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The Impact of Participant Minority Status on Disability-Related Bias
ABSTRACT
Purpose

In the last century, women and ethnic minorities have made tremendous strides in reaching greater equality, while other minority groups, such as individuals with disabilities, remain a marginalized and highly stereotyped group. Due to their shared struggle for equality, women and ethnic minorities may consider individuals with disabilities as more part of their in-group, and thus are likely to have differing attitudes toward them from their dominant counterparts. The goal of this study was to see if women and ethnic minorities tend to show mean differences from their dominant counterparts regarding the amount of empathy, discomfort, prejudice, system justification beliefs (explicit bias), implicit bias, and behavioral bias they display toward individuals with disabilities

Methodology

Part 1 of the study used the policy capturing method, in which variables are systematically manipulated in the form of multiple scenarios. All 292 undergraduate participants were presented with a job description and twenty-four scenarios regarding a candidate with or without a disability, and were asked to make an evaluation of each, as a measure of behavioral bias.  The next part of the study involved a series of explicit bias measures including self report scales tapping empathy, discomfort, and prejudice toward individuals with disabilities, and a measure of system justification beliefs. In the final portion of the study, the paraplegia implicit association test from the Multiple Disability Implicit Association Test (MDIAT; Vaughn et al., 2011) was administered to all participants as a measure of implicit bias. .  
Findings

As expected, women displayed greater empathy, and lower prejudice towards individuals with disabilities than males. Both women and ethnic minorities expressed lower agreement with statements justifying the unfair treatment of certain groups, than did their dominant group counterparts. Also in line with our predictions, there were no significant mean differences in discomfort or implicit bias for gender or minority status. 
Research limitations/implications

Results provide some partial support for the idea that due to a shared struggle for equality, women and ethnic minorities might view themselves as part of a large in-group of minorities, and thus are more likely to favor individuals with disabilities more than majority group members. Study limitations include the smaller sample of ethnic minorities, and the fact that IAT results from this study can only be generalized to physical disabilities. Replication on larger samples and other types of disabilities is warranted.   
Originality


This study is one of the few that uses a disability IAT, and includes multiple approaches (behavioral, explicit, and implicit) of measuring bias.  Furthermore, no study of individuals with disabilities, to our knowledge, has examined both mean and correlational differences for both gender and ethnic minority status of raters. 
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With the creation of the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998), which assesses implicit intergroup bias via difference in reaction times in pairing group membership with positive and negative stimuli, there has been a surge in studies of intergroup bias (see Hewstone et al., 2002). This surge has led to research on gender and various ethnic and racial minority bias, however, few studies of this nature have been conducted regarding disability. With nearly fifty million individuals with disabilities (IWD) in the United States alone (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000), a deeper examination of various minority and majority groups, and their implicit, explicit, and behavioral bias towards IWD is needed. This research seeks to fill this gap by examining participant gender and ethnic minority status as potential moderators for the interrelationships between several measures of explicit, behavioral, and implicit bias towards individuals with disabilities.

In their meta-analysis of the predictive validity of the IAT, Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, and Banaji (2009) reported a moderate average correlation (r=0.274) between IATs and behavioral, judgement, and physical measures. For self report measures of bias, Hofman, Gawronski, Gschwendner, Le, and Schmitt (2005) reported an average correlation of 0.24 between IATs and self report explicit measures assessing the same construct, though they report great variability. Due to the unique nature of disability, and the recency of the disability rights movement, these relationships may differ from those found for other minority groups, and possibly be even stronger. 
According to the Americans with Disabilities Act (1990), a disability is “a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities.” The term disability itself carries a negative connotation of being deficient and lacking in some way, potentially making it easier for organizational decision makers to cover up negative attitudes with rationalizations, often based on stereotypes, that a candidate with a disability will not be able to perform a given job, or that the job poses a safety risk to the candidate. For these reasons, disability may demonstrate a distinct pattern of interrelationships, however few, if any studies in the afore-mentioned meta-analyses look at disability bias. This is largely the result of there being only a few studies using a disability IAT (e.g., Vaughn et al., 2011), and a lack of research simultaneously examining multiple approaches to the measurement of disability bias. This study is one of the few that uses a disability IAT, and includes multiple approaches to the measurement of bias. 
Furthermore, no study of IWD, to our knowledge, has examined both mean and correlational differences for both gender and ethnic minority status. Because of their shared struggle for equality, women and ethnic minorities may consider IWD as more part of their in-group, and thus are likely to have differing attitudes toward IWD from their dominant counterparts. In the paragraphs to come, we discuss possible reasons for mean differences on disability bias measures by gender and ethnic minority status, and present our hypotheses. 
Sex, race, color, religion, and national origin have been protected in the United States under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act since 1964, compared to the 1990 ADA. Women, and racial minorities have had much longer to progress and further their rights in society than persons with disabilities, who some would argue, have yet to reap the benefits of legislation like the ADA (e.g., Bjelland et al., 2008). This is not to say that women and racial minorities no longer struggle for equality, however it is undeniable that many improvements have been made (Juhn & Potter, 2006). The proportion of Americans who explicitly admit to being prejudiced has steeply dropped (Quillian, 2006), indicating that overt bias of women and racial minorities is less acceptable, although some suspect people are just harboring more subtle forms of bias (See Dovidio, 2001; Kang & Banaji, 2006; Quillian, 2006). Having a shared struggle means that different minority groups likely have some common experiences, and to some extent, may be able to better relate to one another. Due to the shared experiences amongst minorities, we expect that women, and ethnic minorities will be better able to empathize with IWD.

Hypothesis 1a: Women will have higher mean scores on empathy toward IWD than men.

Hypothesis 1b: Ethnic minorities will have higher mean scores on empathy toward IWD than whites.
Despite expectations of greater empathy on the part of minorities, discomfort seems to be much more pervasive across various groups. Previous research has found that people tend to report feeling depressed and anxious around IWD, and tend to engage in pity, avoidance, and exclusion (Wright, 1983). Berry and Meyer (1995) had employees from a variety of industries rate their comfort level with nine hypothetical encounters with a coworker with a disability, and then had them choose an emotion that described their reaction to the thought of such an encounter. No significant gender differences were found in discomfort or affect. Using the same measure of discomfort used in this study, MacLean and Gannon (1995) reported greater discomfort for Australian males than females; however this was not replicated in a U.S. sample (Loo, 2001). As most results suggest, we suspect that discomfort with IWD will occur regardless of minority status. 
Hypothesis 2a: There will be no significant gender differences in discomfort with IWD.
Hypothesis 2b: There will be no significant minority status differences in discomfort with IWD.
Sachdev and Bourhis (1991) found that high status, and dominant groups were more likely to discriminate against out-groups than were members of subordinate, low-status groups. Members of low-status groups tend to show bias only when status differentials are perceived as lacking in legitimacy or stability (Ellemers et al., 1993; Reichl, 1997; Hewstone et al., 2002). Considering that disability is not a significantly higher status group than women or ethnic minorities, bias is not expected in terms of behavior for gender, or minority status. 

Hypothesis 3a: Women will have higher mean evaluations of candidates with disabilities than males.

Hypothesis 3b: Ethnic minorities will have higher mean evaluations of candidates with disabilities than whites.
As we expect minority groups to show greater empathy toward IWD, it would be highly inconsistent for these participants to subsequently display high levels of prejudice towards them, thus, along the same reasoning as for empathy, women and ethnic minorities are expected to have lower mean prejudice scores than their dominant counterparts. 

Hypothesis 4a: Women will have lower mean prejudice toward IWD scores than men.

Hypothesis 4b: Ethnic minorities will have lower mean prejudice toward IWD scores than whites.
Rudman, Feinberg, and Fairchild (2002) compared four minority groups with differing levels of status in society in terms of their IAT scores, and found that higher status minorities (e.g., Asians, Jews) tended to implicitly favor their own groups, whereas lower status minority groups (e.g., those with lower socioeconomic status) tended to implicitly favor the dominant majority group. Interestingly, when these minority groups completed explicit self report measures regarding their attitudes toward the same groups, the lower SES, similar to the Asian and Jew groups, reported very positive attitudes toward their own groups. The authors explained this finding with System Justifications Theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994), which posits that after a long time of being oppressed, people begin to implicitly rationalize that there are legitimate reasons for the status quo, and that lower status groups deserve the unequal treatment they receive, however these feelings are not consciously expressed (Jost et al., 2004). In line with System Justification Theory, we expect that ethnic minorities and women will consciously endorse System Justification Beliefs (SJB) to a lesser degree than their dominant counterparts.

Hypothesis 5a: Women will demonstrate lower agreement with SJB than men.

Hypothesis 5b: Ethnic minorities will demonstrate less agreement with SJB than whites.
Women actually demonstrate greater implicit in-group bias than do their male counterparts, despite males having higher status in society (e.g., Rudman & Goodwin, 2004). Rudman and Goodwin (2004) found evidence that since males are perceived as being more powerful, aggressive, and intimidating, males and females both tend to implicitly favor females over males. Although people without disabilities as a group are not characterized as being more threatening than IWD, IWD, particularly those with physical disabilities, are often stereotyped as being nonaggressive, benevolent, helpless (Fichten & Amsel, 1986), and not being able to compete (Makas, 1988), which is nearly the opposite of threatening, making them more similar to stereotypes of females. As we anticipate that the shared struggle consideration will create a sort of in-group including women, ethnic minorities, and IWD, more similar IAT scores are expected for men and women, and ethnic minorities and whites.
Hypothesis 6a: Mean IAT scores for males and females will not differ significantly. 
Hypothesis 6b: Mean IAT scores for ethnic Minorities and whites will not differ significantly.
Method
Participants in this study were 292 undergraduate students enrolled in Psychology courses at a large Midwestern university in the United States. Materials, which were completed online, took about 40 minutes to complete, and all participants received course credit for their time. The sample was 59.6% female, with an average age of 20 years. In terms of ethnicity, the sample was 12.7% Asian/Pacific Islander, 5.8% Black or African American, 2.1% Hispanic or Latino, and 78.8% White or Caucasian. Only 4.1% of the sample reported having a disability, whereas 49.3% reported having a friend or family member with a disability. 
Part 1

Part 1 of the study used the policy capturing method, in which variables are systematically manipulated in the form of multiple scenarios. All participants were presented with a job description for a summer internship. Participants were presented with a series of 24 scenarios about various job candidates (with or without a disability), and were asked to provide their evaluation of the candidate as a potential team member on a scale ranging from (1) strongly negative, to (7) strongly positive, with a neutral option in the middle.
Part 2

The next part of the study involved a series of items measuring explicit bias. All scale scores were positively scored (e.g., higher prejudice scores indicate greater prejudice). Several demographic items were included that asked about gender, age, ethnicity, whether or not the participant has a disability, and whether or not the participant knows someone with a disability. 

Prejudice (alpha=.672) was measured with a seven item scale adapted for disability from the twenty item Attitudes towards Lesbians and Gay Men Scale (Herek, 1987). The scale included items such as: “Disabled people going to school and getting jobs is just plain wrong.” Responses were on a five point strongly disagree to strongly agree scale.

The sixteen item System Justification Beliefs measure (SJB; alpha=.917; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) was used to assess the degree to which respondents believe that current stigmatizations and inequalities between majority and minority groups are justified, and due to the individuals in those groups (e.g., If certain groups of people stayed in their place, we would have few problems). Responses were on a five point strongly disagree to strongly agree scale.

The twenty item Interactions with Disabled Persons Scale (Gething, 1994) was administered as the final measure of explicit bias. An exploratory factor analysis, using Oblimin rotation, demonstrated evidence that after discarding two of the items, the scale assessed two distinct constructs, which we named empathy (e.g., It hurts me when they want to do something and can't) and discomfort (e.g., I feel unsure because I don't know how to behave). Both scales exhibited sufficient internal consistency reliabilities (alpha = .658 and .818 for empathy and discomfort, respectively). Responses were scored on a six point disagree very much to agree very much scale, with no neutral option. 

Part 3

The final portion of the study involved an implicit association test (Greenwald et al., 1998), and was administered using Millisecond Software’s (2008) Inquisit 3.0. This study used the paraplegia IAT from the Multiple Disability Implicit Association Test (MDIAT; Vaughn et al., 2011). Existing evidence suggests that different types of disabilities are subject to differing levels of bias (e.g., Unger, 2002), thus we chose to focus solely on the relationships of the paraplegia IAT taken from the Multiple Disability IAT, which composites four IAT scores for disabilities from different categories (e.g., cancer, alcoholism). We chose to focus on just this one disability IAT in this paper because paraplegia is a well-known disability, and there is greater agreement regarding its status as a disability amongst the general public than there is for alcoholism or cancer.

After being presented with a definition of paraplegia, participants were presented with a series of seven word classification tasks in which a stimulus word was presented in the center of the screen, and participants were instructed to categorize the word to one of two target stimuli (e.g., person with paraplegia v. person without paraplegia) by pressing a designated key on either the left or right of the keyboard. Participants were instructed to do this as quickly as possible. In the next trial, the target stimuli were switched to “positive” and “negative,” where the key designated to “positive” was that which was used for “person with paraplegia,” and “negative” used the formerly “person without paraplegia” key. As these associations (paraplegia to positive, and no paraplegia to negative) are incongruent to many people, this was deemed the incongruent block. The next block was the congruent block in which target stimuli associations were more congruent with what many people think (positive with no paraplegia, and negative with paraplegia). The revised IAT scoring method was used in this study to compute D scores for each participant (see Greenwald et al., 2003 for a detailed explanation of the scoring algorithm), but basically, the effect size showed the difference between mean latencies for the congruent and incongruent blocks. Negative D scores were indicative of bias in favor of people with disabilities, whereas positive values suggested bias favoring the majority group. 

Analyses
Bivariate correlations were run between the various measures, separately by gender and ethnic minority status, and were tested for significant differences. Independent sample t-tests were computed to test for mean differences between women and men, and ethnic minorities and whites.
Results

The independent samples t-test results are shown in Tables 1 and 2 for gender and minority status, respectively. As specified in hypothesis1a, women did indeed show significantly greater levels of empathy than men (t = 3.080, p < .01). Hypothesis3a was rejected, as there were no mean gender differences on behavioral bias. In support of hypothesis4a and 5a, men scored significantly higher than women on SJB (t = -2.173, p < .05), and explicit prejudice (t = -2.219, p < .05). Support was also found for hypotheses 2a and 6a, as no significant gender differences were found for discomfort, or the IAT. 
Table 1 

Results of t-test by Sex
	
	t
	df
	p

	Behavior
	1.019
	286
	.309

	Empathy
	3.080
	272
	.002

	Prejudice
	-2.219
	283
	.027

	Discomfort
	-1.628
	280
	.105

	SJB
	-2.173
	286
	.031

	IAT
	.411
	229
	.681


Table 2 

Results of t-test by Minority Status

	
	t
	df
	p

	Behavior
	-1.355
	288
	.176

	Empathy
	-1.689
	274
	.092

	Prejudice
	.123
	285
	.903

	Discomfort
	1.134
	282
	.258

	SJB
	2.001
	288
	.046

	IAT
	1.292
	231
	.198


For ethnic minorities, no significant mean differences were found for the behavior measure, empathy, or prejudice, leading us to reject hypotheses 1b, 3b, and 4b. The lack of significant mean differences on the discomfort scale and the IAT provided evidence for hypothesis 2b and 6b, respectively. Ethnic minorities scored significantly lower on SJB (t = 2.00, p < .05), providing support for hypothesis 5b.
Tables 3 and 4 show the relationships between the variables by gender, and minority status, respectively. For gender, the only significantly (p < .05) different correlations were between prejudice and SJB (r = 0.457 and 0.625 for women and men, respectively). The only significantly different relationship for minorities was between SJB and IAT scores (r = -0.311 and 0.049 for ethnic minorities and whites, respectively). As found in other areas, the IAT was weakly related, if at all, to the other bias measures. The strongest intercorrelations generally involved SJB, bolstering its validity.
Table 3
Correlations by Sex

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1
	Behavior
	1
	0.201*
	-0.207**
	-0.128
	-0.147
	0.025

	2
	Empathy
	0.292**
	1
	-0.007
	0.065
	-0.181*
	0.147

	3
	Prejudice
	-0.002
	-0.231*
	1
	0.371**
	0.457**
	-0.066

	4
	Discomfort
	-0.166
	0.047
	0.407**
	1
	0.26**
	0.116

	5
	SJB
	-0.133
	-0.23*
	0.625**
	0.245**
	1
	-0.123

	6
	IAT
	0.04
	-0.032
	0.151
	0.129
	0.123
	1

	Note. Values above the diagonal are for women, and below the diagonal are for men.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.


Table 4
Correlations by Minority Status

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1
	Behavior
	1
	0.29*
	-0.017
	-0.135
	-0.038
	0.107

	2
	Empathy
	0.203**
	1
	-0.078
	0.14
	-0.27*
	0.239

	3
	Prejudice
	-0.162*
	-0.129
	1
	0.366**
	0.583**
	-0.121

	4
	Discomfort
	-0.148*
	0.032
	0.401**
	1
	0.205
	0.327*

	5
	SJB
	-0.169*
	-0.183**
	0.543**
	0.272**
	1
	0

	6
	IAT
	0.021
	0.017
	0.065
	0.032
	0.049
	1

	Note. Values above the diagonal are for ethnic minorities, and below the diagonal are for whites.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.


Discussion
The results of this study provide some support for the idea that women and ethnic minorities, who as minority groups, have a shared struggle with IWD, are more likely to be empathetic, and display less prejudice toward IWD. The actual correlation between empathy and prejudice is quite weak, and contradicts what we anticipated. This might mean that minority groups, though feeling empathy toward IWD, do not actually view themselves as part of a common in-group, and thus do not reliably show less prejudice. It is also possible that those higher on empathy toward IWD, become uncomfortable as a consequence of empathizing, and thinking about IWD, which consequently causes them to react in a slightly more prejudiced manner as a way of coping with the discomfort. 

As discomfort seems to be very common among those without disabilities, regardless of minority status, perhaps interventions should aim to highlight similarities between IWD and other groups to create a sense of shared identity, and minimize discomfort. Instilling such ideas could make decision makers and coworkers feel more like they are part of an in-group with IWD, thereby reducing negative attitudes and biased behavior.
Limitations to this investigation included small sample size of ethnic minority participants. Furthermore, findings regarding the IAT can only be generalized to persons with physical disabilities, as only the paraplegia IAT was used here. Future research should examine relationships with the other disability IATS in the MDIAT. Another limitation was that there was overlap between gender and minority status, (e.g., whites included women, and males included ethnic minorities). Limited sample size and space prevented us from breaking these groups down further to compare mean levels of bias; however this is an important area for future research.
This study is unique in that it is the only study to our knowledge examining mean and correlational differences on various measures of bias towards IWD by both gender and ethnic minority status of participants. Overall, the minority groups tended to favor IWD, at least slightly, in nearly all measures examined in this study. Partial support for the idea of a shared minority in-group was found, though much more research is needed to better explore this possibility. These findings can play an instrumental role in the development of interventions to reduce bias against IWD.
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