha-
viors toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. Future studies establishing these
measures’ predictive validity will help in determining the relationship between attitudes
determined by these items and actual behaviors. Programs and media campaigns that aim
to increase more positive attitudes toward individuals with intellectual disabilities and
promote greater inclusion into communities (for a review see Siperstein et al., 2007)
might be best suited to directly and ethically test how quality of contact, over quantity
of contact and knowledge, might lead to an increase in positive attitudes toward individ-
uals with intellectual disabilities.

The results of this study demonstrated that knowledge about and quantity of contact
with individuals with intellectual disabilities were not uniquely related to attitudes
toward those with intellectual disabilities. Greater quality of contact, however, was
found to be uniquely associated with more positive attitudes toward individuals with
intellectual disabilities. Previous studies, which have focused on children’s attitudes and
behavioral intentions within public educational systems, have limited our understanding
of how individuals with intellectual disabilities are perceived once they have dis-
continued their public education. By changing the focus of whose attitudes we are
assessing we can develop a clearer understanding of the variables that may be related to
discrimination toward individuals with intellectual disabilities.

Conflict of interest statement

The author(s) declared no conflicts of interest with respect to the authorship and/or publication of
this article.

Funding

This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in the public, commercial, or
not-for-profit sectors.
References

Abbott, S., & McConkey, R. (2006). The barriers to social inclusion as perceived by people with
intellectual disabilities. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities, 10, 275-287.



McManus et al. 589

Ahlborn, L. J., Panek, P. E., & Jungers, M. K. (2008). College students’ perceptions of persons
with intellectual disability at three different ages. Research in Developmental Disabilities,
29, 61-69.

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Reading, MA: Addison Wesley.

Akrami, N., Ekehammar, B., Claesson, M., & Sonnander, K. (2006). Classic and modern
prejudice: Attitudes toward people with intellectual disabilities. Research in Developmental
Disabilities, 27, 605-617.

Antonak, R. F., & Harth, R. (1994). Psychometric analysis and revision of the mental retardation
attitude inventory. Mental Retardation, 32, 272-280.

Campbell, J., & Gilmore, L. (2003). Changing student teachers’ attitudes towards disability and
inclusion. Journal of Intellectual and Developmental Disability, 28, 369-379.

Cooney, G., Jahoda, A., Gumley, A., & Knott, F. (2006). Young people with intellectual disabil-
ities attending mainstream and segregated schooling: Perceived stigma, social comparison and
future aspirations. Journal of Intellectual Disability Research, 50, 432—444.

Crandall, C. S., Eshleman, A., & O’Brien, L. (2002). Social norms and the expression and suppres-
sion of prejudice: The struggle for internalization. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 82, 359-378.

Crowne, D. P., & Marlowe, D. A. (1964). The approval motive: Studies in evaluative dependence.
New York: Wiley.

Dovidio, J. F., & Gaertner, S. L. (2000). Aversive racism and selection decisions: 1989 and 1999.
Psychological Science, 11, 315-319.

Fishbein, H. D. (2002). Peer prejudice and discrimination. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2001). An ambivalent alliance: Hostile and benevolent sexism as com-
plementary justifications for gender equality. American Psychologist, 56, 109-118.

Gorfin, L., & McGlaughlin, A. (2005). Listening to the dissmpowered. The Psychologist. Special
Issue: Enabled, 18, 426-428.

Hall, H., & Minnes, P. (1999). Attitudes toward persons with Down Syndrome: The impact of tele-
vision. Journal of Developmental and Physical Disabilities, 11, 61-76.

Herek, G. M. (2000). The psychology of sexual prejudice. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 9, 19-22.

Hunt, C. S., & Hunt, B. (2004). Changing attitudes toward people with intellectual disabilities:
Experimenting with an educational intervention. Journal of Managerial Issues, 16, 226-280.

Jahoda, A., & Markova, I. (2004). Coping with social stigma: People with intellectual disabilities
moving from institutions and family home. Journal of Intellectual Disability Research, 48,
719-729.

Krajewski, J., & Flaherty, T. (2000). Attitudes of high school students toward individuals with
mental retardation. Mental Retardation, 38, 154-162.

Lance, L. M. (1992). Changes in homophobic views as related to interaction with gay persons:
A study in the reduction of tensions. International Journal of Group Tensions, 22, 291-299.

McClelland, K., & Linnander, E. (2006). The role of contact and information in racial attitude
change among White college students. Social Inquiry, 76, 81-115.

Nosse, L. J., & Gavin, K. J. (1991). Influence of direct contact on college students’ attitude towards
adults with mental handicaps. College Student Journal, 25, 201-206.

Palmerton, K. E., & Frumkin, R. M. (1969). Contact with disabled persons and intensity of coun-
selors’ attitudes. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 28, 434.



590 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 28(5)

Panek, P. E., & Jungers, M. K. (2008). Effects of age, gender, and causality on perceptions of
persons with mental retardation. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 29, 125-132.

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 751-783.

Plant, E. A., & Devine, P. G. (2003). The antecedents and implications of intergroup anxiety.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 790-801.

Preston, J. D., & Robinson, J. W. (1974). On modification of interracial interaction. American
Sociological Review, 39, 283-285.

Riggle, E. D. B,, Ellis, A. L., & Crawford, A. M. (1996). The impact of “‘media contact” on atti-
tudes toward gay men. Journal of Homosexuality, 31, 55—69.

Rowatt, W. C., Franklin, L. M., & Cotton, M. (2005). Patterns and personality correlates of impli-
cit and explicit attitudes toward Christians and Muslims. Journal for the Scientific Study of
Religion, 44,29-43.

Schalock, R. L., Luckasson, R. A., Shogren, K. A. (2007). The renaming of mental retardation:
Understanding the change to the term intellectual disability. Intellectual and Developmental
Disabilities, 45, 116-124.

Siperstein, G. N., Norins, J., Corbin, S. B., & Shriver T. (2003). Multinational study of attitudes
toward individuals with intellectual disabilities: General findings and calls to action. 4 Special
Olympics Report. Washington DC: Special Olympics Inc.

Siperstein, G. N., Norins, J., & Mohler, A. (2007). Social acceptance and attitude change: Fifty
years of research. In J. W. Jacobson, J. A. Mulick, & J. Rojahn (Eds.), Handbook of intellectual
and developmental disabilities. Issues in clinical child psychology (pp. 133—-154). New York:
Springer Publishing Co.

Yazbeck, M., McVilly, K., & Parmenter, T. R. (2004). Attitudes toward people with intellectual
disabilities. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 15, 97-111.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


