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ABSTRACT

ATTITUDES TOWARD DISABLED PEOPLE IN THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF
DATING, MARRIAGE AND WORK: RELIGIOSITY, RELIGIOUS
ORIENTATION, CONSERVATISM AND AMBIVALENT SEXISM

Mert Kastner, Melek
M.S., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan

June 2019, 118 pages

The main objective of this study was to examine the relationship between religiosity,
religious orientation, conservatism and ambivalent sexism with attitudes toward
disabled people in the social context of dating, marriage and work. Moreover, the
relationship between gender, age, education, income and contact with disabled people
in social contexts of dating, marriage and work was investigated in this study. The
data was collected from 626 participants in the age of 18 to 40. The results of the
study revealed that gender differences were significant only on one variable; Attitude
toward disabled people in work. Moreover, for attitudes toward disabled people in
dating, while on the one hand age, conservatism and ambivalent sexism were
significant predictors; education, income, religiosity and religious orientation were
not significant. Furtermore, in the cntext of marriage just age and ambivalent sexism
were significant predictors. Only ambivalent sexism, conservatism and religious
orientation are significant predictors in attitude toward disabled people in work.
Finally, it has been found that having a disabled family member or close friend
significantly effected attitude toward disabled people in the context of work but not
for dating and marriage. On the other hand, people who have more contact with a

disabled person in daily life showed more positive results on attitudes toward disabled



people in the context of dating. The study findings, strengts and limitations of the

study were discussed.

Keywords: Disability, Religiosity, Religious Orientation, Conservatism, Ambivalent

Sexism
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ROMANTIK ILISKi, EVLENME VE IS YASAMI BAGLAMINDA
ENGELLILERE YONELIK TUTUMLAR: DINDARLIK, DINI YONELIM,
MUHAFAZAKARLIK VE CELISIK DUYGULU CINSIYETCILIK

Mert Kastner, Melek
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan

Haziran 2019, 118 Sayfa

Bu caligmanin ana amaci dindarlik, dini yonelim, muhafazakarlik ve ¢elisik duygulu
cinsiyetgilik ile romantik iliski, evlenme ve is yasami baglaminda engellilere kars1
tutumlar arasindaki iligkinin incelenmesidir. Ayrica bu g¢aligmada cinsiyet, yas,
egitim, gelir diizeyi ve engelli birey ile temas ile romantik iliski, evlenme ve is
yasaminda engellilere karsi tutumlar arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesidir. Bu
calismaya 626 kisi katilmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda, kadin ve erkeklerin
engellilere karsi tutumlar konusunda anlamli olarak sadece is yasami ortaminda
farklilagtigr  goriilmistiir. Bununla birlikte, romantik 1iliski ortaminda yas,
muhafazakarlik ve ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyet¢iligin romantik iligkilerde engellilere
kars1 tutumlar ile anlamli sekilde iliskili oldugu gozlemlenmistir. Ancak, egitim, gelir
seviyesi, dindarlik ve dini yonelimin romantik iligkilerde engellilere karsi tutumlar
ile anlamh sekilde iliskili oldugu bulunamamistir. Engellilere karsi tutumlarin
evlenme baglaminda incelenmesinde sadece yas ve ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik ile
anlamli bir iliski icinde oldugu gézlemlenmistir. Is ortami1 baglaminda engellilere
yonelik tutumlarin ise ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyet¢ilik, muhafazakarlik ve dini yonelim
ile anlamli iligkide oldugu ancak diger degiskenler ile anlamli iligki icerisinde
olmadigi bulunmustur. Son olarak, engelli bir aile liyesine veya yakin arkadasa sahip

olmanin, sadece is baglaminda engelli insanlara yonelik tutumlar1 agisindan anlaml
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oldugu bulundu. Engelli birey ile giinliik hayatta temas i¢inde olma sikliginin ise
sadece romantik iligki baglaminda engelli bireylere yonelik tutumlar1 agisindan
anlamli oldugu bulundu. Arastirmanin sonuclari, giiclii ve ¢aligmanin siirliliklar

tartisilmagtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Engellilik, Dindarlik, Dini Y6nelim, Muhafazakarlik, Celisik
Duygulu Cinsiyetgilik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

"Not blindness, but the attitude of the seeing to the blind is the hardest burden to
bear"
Helen Miller

In today’s world, people are striving for to be perfect. To be perfect means beautiful,
clever, young, healthy and able, have a good job position and a fit body. That
perfectionism idea is emphasized by social media channels, televisions, magazines
and advertisements. Those channels claim that the perfect people are everywhere and
they form the largest part of the society. They get all the attention from the opposite
sex, are wealthy, handle all the problems of life and do not suffer from any illness or

disability (Seligman, 1994). But what about us, are we really that perfect?

People believe that the perfect ones are everywhere. However; this is just a wrong
perception. Perfectionism is not something human kind has. We have our own limits
and could not go beyond them. Somebody has body stains is allergic to something or
something more serious. Our body has some impairments. Impairments of our body
affect us in different ways and make us disabled. It’s difficult to define ourselves as
disabled just because of some impairment. In the other side, people believe that
disability is just a minority issue. However, actually disabled people are the hugest
minority group of the world with over than 1 billion people (World Health Report,
2011; Shakespeare, 2017).

Disability is primarily a personal experience. At the same time, except its individual
level of effect, disability also influences the world as a global experience. Due to its
individual and structural effects, academics from different countries and fields work

on disability (Drake, 1999; Barnes, Oliver, & Barton, 2002). However, that interest



towards disability does not have a long history. Until 1960’s disabled people’s
existence in the society was not socially accepted and they did not have the right of
education or being employed (Rimmerman, 2013; *"The Murder of the Handicapped’,
n.d., para. 3). After the politicization of disability in 1960’s and 1970’s, especially
people who worked in the field of politics and social policies started to work on
disability rights both in national and international levels (Barnes, Oliver, & Barton,
2002). Many regulations and laws have been released to improve the realization of
disability in the eye of society. With all those efforts on conceptualization of
disability and the rights of disabled people, disabled people are seen as a minority
groups like bisexuals and blacks (Scotch, 2001; Roulstone, Thomas, & Watson, 2012;
Moore, & Slee, 2012; Rimmerman, 2013).

Over than 1 billion people in the world who are disabled people now face with
prejudice, oppression and negative attitudes, although from 1960’s there is increased
interest toward disabled people. Disabled people experience social exclusion during
different parts of their life in very serious ways (Park, Faulkner, & Schaller, 2003;
White, Gordon, & Jackson, 2006; Rimmerman, 2013). For example, according to
World Health Organization’s data (2011), today less than half of the disabled people
(44%) have a job, half of the population of disabled people cannot afford their
healthcare payments and more than 90% of disabled children in the developing
countries could not continue their school education. The negative attitudes they face,
social exclusion and oppression toward disabled people are the result of the social
attitudes of non-disabled people (Anthonak, & Livneh, 2000). That means, society’s
general attitude toward disabled people create either social inclusion if the society
has positive attitudes toward disabled people or social exclusion, oppression and
negative attitudes if the society has negative attitudes toward them (Vilchinsky, &
Findler, 2004). Disabled people face with many obstacles in society such as that could
not reach their life goals and could not satisfy their roles in society. Being aware of
the relationship between disabled and non-disabled people in the context of negative
attitudes could help us to get to know the underlying mechanisms between those two

groups. In addition to this, if those underlying mechanisms are learned, new



intervention programmes could be created to reduce the negative attitudes toward
disabled people (Cample, & Oliver, 1996, Anthonak, & Livneh, 2000). In literature,
there are many researches which have been conducted by academics to understand
the negative attitudes of different non-disabled groups toward disabled people in
many social contexts (Brodwin, & Orange, 2002; Chan, Livneh, Pruett, Wang, &
Zheng, 2009). As the non-disabled group, health professionals (Hunt, & Hunt, 2000;
Tervo, & Palmer, 2004), students from different grades’ (Au, & Man, 2006) and
employees’ (Hernandez, Keys, & Balcazar, 2000) attitudes toward disabled people
were searched from academicians from different countries. Besides, non-disabled
people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the educational and vocational areas has
been analysed many times (Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Sharma, Forlin,
& Loreman, 2008). Although there is a huge literature corpus about attitudes toward
disabled people in the social context of those two domains, there is a big gap for the
attitudes toward disabled people in the personal and social life domains (Chen,
Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Miller, Chen, Glovergraf, & Kranz, 2009). The
corpus about attitudes towards disabled people in the social context of dating and
marriage is a subfield of the research area dealing with the society's attitude towards
disabled people on the personal and social level. While it has been stated before that
the attitude towards disabled people is negative, neither have the reasons for that been
researched nor have possible solutions in the context of dating and marriage been

presented (Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002).

In this current study the main focus is non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled
people. This study was conducted to analyse the factors which affect Turkish non-
disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in three life domains: dating,
marriage and work life. Especially, the effect of traditional gender role beliefs,
religiosity, and religious orientation, general conservatism levels of people on their
attitudes toward disabled people in the context of work, date and marriage are
investigated. Moreover, the relationship between gender, age, education and income,
and the attitudes toward disabled people in the context of work, date and marriage are

searched.



For this reason, in this chapter, first the history of disability will be explained. As the
second part, the models which are used in disability studies will be introduced with
their differences. In the third part the current findings of non-disabled people’s
attitudes toward disabled people in the vocational area will be reviewed. In the next
session, non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the social context
of dating and marriage will be introduced with the recent findings of related literature
Later, Erikson’s developmental stages and especially young adulthood stage will be
presented with its connections with current study. After that, Allport’s intergroup
contact theory will be explained with its relationship with disabled people as the
target group. Finally, the present study with the hypotheses of this master thesis will
be briefly explained.

1.1. History of Disability

Before the modern Homo sapiens, both monkey and apes, and not evolved humans
had physically damaged participants in their societies. For example, it was common
to see many physical injuries in the body of an adult male Neanderthal. To gather
their food, they should often use their arm, legs and teeth. Because of common usage
of some body parts, they were severely injured many times (Berkson, 1993;

Braddock, & Parish, 2001).

In Ancient Greek and Rome, many people suffered from different illnesses and
impairments due to undeveloped healthcare centres, wars, scarcity, diseases
exacerbating after pregnancy and malnutrition. Thus, it was easy to get any kind of
disability either in the mother’s tomb or after birth. Accordingly, it can be said that
prevalence of disability was common in that time. Moreover, disabled people in that
country were also seen as ‘funny toys’ to play. They were always take part of the
social activities to make people happy (Garland, 1995; Rimmerman, 2013; "The
Murder of the Handicapped’, n.d., para. 3).



During the Medieval Ages, there was still the big impact of malnutrition, wars and
infectious diseases on the huge number of disabled people. Although there was not
the statistical data about the population of disabled people in the medieval time, it can
be said that disability can be seen in the society as a common fact (Jankauskas, &
Urbanavicius, 1998). There were two different views in the society toward disabled
people. According to first view, disabled people have supernatural powers. Especially
mental and intellectual disabilities, deafness and epilepsy left a huge impression on
the non-disabled peers. Woman who has psychotic issues were called witches and a
person who has epilepsy had the Devil inside their body in the eyes of medieval
society (Braddock, & Parish, 2001; Rimmerman, 2013; "The Murder of the
Handicapped’, n.d., para. 3). Then to cure those people from the devil, executions
had started in different Catholic cities. Woman called witches and other disabled
people burned in the big fires visible to all members of society. Still it’s not clear that
how many disabled people were executed like this (Winzer, 1993). On the other side,
disability was part of the normal life. Nearly in all families, there was at least one
disabled person. In the nature of life, people were trying to look for some cures for
disabled people. Especially religious leaders gathered the disabled people and tried
to cure them in hospices. For example, intellectually disabled people from Turkey
were in a hospice which had been organized by Bishop Nicholas (Kroll, 1973;
Roseens, 1979).

In the age of Enlightenment and Reason, society’s view toward disabled people had
changed from the view of family care to hospitalization. That means, during the
medieval time disability had been seen as a family-based issue, not a general issue of
society. Due to this understanding, family members were hold responsible for the
disabled person. However, in Renaissance it has been stated by the new laws and
rules of society that if a person did not take care him/herself properly and need help
from others, society itself should provide the help. According to those laws and rules,
hospitalization places for disabled people put into service such as Bethel and St.
Luke’s Mental Hospitals in Norwich (Suzuki, 1991; Braddock, & Parish, 2001).

During that time, there were schools for deaf people to learn sign language in the



Ottoman Era. In those schools deaf people were taught sign language by other deaf
people. Between 16" to 18" centuries, sign language was popular in Ottoman Empire
and used by Sultans too. Those schools in Ottoman Empire were the first examples

to show that disabled people can obtain education in a school system (Miles, 2000).

Industrial Revolution and the transformation from villages to big cities especially in
the 19" century showed that there was a need for disabled people’s education. They
should be educated to be productive workers rather than just to be a consumer in the
society (Braddock, & Parish, 2001). Because of this idea, firstly schools for disabled
people had been opened. The first schools for disabled people were for blind and deaf
people in Europe and America. Later, schools for physical, intellectual and mental
disabilities put into service (Roberts, 1986; Roberts, 1989). Secondly, high rate of
migration and societal changes caused problems in the society. To protect the societal
order, solutions must be found for deviant members who are disabled. Thus, big
facilities were built to segregate disabled people from the society. Those hospitals
were far away from the city centres, facilities offering a place to stay for many and
closed penal facilities (Grob, 1990; Mora, 1992). The disabled people who stayed in
those facilities were most of times more than their capacity. Some of the facilities had
the double amount of patients. Those facilities did provide any therapeutic help;
instead the main aim was the segregation of as many disabled people as possible
(Scull, 1991). People at those places lived in terrific circumstances such as sexual or
physical abuse or physical violence toward them such as hitting them with sticks or

leave them without food and clean water (Grob, 1990).

Later close to end of the 19" century and during the first half of 20" century, people
were influenced by the idea of Darwinism and had the desire to create the perfect
offspring. That means, intellectual disability was seen as ‘incurable disease’ and
created big danger for the continuation of human kind. To protect the human kind
from that disease, the idea of eugenics was born. Intellectually disabled people were
segregated from society and send to big institutions. Marrying with or getting a child

from a disabled person was strictly forbidden by the governments. The archival



documents showed that disabled people were killed or exposed to unethical and
inhumane experiments during that time period (Hirsch, 1995; Brown, 1997;
Braddock, & Parish, 2001; Rimmerman, 2013; "The Murder of the Handicapped’,
n.d., para. 3). The eugenic idea reached its extremity in Nazi Germany in the time era
of 1939- 1945. 300,000 to 400,000 intellectually disabled and 200.000-275.000
physically disabled people were killed according to Nazi Germany’s segregation laws

(Wolfensberger, 1981).

The biggest slaughter of disabled people occurred during World War II (Aysoy,
2004). This cruelty toward disabled people got the attention of people who were part
of the war as soldiers and civilians. People have started to gather and establish
international organizations to protect the rights of disabled people in the second half
of the 20™ century (Braddock, & Parish, 2001). Society’s moral responsibilities for
disabled people after World War Il and the improvements in medicine (such as
foundations of antipsychotics in 1950’s and community treatment approaches)
politicized the disability issue and society’s attention turn to that topic (Barnes, 2012).
Until end of 1960’s in UK, disabled people were either in residential care or in the
streets as homeless and faced with severe poverty. There was no kind of financial aid
for disabled people to pay their living expenses. The severe poverty was inevitable
for disabled people if they did not choose overcrowded health institutions to stay.
Due to the lack of financial aid for them, Berit Moore and Megan de Boison
cofounded the Disablements Income Group (DIG) (Barnes, 2016). Establishment of
DIG arouses the attention of activists about disability. Ken Davis, Paul Hunt and Vic
Finkelstein were the some of them. After some time, those experts started to disagree
with the DIG’s narrow-minded focus on financial aspect neglecting other aspects of
the needs of disabled people. Thus, they created the Disability Alliance (DA) to
gather many disabilityorganizations for far-reaching income for disabled people.
Later, Davis, Hunt and Finkelstein and some other disability activists created the
Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS) in 1974 (UPIAS
1976). The establishment of UPIAS and the efforts of people who support the union,

disability started to gain importance by society and academicians. The publications



of disability activists created the questions in the mind of people about the general
perspective toward the issue. Academician especially social scientists tried to
understand the topic in new and different ways. Those perspectives shaped a new
model in the field of disability which is fundamentally different from whatever had
existed before (Barnes, Oliver, & Barton, 2002; Barnes, 2012; Barnes, 2016).

In this part, the general history of disability has been explained. In the history
overview, the story of disability started with the life of Neanderthals and closed with
the UPIAS’ new approach of how to perceive disability. In the next part, firstly the
first approach to disability which is in the Medical Model will be explained. Later,
the new approach of UPIAS to disability, the Social Model, will be introduced with

its effects on academic interest to disability as a social and political issue.

1.2. Models of Disability

In history, the first model to define disability is the medical model. According to the
model, disability has been seen as a personal tragedy (Morris, 1991). That means,
disability is a ‘problem’ and the only one who needs to be concerned is the disabled
person. For example, if a worker in a wheelchair could not go to his working area due
to the stairs in the building, the reason of this problem is the wheelchair, not the stairs
or a missing elevator. Besides, the model also argues that it does not matter whether
disabled people suffer pain because of that impairment or difference. Those
impairments and differences should be fixed or changed by medical means (Berghs,
Atkin, Graham, Hatton, & Thomas, 2016; Retrief, & Letsosa, 2018). The model also
argues that society does not have any effect on the definition of the disability. The
effect of society is exaggerated and politicized (Williams, 1999; Thomas, 2004;
Atabey, 2011). However, the influence of society on the definition of disability
started to be questioned later 1970°s in UK (Shakespeare, 2005; Retrief, & Letsosa,
2018). The scholars and the activists of disability came together and established
UPIAS in 1974. UPIAS is the most influential organization in the history of disability
about the social thinking of disability (Barnes, 2016). UPIAS (1976) argues that like



bisexuality, gender issues or ethnic minorities, disability issue is a complex form of
social oppression. According to the medical model, disability is the result of the
impairment. However, based on UPIAS’ new view, disability should be regarded as
both a political and social issue. Moreover, that view makes a clear distinction
between biological and social aspects of disability. According to UPIAS definition,
impairment is ‘lacking part or all of a limb, or having a defective limb or mechanism

of the body’ and disability is:

The disadvantage of restriction of activity caused by a contemporary social
organisation which takes no or little account of people who have physical
impairments and thus excludes them from participation in the mainstream of
social activities (UPIAS 1976, p.14).

That definition of disability had been accepted and used by many other organizations
dealing with disability such as British Council of Organisations of Disabled People
(BCODP) and Disabled People’s International (DPI) (Campell, & Oliver, 1996).
Moreover, the new definition of disability increased the attention of people who
participated in the Vietnam War and the university students in USA toward issue of
disability. They came together and formed organizations such as Independent Living
Movement (ILM) and Centres for Independent Living (CIL). Those organizations
also worked on the judicial changes in US (Barnes, 2016).

The academic interest toward disability issue was limited until 1970’s. Before 1970’s,
the general approach of academics toward disability was more traditional and based
on medical model (Morris, 1991; Barnes, 2016). For example, to be called a normal
person one should be healthy. However, being sick or impaired was the reason of
being called abnormal and those people were the social deviants for the academics of
1950’s (Barnes, & Mercer, 2010). However, the academicians of the 1960s did
studies on social construction of disability rather than the studies of the previous
academics which investigated the medical structure of disability (e.g. Goffman 1968,
Szasz, 1971). Especially with the manifestation of UPIAS (1976), disability turned
to be a popular topic among the social scientists from different countries (Barnes,

Oliver, & Barton, 2002; Barnes, 2016). Studies of disability were generally based on



sociology and try to understand the society’s bias toward disabled people
(Finkelstein, 1997). Mike Oliver who is a disabled activist and lecturer used the

‘social model of disability’ in his writing (1981).

The social model of disability argues that our impairments are not the main reason to
define us as disabled. Society itself is disabling. That means the main reason of why
we are disabled is the society (Oliver, 1996). Society reacts toward disabled people
as an oppressing majority. It creates social barriers and social oppression like
exclusion from employment, blocks the access to the environment and failing to reach
educational opportunities (Bury, 2000; Finkelstein, 2001; Shakespeare, & Watson,
2001; Thomas, 2004). Although, there are some societal and political developments
for an able-world, disabled people still earn less money compared to their non-
disabled co-workers. Besides, a disabled person should pay more money for
transportation, personal assistance and heating (Burchardt, 2004). Moreover, 56% of
the disabled people in the world do not have a job, many of them face with poverty
and half of them could not afford their own health-care payments (Burchardt, 2004;
World Health Organization, 2011). In our country, 36% of Turkish disabled people
is illiterate while the ratio of illiteracy is just 12 % for non-disabled people, 50% of
the disabled population faces with severe poverty while it’s just less than 25 %for
non-disabled people and 48% of physical and mental disabled people and 64% of
people who suffer chronic illnesses do not have any kind of social insurance (Oztiirk,

2011).

The traditional approach to disability, the Medical Model, and the Social Model has
been presented with their own differences for approaching the issue of disability.
Moreover, it has been explained to define what kind of changes happened in society
and academic research in the topic of disability with the presentation of the Social
Model. In the next chapter, the general research ideas after 1970’°s about attitudes

toward disabled people will be briefly explained.
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1.3. Attitudes toward Disabled People

In the academic field, there are many studies about attitudes toward disabled people
(Anthonak & Livneh, 2000). Especially in psychology, the researcher aims to search
the attitudes toward disabled is to improve the opportunities of disabled people in
social life such as education, employment, civil rights and equality to create social
and psychological environments which are open and friendly or at least neutral for
disabled people (Dunn, 2015). If the origins, reasons and the factors which affect non-
disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people search and understand, it is
possible to find the ways to promote positive interactions between non-disabled
people and disabled people (Yuker, 1965; Siller, 1984). Furthermore, it has been
found that the attitudes toward disabled people are both a complex and a multifaceted
issue (Yuker, 1988). The studies which attempt to understand those attitudes have
been conducted all over the world with many of the social domains. The conclusion
of all the studies insisted that the attitudes toward disabled people are negative
(Smart, 2001; Brodwin & Orange, 2002; Chan, Livneh, Pruett, Wang, & Zheng,
2009; Esmail, Darry, Walter, & Knupp, 2009; Vilchinsky, Findler, & Werner, 2010).
To create social inclusion for disabled people, it is important to understand which
factors affect the attitudes of non-disabled people toward disabled people. The
extensive research has been conducted to understand which individual characteristics
and the other factors related to non-disabled people increase or decrease the

likelihood of negative attitudes toward disabled people (English, 1977).

The first factor is religiosity. All Abrahamic religions Islam, Christianity or Judaism
advise to accept the deviants and be tolerant of the others. However, the studies show
that there is a positive relationship between the religiosity and having negative
attitudes toward disabled people (Zertinsky-Shurka, 1988; Weisel & Zaidman, 2003).
On the other hand, there are some studies conducted with Christian people found out
that more religious Christians has more positive attitudes toward disabled people
compare to non-religious Christians (McQuilkin, 1990; Erin, Rudin, & Njoroge,
1991).
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As the second factor, religious orientation plays an important role in attitudes toward
disabled people. Religion orientation is a motivational construct. It explains that why
people look for religion and spirituality in their daily life (Ginkel, 2011). Religiosity
is an individual and social behaviour. It affects both the person’s character and also
the shape of culture and the social structure of society (Jackson & Hunsberger, 1999).
On the other side, religious orientation has different forms in different societies.
Those differences are even higher within the nations than between nations. For
instance, according to the report of Pew Research Center 98% of Turkish population
is Muslim; however, the religious truths of this society is not same for all of them
(Ozdemir, 2013). Religious orientation of a person influences the attitudes toward
disabled people. The findings of the studies demonstrate that people who have high
scores in religious orientation show more negative attitudes toward disabled people

(Allport & Ross, 1967; Donahue, 1985).

Conservatism is a construct which shapes social behaviours of person and the identity
of nations. Conservatism and religion are the concepts which are related and
represented by traditionalism, religiousness, normative patterning and conformity to
society’s expectations and norms (Schwarz, 1994; Roccas, 2005; Van Hiel, &
Kossowska, 2007). Conservative people generally give more importance to
conformity and tradition, and give less importance to universalism, and are rather
close to new experiences (Duriez, & Van Hiel, 2002). Those people show higher
scores in dogmatism and more negative attitudes toward minorities such as disabled

people (Backstorm, & Bjorklund, 2007; Brandes, & Crowson, 2009).

The demographic factors were also extensively researched on attitudes toward
disabled people. As the demographics, gender of the participant has been shown to
be an important factor in many studies of attitudes toward disabled people (English,
1977; Tervo, Azuma, Palmer, & Redinius, 2002). It has been found that women have
more positive attitudes toward disabled people and show more acceptance compared
to men. However, in some studies there was no relation between the sex of participant

and the attitudes toward disabled people (Parasuram, 2006).
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The research about the relationship between age and attitudes toward disabled people
was searched extensively (English, 1977; Tervo, Azuma, Palmer, & Redinius, 2002).
The findings of the existing literature show that there is significant negative
relationship between age and attitudes toward disabled people. The studies revealed
that younger people has more positive attitudes toward disabled people compare to
old ones (Siller, 1963; Tait & Purdie, 2000). However, the correlations between the
age and attitudes were around .20 which is a lower correlation. The findings of the
study of Parasuram (2006) showed that younger (20-30 years old) and older (50-60
years) adults hold more positive attitudes toward disabled people compare to middle

age adults (40-50 years old).

The effect of educational level of people on the attitudes toward disabled people was
also studied. The findings of the studies revealed people with higher level of
education hold more positive attitudes toward disabled people compare to people who
has lower educational level. Moreover, the findings also added than people who have
degrees from university or higher degrees show more positive attitudes compare to
primary, middle or high school graduated people (Au, & Man, 2006; Parasuram,
2006).

As the last demographic variables, income and socio-economic status have
inconsistent findings related to attitudes toward disabled people. According to
findings of one study, low income people have more positive attitudes toward
disabled people compare with high income groups (Greenbaum & Wang, 1965). On
the other side, there are the studies found out that higher income groups were more
accepting of people with disabled people (Farber, 1968; Parasuram, 2006). The
factors affect non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people often in the
four life zones: Education, social interactions, public access to services and
facilities and vocational area. The existing literature for those life zones is bigger
than other life zone (OEC, 2010). The general attitudes toward disabled people in
those four life zones have been discussed extensively such different perspectives.

However, there are some life zones for disabled people which have not been studied
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well. The main social domain is dating and marriage (Shakespeare, 2000). That
means, the existing literature of non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled
people includes few studies which have been conducted just in Western countries
such as the USA or Australia, although the studies look for the attitudes in
employment, education or public access to services areas conducted nearly all of the
countries, religions and languages (Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; OEC,
2010; Goreczny, Bender, Caruso, & Feinstein, 2011; Aycan, 2015; Mamatoglu,
Dokmen, & Yildirim, 2015).

In this part, the attitudes toward disabled people have been briefly explained.
Moreover, the scope of this research is based on non-disabled people’s attitudinal
differences in vocational area - more specifically work with a disabled person, date
and marry with them. In the next two chapters, firstly the attitudes toward disabled
people in vocational area and secondly attitudes toward disabled people in dating and

marriage life zones will be discussed.

1.3.1. Attitudes toward Disabled People in VVocational Area

In today’s world employment is a main topic to be socially included and have
sufficient financial sources to afford food, shelter and main life resources. Moreover,
studies indicated that employed people are more satisfied with their life and their well
being scores are higher than the unemployed ones. Those statements are valid for
both disabled and non-disabled people (Priebe, Warner, Hubschmid, & Eckle, 1998;
Mansour, 2009). Being employed has also another importance for disabled a person
that is to be independent. Disability includes some important facets which are
medical, economic and social problems. A disabled person with the help of his family
could be cared, taken to school and rehabilitation facilities. However, like all people
a disabled person needs to find a job to have enough income to be independent and
socialize with others. To lead an independent life and to see themselves as the part of
society, being employed is one of the main topics for disabled people (Akardere,

2005). However, in today’s world in over 1 billion people in the world are disabled
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and in Turkey 12% of population disabled, just 1% of them are employed. Moreover,
those employed people have job below their actual qualification and they earn less
money compared to their non-disabled co-workers at equivalent works (Bricout, &

Bentley, 2000, Aycan, 2015).

The literature classifies the reasons of disability employment into 3 main groups.
Those are; 1)Factors related to disabled person such as type and the quality of
disability, educational level or self-esteem, 2) Institutional factors such as quality of
job, attitudes of employers and employees toward disabled worker or structural
features of working area, 3) Societal factors such as societal attitudes, opportunities
for education and job positions or laws and regulations about disabled people’s

employment (Fungham, & Thompson, 1994).

In the hiring process, the type of the disability plays an important role. Employers
prefer to hire some disability groups over others. For example, literature findings
suggest that physically disabled people (16%) have the highest employment rate
compare to other types. However, intellectualy and developmentally disabled people
has the lowest employment rate (61%) (Nota, Santili, Ginevra, & Soresi, 2014).
Employers argue that the physically disabled people’s workability rate is higher than
intellectually and developmentally disabled people (Bordieri, Drehmer, & Taylor,
1997). Another factor related to hiring decisions is the personal factor. Disabled
people who have a higher educational degree and more work experience have a higher
chance to be hired. Moreover, employers have more positive attitudes toward
disabled people who are determined, strong-minded, independent, hardworking and
resilient (Adelman, & Vogel, 1993; Tracey, 1995; Conyers, Koch, & Szymanski,
1998).

Institutional factors are the main reason for high unemployment rate for disabled
people. Although a disabled person has a high educational level and good qualities
for the job, the negative attitudes of employers affect the employment decision to a

great extent. Employers state that due to the instability of economy and the needs of
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marketing the main aim of the firms and the employers is high productivity.
Moreover, the general view of employers toward disabled workers is that they are
unqualified, unproductive and incompatible with the work place. Due to negative
stigmatization of disabled worker in the eye of employers the employment rate of
disabled people is low (Diksa, & Rogers, 1996; Sunoo, 2001; Baybora, 2006). The
attitude studies which has been done with employers reported that employer’s
attitudes toward disabled workers are comparably positive when they were asked in
the global perspective. On the other hand, when the questions targeted more specific
attitudes (e.g. express willingness to hire them) toward disabled people as the
employee then the employers were more reluctant to hire them. Also, employers
showed more negative attitudes toward disabled workers in the employment
processes compared to non-disabled workers (Priebe, Warner, Hubschmid, & Eckle,
1998; Hernandez, Keys, & Balcazar, 2000). The second main reason of disabled
people’s unemployment as the institutional factor is the attitudes of employees toward
disabled co-workers. In the view of employee, they prefer to have less disabled
workers, believe that disabled people have less knowledge and skills for the job and
argue that their customers do not feel comfortable and want to work with a disabled
person (Bricout, & Bentley, 2000; Priebe, Warner, Hubschmid, & Eckle, 1998;
Woodley, & Metzger, 2012).

Literature suggest that the personal characteristics of employers and employees have
effect on their attitudes toward disabled employment. For example, employers and
employees who haven’t had prior contact with disabled people in their life have more
negative attitudes toward working with a disabled person. Moreover, it has been
suggested that people who are more religious, conservative, accept societal norms
more, and have lower educational level have more negative attitudes toward disabled
co-workers (Hood, 1973; Cesare, Tannenbaum, & Dalessio, 1990; Rimmerman,

1998).

As the last factor, societal factors are important for disabled people’s employment

process. If a disabled person does not have the opportunity to prepare themselves for
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a job position, it is possible to see high unemployment rates for disabled people. That
means societal factors are 1) having educational opportunities to be qualified, 2)
getting support from family and society to be independent rather than live just with
economical support from family or 3) government, having regulations in laws for
employment in laws for employment for a disabled person (Callahan, & Garner,
1997; Aycan, 2015). However, in our country disabled people have on avarage lower
educational degrees and 36% of them are illiterate. The degrees for getting to know
a branch of industry-economic-activity for disabled people are really rare. Even many
cities does not offer them. Poverty is a common issue for disabled people and their
economic situation has been called ‘social disaster’ in Turkey (Tufan, & Arun, 2002;
Oztiirk, 2011). Studies also indicate that disabled people work in unqualified and
lower status jobs although they are more qualified and have better education and
experiences in Turkey (Kayaci, 2007; Yilmaz, 2007). Moreover, although just 15%
of disabled people whose health report says they cannot work, the employment
chance of a disabled person in Turkey is low (Tufan, & Arun, 2002). The findings of
the studies show that disabled people face with negative attitudes, prejudices and

discrimination in the vocational area in Turkey.

In this part, the factors which affect the unemployment rate of disabled people has
been discussed. The findings demonstrate that disabled people face with severe social
exclusion in vocational development. In the next part, the current findings about the
attitudes of non-disabled people in romantic relationship (dating) and marriage will

be discussed.

1.3.2. Attitudes toward Disabled People in Dating and Marriage

In 1940’s while John Bowlby was working on the reasons why juvenile thieves face
with difficulties while creating social bonds, he decided to examine their family
histories. He found out that many of them were living in dysfunctional families due
to loss of mother and due to having been passed from one foster family to another.

His work on this topic created one of the most prominent theories of psychology and
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has deeply affected the society, child care policy, history of psychology and
psychiatry. That is the Attachment Theory (Gillath, Karantzas, & Fraley, 2016). The
main aim of the theory is to explain the nature of child’s relationship with his main
care giver and the effect of that bond on the child’s life time experiences (Fraley,
2002). If a child separated from his main care giver, the child shows reactions such
as crying, clinging or madly searching just to find the care giver and get the proximity
with her. Bowlby argues that the behaviours which child shows after the separation
from the caregiver are the adaptive responses. He stated that human babies are not
capable of feeding and caring by themselves. They need an adult to care and feed
them to survive. From the evolutionary perspective, human babies who have a
caregiver and could maintain that relationship survive longer compared to the ones
who could not. Natural selection has created the attachment behavioural system
which is an important concept of the theory to regulate proximity to main care giver.
Bowlby defines attachment behavioural system as like this; the attachment
behavioural system of the baby looks for whether the main care giver is nearby, close
and attainable or the opposite. If the caregiver can be described as being near, close
and attainable, the child feels loved, secure and confident. Thus, the child could enjoy
the life, explore the world and be sociable. However, if the care giver is not close or
accessible, the child starts to feel separation, distress and anxiety. The child starts to
show crying, clinging and searching behaviours until the caregiver finds it. If the
separation from the caregiver is prolonged, the child experiences despair and
depression (Gillath, Karantzas, & Fraley, 2016; Fraley, 2018). Although the studies
of Bowlby generally focus on the child’s relationship with his main care giver, in his
book Bowlby insisted that attachment is an important human experience ‘from the
cradle to the grave’ (1979, p. 129). Based on his words, research has been started on
adults. Hazan and Shaver’s first study on the topic in 1987 works on understanding
the nature of adult love and loneliness (Hazan, & Shaver, 1987; Fraley, & Shaver,
2000). The research findings showed many similarities between the relationship
between the baby and its caregiver and the adult romantic relationship; (1) the
attachment behavioural system, which allows an emotional bond between the baby
and care giver, affects the creation of emotional bond between adult partners, (2) they
feel safe and secure when the other one is close, (3) they prefer close and intimate
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bodily contacts with the other one, (4) they like to know more about each other, (5)
they use baby talk while talking with each other, (6) they spend most of the time with
each other. Thus, it has been shown that adult romantic relationship is a manifestation

of attachment theory (Hazan, & Shaver, 1987; Fraley, & Shaver, 2000; Fraley, 2018).

Adult romantic relationships range between dating to marriage. Those relationships
have a large effect on person’s mental and physical health, working life and sexuality.
There plenty of literature about the effect of marriage and dating on a person’s life.
The studies were conducted with teenagers, adults and older people from different
countries and cultures (Russell, & Consolacion, 2010). Research findings show that
married people’s wellbeing level is higher than the ones who have never married,
were divorced, separated or widowed (Waite, 1995; Dush, & Amato, 2005).
Moreover, it also has been reported that although people who are in a relationship
have a lower wellbeing than married people, their wellbeing scores are higher than
the ones who do not have a romantic partner (Horwitz, & White, 1998; Brown, 2000).
Besides, people in a relationship feel happier and socially supported. Those feelings
affect the low rates of depression, anxiety, morbidity and mortality (Robles, Slatcher,
Trombello, & McGinn, 2014). Likewise, the study on long term adult romantic
relationship on physical health reported that there is a beneficial change in the
functioning of hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenocortical axis has an effect on the cortisol
hormone production of people who are in a romantic relationship (Selcuk, & Ong,
2013). In short, based on the strong and consistent results of many different studies,
people who are in a romantic relationship have better psychological and physiological
health conditions compared to unpartnered ones (Braithwaite, Delevi, & Fincham,

2010).

After the first book of Bowlby’s on attachment theory, studies have started to deal
with the infant-caregiver relationship and continued with adult romantic relationship.
The studies insisted that having a romantic partner has many positive effects on a
person’s mental and physical health (Braithwaite, Delevi, & Fincham, 2010; Robles,
Slatcher, Trombello, & McGinn, 2014). Moreover, it has also been mentioned by
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scientists that humans naturally look for somebody to have sustainable
belongingness. That need is common for all humans from different cultures, religions
and countries. In short, indeed belonging is significant to a meaningful life
(Baumeister, & Leary, 1995; Lambert, et al, 2013). Although literature supports all
the sentences written until now, adult romantic relationship of disabled people is still

a taboo for the academic areas (Chan, Livneh, Pruett, Wang, & Zheng, 2009).

The existing literature of non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people
includes more about employment, education, civil rights and equality but studies
about the personal and social domains are not that numerous (Chan, Livneh, Pruett,
Wang, & Zheng, 2009). The findings of existing literature about attitudes toward
disabled people in the social context of dating and marriage are consistent. However,
the studies on dating and marriage has been conducted within a few cultures like US-
American, Western European and South Asian such as Thailand, Singapore or Hong
Kong people and the generalizability of the findings to all cultures and societies are
in question (Fichten, & Amsel, 1986; Goldstein, &Johnson, 1997; Chen, Brodwin,
Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Karalleou, 2003; Hergenrather, & Rhodes, 2007; Chan,
Livneh, Pruett, Wang, & Zheng, 2009; Miller, Chan, Glover- Graf, & Kranz, 2009;
Marini, Wang, Etzbach, & Castillo, 2012). The literature argues that disabled people
are seen as childish, undemanding and having no sex (asexual, third gender) by non-
disabled people due to this they are not perceived as possible romantic partners (Ray,
& West, 1984; Fichten, Amsel, 1986). Moreover, society has some myths about
disabled people’s sexuality due to those unreal beliefs non-disabled people do not
prefer to date or marry with a disabled person. For example, disabled people have a
lack of sexual desire, they are not capable of having intercourse, they do not have
social skills and mental judgements to behave appropriately in sexually intimate
situation or it is not possible that a non-disabled person can perceive a disabled people
as a romantic partner. If that is the case, it means something is wrong with the non-
disabled partner (Miller, Chan, Glover- Graf, & Kranz, 2009). Lastly, studies point
out that people explicitly argue that they have positive attitudes to date and marry

with disabled people; however, implicit studies have shown that people generally
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have negative attitudes toward disabled people in those domains. This shows that
people provide answers according to what is expected to be socially desired (Man,

Rojahn, Chrosniak, & Sanford, 2006).

In the limited literature about non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people
in the social context of dating and marriage, some factors’ effects on those attitudes
have been studies. As the first factor, the effect of gender of non-disabled people has
been studied. It has been found that female non-disabled people hold more positive
attitudes toward disabled people. Moreover, it has been demonstrated that the gender
of disabled people also influences non-disabled people’s attitudes. That means, the
attitudes toward disabled person is more negative in the context of dating and
marriage if the disabled person is female (Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002;
Vilchinsky, Findler, 2004). However, in another study conducted with American and
Egyptian college students it was found out that Egyptian male students hold more
positive attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of marriage than female
non-disabled college students (Hamdy, Auter, Humphrey, & Attia, 2011). This
study’s findings differ from what the other studies reported, thus it can be concluded
that the effect of target’s group gender has contradictory results for the attitudes

toward disabled people in dating and marriage contexts.

The type and the severity of the disability are the factors which have an effect on the
attitudes of non-disabled people in those contexts. For example, the findings revealed
that there is a negative relationship between the severity of disability and the attitudes
toward disabled people in dating and marriage contexts. Moreover, it has been shown
that non-disabled people prefer to date or marry with some type of disabled groups
such as visually or physically disabled people more than the others such as mentally

disabled or psychiatric disabled people (Miller, Chan, Glover- Graf, & Kranz, 2009).

Another common factor which influences the non-disabled people’s attitudes toward
disabled people in dating and marriage is the prior contact with a disabled person. In

other words, studies demonstrated that non-disabled people who had had a contact
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with a disabled person in their daily life show more positive attitudes toward disabled
people in the given context compared to those without any prior daily contact with a
disabled people. Moreover, non-disabled people who had a relationship such as
friendship reported that they could date or marry with a disabled person more than
the ones who never had a relationship with a disabled person (Chen, Brodwin,

Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Marini, Wang, Etzbach, & Castillo, 2012).

Studies conducted about non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in
the social context of dating and marriage do not cover all the cultures or societies
from all around the world. However, the existing studies about Americans, Taiwanese
people, Hong Kong people, Singaporeans and Egyptians demonstrated that there is a
significant difference between the countries. American people hold more positive
attitudes toward disabled people in dating and marriage compare to Taiwanese, Hong
Kong and Singaporean people (Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002). Besides, in
one study conducted with American and Egyptian college students it was found that
Egyptian students have more negative attitudes toward disabled people (Hamdy,
Auter, Humphrey, & Attia, 2011). Culture has a significant effect on non-disabled
people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of dating and marriage.
The reasons for this attitudinal difference have been described as cultural beliefs,
westernization and lack of knowledge about disability (Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, &

Chan, 2002).

The existing literature for attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of
dating and marriage is limited to few studies. Due to this, some of the variables’
effects on those attitudes have not been studies. The effect of religion on the non-
disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people has been examined just a few
studies. It has been found that religion of the target group does not have significant
effects on attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of dating and
marriage (Strohmer, Grand, & Purcell, 1984). However, in this study the religion of

students has been identified with the question ‘What is your religion?” There was no
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kind of scale to measure the religiosity level of people and the effect of it on the

attitude scale.

In all cultures, there are differing gender role expectations from males and females.
In traditional societies those expectations differ to a larger extend and are of higher
importance of individual. Gender roles are under the influence of such as history,
religion, culture, economy and ethnic. Traditionally men are expected to be strong,
independent, dominant, active, aggressive, macho, insensitive, competent, ambitious,
employed and a bread winner. On the other hand, females are expected to be
nurturing, sensitive, attractive, emotional, ambitious, independent, incompetent,
weak, physically attractive and take the responsibility for all domestic chores such as
cooking, cleaning and washing clothes (Thomas, & Thomas, 2002; Nario - Redmond,
2010). The effect of disability on traditional gender roles is huge. That is, disability
affects the person’s chance to carry out traditional gender roles. In societies, disabled
people are regarded as asexual, eternally childish and without sexual desires. Thus,
disabled people are perceived as unable to fulfil traditional male or female gender
roles (Bjornsdottir, & Traustadottir, 2010). For example, a female wheelchair user
who needs somebody as physical assistance for self-care is perceived not to match
traditional roles of a female such as beauty, independence and handling domestic
chores. Studies show that the unmatched traditional roles for disabled male and
female causes low marriage rate for disabled people (Thomas, & Thomas, 2002).
Moreover, there is a growing literature about disability and gender to understand
traditional gender role ideas and disability. However, those studies generally search
for what are the traditional gender roles and how disabled people are seen based on
those roles (Thomas, & Thomas, 2002; Bjornsdottir, & Traustadottir, 2010; Nario-
Redmond, 2010). There is a gap in the literature about the effect of traditional gender
role beliefs of non-disabled people on their attitudes toward disabled people in the

social context of dating and marriage.

The chapter begins with a general overview of Attachment Theory and continues with

the importance of adult attachment. Then it has been mentioned that having a
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romantic partner is also an important issue for disabled people. However, non-
disabled people generally have negative attitudes for having a disabled romantic
partner. The factors affect those attitudes for non-disabled people have been argued
while referring to the related research findings. In the next chapter, Erikson’s
psychosocial developmental stages will be explained. Besides, the sixth stage of
theory which is Intimacy vs. Isolation will be discussed because of its relation to

dating and marriage topics.

1.4, Erikson’s Developmental Stages

Erik Erikson, an American developmental psychologist and psychoanalyst, is famous
for his work on the psychoanalytic theory of psychosocial development of humans
from infancy to late adulthood. His theory explains the development of people in a
life span approach within the contexts of family, culture and society. The theory
includes eight stages from infancy to late adulthood that every healthy human being
will experience (Markstrom, & Kalmanir, 2001; Dunkel, & Harbke, 2017). During
those stages, individual experience conflicts between the psychosocial needs and the
needs of society. As the result of those crises, individual experiences psychosocial
crises while passing through eight stages. The crises during different stages have both
positive and negative consequences for the personality development. To have a
healthy personality and the acquisition of basic virtues such as hope, love or wisdom,
each individual should complete all eight stages successfully. The basic virtues are
important strengths for individual’s character to solve the subsequent crises of ego.
For example, an individual enters the young adulthood stage (intimacy vs. isolation)
with more identity than role confusion, that individual will carry the virtue of love to

the rest of the stages (Erikson, 1963; McLeod, 2013).

The theory was firstly published in 1950 in the article ‘Eight Ages of Man’ and some
improvements made by Erikson over time (Markstrom, & Kalmanir, 2001). During
the last fifty years, the theory has been used to gain insights in to the human

development and it turned to be the basis for many research ideas. The effect of the
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theory on research has increased over time and societal changes. That means, the
concepts of ego identity and generativity, for example, are still the important concepts
with the technological changes in the world and rapid increase in contact between
people from different cultures and countries. In many countries, the appearance of
positive psychology and increasing attention to age contribute to more interest to the
topic of generativity. Thus, although Erikson’s stages of psychosocial development
had been introduced more than fifty years ago, the theory is still an important resource

for research (Dunkel, & Harbke, 2017).

During young adulthood in the age between 18 to 40, intimacy which is the sixth
psychosocial stage of Erikson occurs in the individual’s life. The core idea of this
stage is make and sustain intimate relationships and commitments with others (except
from family members) such as dating or marriage (Erikson, 1963). A healthy young
adult who has an established identity is ready and has less fear of being close to
another person. However, if the individual is afraid of risking the own identity
through the sharing of true intimacy, the individual faces with isolation. Isolation
creates unwillingness and anxiety for the person to create intimate relationships and
have children (Erikson, 1964). In other words, when this stage has been successfully
completed, the individual is capable of creating comfortable relationships with
commitment, safety and care. However, the unsuccessful completion of this stage
causes isolation, loneliness and depression. Finally, the successful completion of this
stage will bring the virtue of Love characterized by mutual and reciprocal
commitments between partners (Markstrom, & Kalmanir, 2001; Dunkel, & Harbke,

2017).

Erikson’s psychosocial developmental stages have been discussed in this chapter.
The sixth stage of that theory occurs in the age of between 18 to 40 years. The
psychological crisis of this stage is Intimacy vs. Isolation for young adults. While
facing with the negotiation between psychological needs and the conflicting needs of
family, society and culture, people try to reach the virtue of Love in this stage. The

next chapter will explain The Intergroup Contact Theory of Allport. Moreover, the
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relationship between the Intergroup Contact Theory and attitudes toward disabled

people will be represented.

1.5. The Intergroup Contact Theory

In 1954 Social Psychologist Gordon W. Allport published his book The Nature of
Prejudice. In the 16™ chapter, he explained the intergroup contact theory which later
would be the most influential statement of the book. Allport frames that under optimal
conditions, contact between the minority and majority group reduce the intergroup
prejudice. To reduce the intergroup prejudice, Allport stated that four key features of
the contact should exist: equal status between the groups in the situation; common
goals, intergroup cooperation, and the support of authorities, law, or custom

(Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew, & Troop, 20006).

From 1954 to today, researchers from all over the world from different fields have
been affected by Allport’s intergroup contact theory. Psychologists tried to
understand how and why the contact between the groups reduces the intergroup
prejudice (Pettigrew, & Troop, 2008). Allport (1954) postulated a set of hypotheses
about the effects of intergroup contact. Firstly, with gaining knowledge about the
outgroup the prejudice towards it is reduced (Stephan, & Stephan, 1985). Secondly,
the intergroup contact enables the individuals to feel less fear and anxiety when
interacting with the outgroup. That leads to a less negative evaluation of the outgroup
(Stephan, & Finlay, 1999). Thirdly, the intergroup contact leads to more empathy
between the individuals of those different groups. Over the years only weak evidence
has been found for the first hypothesis. On the other hand, for the second and third
the evidence is striking (Pettigrew, & Troop, 2008).

The formulation of intergroup contact theory arose the attention of many researchers
from the 1954. There is an extensive research database about this theory. The theory
has been used to understand the relationships between different groups, situations and
societies from all over the world. Although in the beginning of the research the focus
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groups were different racial and ethnic groups, with time further target groups have
been added such as elderly people, disabled people, victims of AIDS or LGBTQ
people. Much of the evidence stems from such as surveys, field studies or laboratory
experiments (Pettigrew, 1997; Pettigrew, & Troop, 2006; Pettigrew, & Troop, 2008).
The studies which disabled people were the target group in showed that the attitudes
of non-disabled people toward disabled people are negative when there is no contact.
However, when there is occasional contact between the groups, the attitudes turn to
be more positive way (Desforgers et al, 1991; Anderson et al, 1997; Maras et al.,
2000; Cameron et al, 2006; McManus et al, 2011). The intergroup contact theory has
been used to search for the effects of contact on the negative attitudes toward disabled
people in many life zones. For instance, there is a significant positive effect of contact
with disabled people on non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the
context of work, dating and marriage (Rimmerman, 1998; Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso,
& Chan, 2002; Sheridan, & Scior, 2013). As the last point, the biggest meta-analytic
study of the theory, which has used 515 studies, showed that although the theory had
been originally developed for racial and ethnic groups, the theory works equally well

for disabled people (Pettigrew, & Troop, 2006).

1.6. Aims of the Study

Based on exiting literature, the present study aims to investigate non-disabled
people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the social contexts of dating, marriage
and work. Also, as religion, religious orientation, traditional gender role beliefs and
conservatism are important variables, they will be taken into account. In other words,
it will be examined that whether religion, religious orientation, traditional gender role
beliefs and conservatism are the predictors on non-disabled people’s actions of
dating, marriage and work with a disabled person. Besides, it will be examined
whether gender, age, education and income are the possible predictors of attitudes
toward disabled people in the social context of work, date and marriage. Lastly, the

effect of having contact with a disabled person will create a difference in the attitudes
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of non-disabled people in the social contexts of dating, marriage and work. More

specifically, the research questions and related hypotheses as follows;

Research Question 1: Are the gender, age, income and educational level significant
predictors of attitudes toward disabled people in the social contexts of work, date and
marriage?

Hypothesis 1: Basing on the literature that investigated attitudes toward disabled
people (e.g., English, 1977; Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Tervo, Azuma,
Palmer, & Redinius, 2002), it is expected that men and women will significantly
differ in their attitudes. Specifically, women are expected to endorse more supportive
attitudes toward disabled people in the social contexts of work, date and marriage
than men.

Hypothesis 2: Age, education level and income level as demographic variables which
were revealed to be significant predictors of attitudes toward disabled people (e.g.,
Tervo, Azuma, Palmer, & Redinius, 2002; Au, & Man, 2006; Parasuram, 2006), are
expected to have predictive power on favourable attitudes toward disabled people in
work, date and marriage contexts.

Research Question 2: Are religiosity, religious orientation, conservatism and
ambivalent sexism significant predictors of attitudes toward disabled people in work,
date and marriage contexts?

Hypothesis 3: Basing on the literature that investigated attitudes toward disabled
people (e.g., Zertinsky-Shurka, 1988; & Weisel & Zaidman, 2003), high levels of
religiosity, religious orientation, conservatism and ambivalent sexism are expected to
predict more negative attitudes toward disabled in the social contexts of dating,
marriage and work.

Research Question 3: Is the contact with a disabled person significant predictor of
attitudes toward disabled people in work, date and marriage contexts?

Hypothesis 4: Consistent with Allport’s Intergroup Contact Theory in which contact
between the groups reduces the intergroup prejudices (e.g., Pettigrew, & Troop,
2008) and the existed literature on attitudes toward disabled people (e.g.,
Rimmerman, 1998; Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Sheridan, & Scior,
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2013), people who have contact with a disabled people is expected to predict more
favourable attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of work, date and

marriage.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

A total sample of the study consisted of 626 people. There were 432 females (69%),
134 males (31 %). The age ranged from 18 to 40 (M=24.98, SD=4.53). In the sample,
522 people (83.4%) were single, 97 of them (15.5%) were married and 3 of them
(0.5%) were divorced. 527 people (82.6%) reported that they do not have any
disabled family member. Moreover, 426 people (68.1%) reported that they have any

close friend who is disabled.

Table 1 shows the socio - demographic characteristics of the participants such as
gender, age, educational status, marital status, income level, whether they have a
disabled family member or a disabled close friends and frequency level of being in

contact with a disabled people in daily life.

2.2. Instruments

Participants filled out 6 measurement items in addition to the demographic
information form to test the hypotheses of the research. Those measures were
Attitudes toward Disabled People in the Social Context of Dating and Marriage Scale
(Mert Kastner, 2016), developed by the author for this study, Attitudes toward
Disabled Employment (Aycan, 2005), Religious Orientation Scale (Sakalli-Ugurlu &
Shaver, 2013), General Conservatism Scale (Yildirim, 2007), Religiosity Scale
(Peterson & Seligman, 2004) and Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske,
1996). The consent form was a mandatory field for all participants before they could

start to fill out the survey booklet (see Appendix A).
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2.2.1. Attitudes toward Disabled People in the Social Context of Dating and
Marriage Scale (RIEB-EYTO)

The Attitudes toward Disabled People in the Social Context of Dating and Marriage
Scale (RIEB-EYTO) was developed by the author of the thesis as a part of another
research. It is an anonymous, pen and paper style attitude instrument. This scale
measures the nondisabled people’s attitude toward disabled people in the social
context of dating and marriage. The questionnaire was designed to measure the
attitudes of nondisabled people towards disabled people in the social context of dating
and marriage. Although there were some English measurement tools which aims to
measure non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the social context
of dating or marriage, the items of the scales were not specific to the Turkish culture
or Muslim ideas of dating and marriage. Moreover, there was no measurement tool
which measured the non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the
social context of dating or marriage in Turkish literature. Due to, the lack of
measurement tools in Turkish literature and the need for Turkish culture and Muslim

religion specific items, RIEB- EYT was developed by the author of the thesis.

The scale consists of 31 items with one factor-solution questionnaire. The
measurement tool is a 4-point Likert-type scale (1= Totally Agree, 2= Agree, 3=
Disagree, 4= Totally Disagree). The score range for this scale lies between 31 and
124. People who obtain a high score on the scale are said to have a positive attitude
toward disabled people in the social context of dating and marriage. However, people
who get lower scores on the scale show that their attitude toward disabled people in

that construct is negative.

The Cronbach’s alpha level for the internal consistency of the scale was .92. Besides,
the scale’s split half reliability was .86. To examine the convergent validity of RIEB-
EYT, The Measurement for Attitudes toward People with Disabilities (ATPD)
(Yuker, Block, & Younng, 1966) was used. The analysis of the convergent validity

was done via checking the correlation patterns between the factor solution of RIEB-
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EYT and ATPD. The correlation pattern between these variables were significant (a=

.6, p<.001) (see Appendix B and C).

2.2.2. Attitudes Toward Disability Employment

Aycan developed the Attitudes toward Disability Employment to measure attitudes
toward disabled people’s employment in Turkey (2005). Although in the literature
there are many measurement tools which are developed to measure attitudes toward
disabled people’s employment, those were not culture-specific. Due to that lack of
literature that scale has been developed by author as a culture specific measurement
tool. The Attitudes toward Disability Employment includes 40 items with one factor
structure. The scale is a 5-point Likert-Type scale with responses from 1 (Totally
Disagree) to 5 (Totally Agree). The Cronbach’s Alpha score of the scale is .89. The
highest score in the scale implies that positive attitudes toward disabled people’s

employment (see Appendix D).

2.2.3. Religious Orientation Scale

The religious Orientation Scale was developed by Sakalli-Ugurlu and Shaver (2013)
to measure the type of participants’ religious orientation. In the formation process of
the scale, researchers added some items from different religious orientation scales
(Allport & Ross, 1967; Oner-Ozkan, 2007) and also created new items which are
specific to Turkish culture. Religious Orientation Scale includes 19 items. Besides, it
is a 7-point Likert scale in which responses range from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally
agree). The scale has 4 sub-scales which are Quest Religious Orientation,
Fundamentalist Religious Orientation, Intrinsic Religious Orientation and Extrinsic
Religious Orientation sub-scales. Cronbach’s Alpha scores of subscales for American
Christian sample were .74 for the Quest Religious Orientation sub-scale, .73 for the
Fundamentalist Religious Orientation sub-scale, .88 for the Intrinsic Religious
Orientation sub-scale and .73 for the Extrinsic Religious Orientation sub-scales. In

Turkish sample, Cronbach’s Alpha scores of sub-scales were .76 for the Quest
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Religious Orientation sub-scale, .73 for the Fundamentalist Religious Orientation
sub-scale, .84 for the Intrinsic Religious Orientation sub-scale and .70 for the

Extrinsic Religious Orientation sub-scale (see Appendix E).

2.2.4. General Conservatism Scale

The General Conservatism Scale was developed by Yildirim to measure conservative
attitude of people in Turkey (2007). The researcher tried to find characteristics and
dimensions of conservatism of Turkish people. The General Conservatism Scale
consists of 13 items, with two sub-scales: Conservation of Values and Resistance to
Change. Moreover, it is a 7-point Likert scale with responses from 1 (totally disagree)
to 7 (totally agree). Higher scores in the scale show that participant has more
conservative attitudes and is resistant to change. Cronbach’s Alpha score of the
General Conservatism Scale was .71 and for sub-scales it was .71 for both
Conservation of Values and Resistance to Change (Ozdemir, 2013) (see Appendix

F).

2.2.5. Religiosity Scale

To measure participants’ general religiosity, Peterson and Seligman’s Religiosity
Scale was used (2004). The scale includes 10 items such as ‘I believe that everything
happened in the world has a reason.” The religiosity Scale is a 7-point Likert scale in
which responses range from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). The original scale
was translated to Turkish by Demir and Kumkale (2013). Cronbach’s Alpha score of
Religiosity Scale was .90 in the translated version (Appendix G).

2.2.6. Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI)

Glick and Fiske (1996) developed the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory as a Likert Type

measurement with 22 items. ASI includes two subscales which are benevolent and
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hostile sexism subscales. Those subscales are positively correlated with aspects of
sexist ideology. The Benevolent sexism subscale has three subscales: protective
paternalism, complementary gender differentiation and heterosexual intimacy sub
factors. However; the hostile sexism subscale has one factor structure with three
categories: dominative paternalism, heterosexual hostility and competitive gender
differentiation. Due to problems in the reversed coding of cross-cultural studies, all
items were converted to one way. That means, higher scores in Ambivalent Sexism
Inventory mean stronger ambivalent attitudes toward woman (Sakall1 Ugurlu, 2002).
Cronbach’s Alpha scores of Ambivalent Sexism Inventory were between .83 to .92
for the whole scale. The Cronbach’s Alpha scores of benevolent sexism subscale were
.73 to .85, and for hostile sexism subscale it ranged from .80 to .92 (Glick & Fiske,
1997).

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory was translated to Turkish with a cross-culture study
(Glick et. al. 2000). Reliability and validity tests of Turkish version of ASI were
performed by Sakall1 Ugurlu (2002). The result of the study showed that translated
version of ASI has two subscales which are hostile and benevolent sexism.
Cronbach’s Alpha score of ASI was .85 for whole scale, .78 for benevolent sexism
subscale and .87 for hostile sexism subscale. The results indicate that the translated

version of ASI is reliable for Turkish culture (see Appendix H).

2.2.7. Demographic Information Sheet

As the last part of the questionnaire booklet, participants got a detailed demographic
information sheet. In that part, the participants’ gender, age, level of their education,
name of university and department, marital status, income, growth place, socio-
economic status, disability status of participant were asked. In the last part of the
demographics sheet, it was asked that whether there were any disabled family
members/relatives/friends/known persons, and whether they was any disabled person

the participant liked, had a romantic relationship with or has married (see Appendix
D).
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2.3. Procedure

Firstly, the ethical approval has been taken from METU Human Participants Ethical
Committee. After getting the approval from the ethical committee, participants got
the questionnaire booklet in a printed way or via Internet. To reach the participants
of the study, a snowball technique was used. The survey pack was administered via
Qualtrics Online Survey Software. As the mandatory part, all participants read and
signed the consent form before starting to fill out the questionnaire booklet. In the
booklet, participants were handed out the scales in the following order: Attitudes
toward Disabled People in the Social Context of Dating and Marriage Scale, Attitudes
toward Disability Employment, Religious Orientation Scale, General Conservatism
Scale, Religiosity Scale, Ambivalent Sexism Inventory and Demographic
Information Sheet. Lastly, a debriefing form was given to the participants to explain

this study (see Appendix J). Completing the questionnaire took almost 15 minutes for

participants.
Table 1.
Socio-demographic Characteristics of Sample (N= 626)
Frequency Percent Mean
Gender
Female 432 69
Male 194 31
Age 626 24.98
Educational Status
Middle School Graduated 4 .6
High School Graduated 41 6.5
College Student 15 2.4
College Graduated 11 1.8
University Student 266 42.5
University Graduated 169 27
Master’s Degree Student 61 9.7
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Table 1. (continued)

Master’s Degree Graduated 57 9.1
and higher
Marital Status
Single 522 83.4
Married 97 15.5
Divorced 3 5
Income Level
Low 10 1.6
Middle Low 41 6.5
Middle 359 57.3
Middle High 202 323
High 12 1.9
Have a disabled family
member
Yes 104 16.6
No 517 82.6
Have a disabled close friend
or known person
Yes 184 29.4
No 426 68.1
Frequency level of being in
contact with a disabled
person
Once in a day 15 2.4
More than once in a day 48 7.7
Once in a week 41 6.5
More than once in a week 46 7.3
Once in a month 142 22.7
More than once in a month 112 17.9
I have no contact with a 206 32.9

disabled person

36



CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1. Data Screening and Data Cleaning

The data has been gathered from 1165 participants via pen and paper and online
surveys and was entered to SPSS version 23. Because 42 of the participants filled out
the paper survey, this data was checked for conformity to the rules employed in the
browser. For the analysis, the first inclusion criterion was the completing at least 90%
of the survey. 515 participants completed less than 90% of the survey. Therefore,
their responses were eliminated. The second inclusion criterion was the age of
participants. For the study, only participants in the age of 18 to 40 were included. Due
to this reason, three participants under 18 and eleven participants above 40 were
eliminated. The third inclusion criterion was being non-disabled. There were five
participants who indicated to have disabilities were eliminated. At the end of those
three stages the numbers of participants decreased to 631. After converting the items
containing the inverse item to the reverse points of the items, the items that have been
left empty below 10% for each scale have been assigned the mean point value of the
scale. After the total score was created for each scale and sub-dimension, the total
scores created by using single-ended end-value analysis to determine whether the
normal distribution was achieved were converted to z scores. In the case the absolute
a score exceeded the value of 3.29 and a contradiction by the Mahalanobis distance
with the multi-ended end value analysis was found, the data of five people were
removed from the analysis. As a result of the normality test which was evaluated by
examining the skewness and kurtosis values, parametric tests were used in the study
because the skewness and kurtosis values were found to be between -1 and +1 for

each scale and sub-dimension (Tabachnik, & Fidell, 2001).
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In the following sections, first the correlations among study variables will be
presented. After providing an overview of the data, results of Correlation, T-Test,
Hierarchical Regression and MANOVA analyses regarding the research questions

will be demonstrated.

3.2. Correlation Coefficients between the Measures of the Study

To reveal the relationship between the study variables, Pearson two-tailed correlation
analysis has been conducted. All continuous variables of the study were included to
the analysis. The results of Pearson two-tailed correlation analysis were shown in

Table 5.

According to the results of Pearson two-tailed correlation analysis, total score of the
Attitudes toward Disabled People in the Context of Dating was positively correlated
with Attitudes toward Disabled People in the Context of Marriage (r= .864, p< .01)
and Attitudes toward Disabled Employment (r= .388, p< .01). On the other side,
Attitudes toward Disabled People in the Context of Dating was negatively correlated
with Religiosity Scale (r= -.182, p< .01), Religious Orientation Scale (1= -.084, p<
.01), and its sub-dimensions of Intrinsic Religious Orientation (r=-.162, p<.01) and
Extrinsic Religious Orientation (r= -.247, p< .01); Conservatism Scale (r= -.187, p<
.01) and its sub-dimensions of Conservation of Values (r= -.094, p< .01) and
Resistance to Change (1= -.247, p<.01); and Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale (r=
-.235, p< .01) and its sub-dimensions of Hostile Sexism (r= -.157, p< .01) and
Benevolent Sexism (r= -.266, p< .01). However, the total score of the Attitudes
toward Disabled People in the Context of Dating was positively correlated with the

Quest Religious Orientation sub-dimension (r=.198, p<.01).

The total score of the Attitudes toward Disabled People in the Context of Marriage
was negatively correlated with Religiosity Scale (r=-.122, p<.01), Intrinsic Religious

Orientation (r=-.102, p< .01) and Extrinsic Religious Orientation (r=-.178, p<.01);

38



Conservatism Scale (r=-.105, p<.01) and its sub-dimension of Resistance to Change
(r=-.172, p<.01); and Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale (= -.188, p<.01) and its
sub-dimensions of Hostile Sexism (r= -.138, p< .01) and Benevolent Sexism (r= -
.200, p<.01). On the other side, total score of the Attitudes toward Disabled People
in the Context of Marriage was positively correlated with the Quest Religious
Orientation sub-dimension (r=.165, p<.01). In addition, total score of the Attitudes
toward Disabled People in the Context of Marriage was not correlated with Religious

Orientation and Conservation of Values sub-dimension.

Attitudes toward Disabled Employment was positively correlated with Religious
Orientation Scale (r= .120, p< .01) and its sub-dimension of Intrinsic Religious
Orientation Scale (r=.087, p<.01), Quest Religious Orientation (r=.134, p<.01) and
Conservation of Values sub-dimension (r=.099, p<.01). On the other side, Attitudes
toward Disabled Employment was negatively correlated with Extrinsic Religious
Orientation sub-dimension (r= -.082, p< .01), Resistance to Change sub-dimension
(r=-.204, p<.01), Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale (r=-.350, p<.01) and its sub-
dimensions of Hostile Sexism (r= -.370, p< .01) and Benevolent Sexism (r= -.258,
p< .01). However, there was no correlation between Attitudes toward Disabled
Employment and Religiosity, Conservatism and Conservation of Values sub-

dimension.

Religious Orientation Scale was positively correlated with its sub-dimensions of
Intrinsic Religious Orientation (1= .798, p< .01) and Extrinsic Religious Orientation
(= .584, p< .01) and Quest Religious Orientation Scale (r= .262, p< .01),
Conservatism Scale (= .332, p< .01) and its sub-dimensions of Conservation of
Values (r=.392, p<.01) and Resistance to Change (r=.194, p<.01), Religiosity Scale
(r=.574, p< .01), Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale (r=.159, p< .0l)and its sub-
dimension of Benevolent Sexism (r= .226, p< .01). However, Attitudes toward

Disabled Employment and Hostile Sexism were not correlated with each other.
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Intrinsic Religious Orientation sub-scale was positively correlated with Extrinsic
Religious Orientation sub-dimension (r=.710, p< .01), Conservatism Scale (r= 619,
p< .01) and its sub-dimensions of Conservation of Values (r= .616, p< .01) and
Resistance to Change (r= .485, p< .01), Religiosity Scale (r= .863, p< .0l),
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale (r= .380, p< .01) and its sub-dimensions of
Hostile Sexism (r= .245, p< .01) and Benevolent Sexism (r= .439, p< .01). On the
other side, Intrinsic Religious Orientation sub-scale was negatively correlated with
Quest Religious Orientation Scale (r=-.310, p<.01), Extrinsic Religious Orientation
sub-scale was positively correlated Conservatism Scale (1= 613, p<.01) and its sub-
dimensions of Conservation of Values (r=.534, p<.01) and Resistance to Change (r=
562, p<.01), Religiosity Scale (r=.735, p<.01), Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale
(r= .442, p< .01) and its sub-dimensions of Hostile Sexism (r= .305, p< .01) and
Benevolent Sexism (r= .491, p< .01). On the other side, Extrinsic Religious
Orientation sub-scale was negatively correlated with Quest Religious Orientation

Scale (r=-.502, p<.01).

Quest Religious Orientation Scale was negatively correlated with Conservatism Scale
(r=-.531, p<.01) and its sub-dimensions of Conservation of Values (r=-.394, p<.01)
and Resistance to Change (r= -.562, p< .01), Religiosity Scale (r= -.508, p< .01),
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale (r= -.430, p< .01) and its sub-dimensions of

Hostile Sexism (= -.348, p<.01) and Benevolent Sexism (1= -.426, p<.01).

Conservatism was positively correlated with its sub dimensions of Conservation of
Values (r=.902, p<.01) and Resistance to Change (r=.884, p<.01), Religiosity Scale
(r=.720, p<.01), Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale (r=.519, p<.01) and its sub-
dimensions of Hostile Sexism (r=.382, p<.01) and Benevolent Sexism (r=.551, p<

01).

Conservation of Values sub-dimension was positively correlated with Resistance to

Change (r= .595, p< .01), Religiosity Scale (r= .671, p< .01), Ambivalent Sexism
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Inventory Scale (r=.385, p<.01) and its sub-dimensions of Hostile Sexism (r=.272,

p<.01) and Benevolent Sexism (r= .421, p<.01).

Resistance to Changewas positively correlated withReligiosity Scale (r= .613, p<
.01), Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale (r=.548, p<.01) and its sub-dimensions of

Hostile Sexism (= .416, p<.01) and Benevolent Sexism (r=.569, p<.01).

Religiosity Scalewas positively correlated withAmbivalent Sexism Inventory Scale
(r=.469, p< .01) and its sub-dimensions of Hostile Sexism (r= .341, p< .01) and

Benevolent Sexism (r=.504, p<.01).

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Scale was positively correlated with its sub dimensions

of Hostile Sexism (r=.900, p< .01) and Benevolent Sexism (r= .895, p<.01).

Lastly, Hostile Sexism sub-dimension was positively correlated with Benevolent

Sexism (1= .612, p<.01) (see Table 5).

3.3. Gender Differences

For the comparison of gender differences on continous variables (Attitudes toward
Disabled People in Dating Context, Attitudes toward Disabled People in Marriage
Context and Attitudes toward Disabled Employment) independent-samples T test
was used. The results revealed that gender differences were significant only on one
variables; Attitudes toward Disabled Employment (t(624) =4.079, p <.05). Attitudes
toward Disabled Employment significantly more positive attitudes for females (M=
162.194, SD = 14.089) when compared to males (M= 156.954, SD = 16.355) (see
Table 2).
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3.4. Regression Analyses

Prior to performing a hierarchical multiple regression analysis, the relevant
assumptions of hierarchical regression analysis were tested. First, the assumption of
singularity was met, as the independent variables (religious orientation, religiosity,
conservatism and ambivalent sexism) were not a combination of other independent
variables. Second, residual plots and scatter plots indicated that the assumptions of
normality, linearity and homoscedasticity were met As a result, a three stage
hierarchical multiple regression was employed with attitudes toward disabled people
in the social context of dating, marriage and work as the dependent variables in three
separate analyses. Age, education level and income were entered at stage one of the
regression to controlling them. Ambivalent sexism and conservatism were entered at

stage two, and finally religious orientation and religiosity was entered at stage three.

The hierarchical multiple regression with attitudes toward disabled people in the
social context of dating as the criterion variable revealed that only the first two steps
were significant. In model 1, age, educational level and income contributed
significantly to the model, F (3, 622) = 5.054, p <.001 and accounted for 2.4% of the
variation in attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of dating. The
analysis showed that age (8 =-.141, p <.001) predicted the attitudes toward disabled
people in the dating context; however, education and income did not predicted the
dependent variable. In stage 2, ambivalent sexism and conservatism were entered.
Conservatism and ambivalent sexism significantly contributed to the model, F (2,
620)=18.390, p <.001 and accounted for 4.5% of the additional variation in attitudes
toward disabled people in the social context of dating. Therefore, model 2 indicated
that when age, educational level and income were controlled, people who have more
ambivalent sexist ideas (f = -.173, p <.001) and have more scores on conservatism
(f=-.096, p <.05) were prone to have more negative attitudes toward disabled people
in dating context. Finally, religiosity and religious orientation were added into model,
the variation coming from this variable was 0.2% and change in R’ was not

significant, F (2, 618) = .498, p = .492. To sum up, the results of model 3 indicated
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that when religiosity and religious orientation added into equation they did not predict
people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of dating (see Table

6).

The second hierarchical multiple regression was performed with attitudes toward
disabled people in the social context of marriage as the criterion variables and the
predictor variables were entered in the same ways as the former analyses. At stage
one, age, educational level and income contributed significantly to the model, F (3,
622) = 3.413, p < .05 and accounted for 1.6% of the variation in attitudes toward
disabled people in the social context of marriage. The analysis showed that age (f =
-.104, p < .001) predicted the attitudes toward disabled people in the marriage
context; however, educational level and income did not predicted the dependent
variable. In stage 2, ambivalent sexism and conservatism were entered. Only
ambivalent sexism significantly contributed to the model (f = -.170, p < .001) in
attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of marriage. Finally, religiosity
and religious orientation were added into model, the additional variation coming from
this variable was 0.2% and change in R? was not significant, F (2, 618) = .656, p =
.519. These results reveal that conservatism, religiosity and religious orientation did
not have significant effect in attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of
marriage. Nevertheless, ambivalent sexism is the only significant predictor of

dependent variable (see Table 7).

With the same predictors entered in the same fashion with the previous models,
attitudes toward disabled employment was the criterion variable for the last
hierarchical multiple regression. At step one, age, educational level and income did
not explain a sufficient variance in explaining the attitudes toward disabled people in
the social context of work, F (3, 622) = .389, p = .761, R? = .002. In stage 2,
ambivalent sexism and conservatism were entered. Conservatism and ambivalent
sexism significantly contributed to the model, F (2, 620) = 54.046, p < .001 and
accounted for 14.8% of the additional variation in attitudes toward disabled people in

the social context of work. Therefore, model 2 indicated that when age, educational
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level and income were controlled, people who have more ambivalent sexist ideas (S
=-.447,p <.001) and have less scores on conservatism (5 =.168, p <.05) were prone
to have more negative attitudes toward disabled people in work context. Finally,
religiosity and religious orientation were added into model, only religious orientation
significantly contributed to the model (f=.114, p <.001) in attitudes toward disabled
people in the social context of work. In the end, whole model showed that attitudes
toward disabled people in the social context of work were predicted by conservatism,

ambivalent sexism and religious orientation but not by religiosity (see Table 8).

3.5. The Effect of Contact with Disabled People on Dependent Variables

To define the effect of contact with disabled people on the attitudes toward disabled
people in the social context of dating, marriage and work has been searched with
three different questions in demographic sheet. The first question was ‘Do you have
a disabled people in your family?” While 104 of them said Yes, 517 of the participants
reported that they do not have a disabled family member. For the comparison of
existence of a disabled family member on continous variables (Attitudes toward
Disabled People in Dating Context, Attitudes toward Disabled People in Marriage
Context and Attitudes toward Disabled Employment) independent-samples T test
was used. The results revealed that existence of a disabled family member was
significant only on one variables; Attitudes toward Disabled Employment (t(619) =
2.883, p < .05). Attitudes toward Disabled Employment significantly more positive
attitudes for people who have a disabled family member (M= 164.276, SD = 13.341)
when compared to the ones who do not have a disabled family member (M= 160.046,

SD = 15.085) (see Table 3).

The second question was ‘Do you have a disabled close friend or known person?’.
While 184 of them said Yes, 426 of the participants reported that they do not have a
disabled close friend or known person. For the comparison of existence of a disabled
close friend or known person on continous variables (Attitudes toward Disabled

People in Dating Context, Attitudes toward Disabled People in Marriage Context and
44



Attitudes toward Disabled Employment) independent-samples T test was used. The
results revealed that existence of a disabled close friend or known person was
significant only on one variables; Attitudes toward Disabled Employment (t(608) =
2.219, p < .05). Attitudes toward Disabled Employment significantly more positive
attitudes for people who have a disabled close friend or known person (M= 162.780,
SD = 14.399) when compared to the ones who do not have a disabled close friend or

known person (M= 159.916, SD = 15.135) (see Table 4).

The third question was ‘How often do you have a contact with a disabled person in
your daily life?’. The options for this question was like this; 1) I have no contact with
a disabled person, 2) Once in a day, 3) More than once in a day, 4) Once in a week,
5) More than once in a week, 6) Once in a month, 7) More than once in a month. To
test the mean differences between attitudes toward disabled people in dating context
(ADD), attitudes toward disabled people in marriage context (ADM) and attitudes
toward disabled people in work (ADE) context depending on frequency level of being
contact with a disabled person in daily life, two-way MANOVA was used. A non-
significant Box“s M value of 36.268 (F(42, 30123.823) = .823, p = .771) satisfied

the normal distribution of the data.

A statistically significant MANOVA result was obtained for the main effect of the
frequency level of being in contact with a disabled person with Roys Largest Root =
025, F(7, 618) =2.175, p < .05 where partial 72 = .024 indicated that the frequency
level of being contact with a disabled person explained 2.4 % of the variance in the

model.

When the tests of between subjects were examined for attitudes toward disabled
people in dating, marriage and work contexts, the results revealed that the main
effect of the frequency level of being contact with a disabled person (F(7, 618) =
2.175, p <.05) had significant impact on dependent variables. Thus, ANOVAs were
conducted for the frequency level of being contact with a disabled person as
independent variable and attitudes toward disabled people in dating, marriage and
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work contexts as dependent variables. Prior to conducting a series of analysis of
variance (ANOVA), homogeneity of variance assumption was tested. Homogenity
of variance assumption clearly satisfied with a non-significant result of Levene’s F
test (p > .05). After the homogeneity of variance assumption was met, the follow-up
ANOVAs were conducted for the effect of frequency level of being contact with a

disabled person.

The ANOVA results revealed that participants had only significantly different mean
scores for dating in seven different frequency level of being contact with disabled
people groups where people who have more contact with a disabled person in daily
life showed on attitudes toward disabled people in dating context significantly more
positive attitudes (F(7, 626) = 2.050, p < .05, partial 72 = .023). On the other side,
participants did not have different mean scores for marriage and employment in

frequency level of being contact with a disabled person groups.

Table 2.

Gender Differences on Dependent Variables

Female Male t(624)
N= 434 N= 192
Variables Mean SD Mean SD
ADD 43.673 6.539 43.952 7.254 -457
ADM 45311 6.188 45.619 7.008 -.525
ADE 162.194 14.089 156.194 16.355 3.852%

Note: ADD: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Dating, ADM: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Marriage,
ADE: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Work. * p<.001
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Table 3.

Existence of a Disabled Family Member on Dependent Variables

Having a Disabled Family Not Have a Disabled Family 1(619)

Member Member
N= 104 N=517
Variables Mean SD Mean SD
ADD 44.044 6.847 43.779 6.663 361
ADM 46.433 6.422 45.251 6.400 1.713
ADE 164.276 13.341 160.046 15.085 2.883%

Note: ADD: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Dating, ADM: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Marriage,
ADE: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Work. * p<.05

Table 4.
Existence of a Disabled Close Friend or Known Person on Dependent Variables
Having a Disabled Close Not Have a Disabled Close t(608)
Friend or Known Person Friend or Known Person
N= 184 N= 426
Variables Mean SD Mean SD
ADD 44.286 7.101 43.572 6.557 1.165
ADM 45.874 6.655 45.216 6.339 1.138
ADE 162.780 14.399 159.916 15.135 2.219*

Note: ADD: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Dating, ADM: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Marriage,
ADE: Attitudes toward Disabled People in Work. * p <.05
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The main purpose of this study was to examine the effects of individual differences
related to religiosity, religious orientation, conservatism, ambivalent sexism and
socio-demographic variables like gender, age, education and income on non-disabled
people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of work, date and
marriage. Moreover, the relationship between being in a contact with a disabled
person and the attitudes toward disabled people in continous variables are also
examined. In this section, first, the main findings of the present study are discussed
with its relation to literature and hypotheses mentioned in the first chapter. Then,
major contributions of the current study are mentioned. Finally, strengthens and
limitations of current study are discussed together with suggestions for future

research.

4.1. General Evaluation of Current Study’s Findings

4.1.1. Gender Differences

The current study firstly hypothesized that there will be gender difference in non-
disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in the social context of work, date
and marriage. For the comparison of gender differences on continous variables
(Attitudes toward Disabled People in Dating Context, Attitudes toward Disabled
People in Marriage Context and Attitudes toward Disabled Employment)
independent-samples T test was used. The results revealed that gender differences
were significant only on one variables; Attitudes toward Disabled Employment. In
other words, female hold more positive attitudes toward disabled people in work
context compare to men. However, there was no significant gender difference in

attitudes toward disabled people in date and marriage.
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The findings of the study was different then the expectations of Hypothesis 1. The
existing literature argues that female has more positive attitudes toward disabled
people in the context of work (Hood, 1973; Cesare, Tannenbaum, & Dalessio, 1990;
Rimmerman, 1998). Moreover, the effect of target’s group gender has contradictory
results for the attitudes toward disabled people in dating and marriage contexts
(Vilchinsky, & Findler, 2004; Hamdy, Auter, Humphrey, & Attia, 2011). One group
of studies argue that female has more positive attitudes toward disabled people in
date and marriage context compare to male; however, the other group of studies found
out the vice versa. Thus, it can be concluded that based on the insignificant findings
of the study and the contradictory findings of literature, the effect of gender in the
attitudes of non-disabled people in date and marriage contexts depends on the

characteristics of sample such as cultural or societal differences.

4.1.2. Predictive Powers of Age, Education and Income

In the current study, it was hypothesized that age, education and income will have
predictor powers on non-disabled people’s attitudes toward work, date and marriage
(Hypothesis 2). To test the possible predictor factors of those variables on dependent
variables, separated hierarchical regressions were conducted for attitudes toward

disabled people in work, date and marriage contexts.

According to results, age has the predictor value for attitudes toward disabled people
in dating context. Specifically, younger people reported more positive attitudes to
date with a disabled people compared to older people. That finding supports the
literature that when people get older, they show more negative attitudes toward
disabled people in dating context (Marini, Wang, Etzbach, & Castillo, 2012).
However; education and income did not show significant results for attitudes toward
disabled people in dating context as predictors. Non-disabled people’s attitudes
toward disabled people on dating are not a popular and frequently subject in social
sciences due to this there is a limited literature about it. In the existing literature

education and income were the variables which searched rarely compare to age and
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gender. The findings of limited literature argue that level of education is a significant
predictor in attitudes toward disabled people in intimate relationships (Karellou,
2003). In the same study it has been reported that there was no significant predictor
value of income in continous variable. Since there is contradictory findings about
education level and income, we can talk about other possible variables affect the

results such as the characteristics of sample and culture.

For the attitudes toward disabled people in marriage context, the findings showed that
age was significant predictor. In other words, older people hold more negative
attitudes toward disabled people in marriage context compare to younger people. The
literature about general attitudes toward disabled people and also intimate
relationships specified findings supported the results of current study (Siller, 1963;
Tait & Purdie, 2000; Marini, Wang, Etzbach, & Castillo, 2012). Like in dating
context, education level and income was not revealed to be significant predictors. The
literature about the general attitudes toward disabled people found that people with
higher level of education hold more positive attitudes toward disabled people
compare to people who has lower educational level (Au, & Man, 2006; Parasuram,
2006). However, the findings of attitudes toward disabled people in intimate
relationships revealed that while education had significant predictor for the continous

variable, income were not a significant predictor (Karellou, 2003).

Lastly, the findings of current study revealed that age, education and income were
not the significant predictors in the attitudes toward disabled people in work context.
The findings of literature demonstrated that older people in work life hold more
positive attitudes toward disabled people (Gade, & Toutges, 1983; Akardere, 2005).
Moreover, it had been found that people who have higher educational level and
income reported more positive attitudes toward disabled in work context (Tobias,
1989; Ozmen, 1996; Akardere, 2005). Thus, the findings of the study did not support

the existing literature.
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4.1.3. Predictive Powers of Religiosity, Religious Orientation, Conservatism and

Ambivalent Sexism on Dependent Variables

As the Hypothesis 3, in the first chapter it was mentioned that religiosity, religious
orientation, conservatism and ambivalent sexism will be the negative predictors of
attitudes toward disabled people in the social contexts of work, date and marriage. To
examine that hypothesis, hierarchical regression analysis has been conducted while
age, education and income were controlled. In this part, the findings of hierarchical

regressions will be explained separately based on different dependent variables.

4.1.3.1. Predictive Powers of Religiosity, Religious Orientation, Conservatism
and Ambivalent Sexism on Dating

As expected, Ambivalent Sexism and Conservatism were revealed to unique
contributions in predicting non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in
dating. Specifically, ambivalent sexism and conservatism were the negative
predictors of continous variable. That is, people who define themselves as
conservative and hold more traditional gender role ideas showed more negative
attitudes toward disabled people in dating. In existing literature, it had been found
that more conservative people hold more negative attitudes toward disabled people
(Backstorm, & Bjorklund, 2007; Brandes, & Crowson, 2009). Due to lack of interest
for the non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in intimate
relationships, there was not enough literature to compare the significant predictor
effect of ambivalent sexism on attitudes toward disabled people in the social context

of dating.

Religiosity and religious orientation were not the significant factors on non-disabled

people’s attitudes toward disabled people in dating. The limited literature which looks

for the effect of religion on the attitudes toward disabled people in dating context

found out that religion of the target group does not have significant effects on

attitudes toward disabled people in dating (Strohmer, Grand, & Purcell, 1984).
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However, there was any study which specifically looks for the effect of religious
orientation on non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled people in dating
context. On the other side, the studies which revealed the possible effect of religious
orientation in general attitudes toward disabled people reported the negative
significant predictor power of religious orientation (Allport & Ross, 1967; &
Donahue, 1985).

4.1.3.2. Predictive Powers of Religiosity, Religious Orientation, Conservatism

and Ambivalent Sexism on Marriage

The findings of second hierarchical regression analysis, in which age, education and
income were controlled, demonstrated that ambivalent sexism significantly (in
negative direction) contributed to the model in attitudes toward disabled people in the
social context of marriage. That means, people who had more traditional gender roles
show more negative attitudes toward disabled people in marriage. In literature, the
qualitative studies demonstrated that disability affects the person’s chance to carry
out traditional gender roles. In societies, disabled people are regarded as asexual,
eternally childish and without sexual desires. Thus, disabled people are perceived as
unable to fulfil traditional male or female gender roles (Bjornsdottir, & Traustadottir,

2010). Therefore, this study supported the findings of qualitative research.

It has been reported by many research that religiosity, religious orientation and
conservatism are the significant negative predictors on attitudes toward disabled
people (Strohmer, Grand, & Purcell, 1984; Donahue, 1985; Backstérm, & Bjorklund,
2007). However, the current study findings revealed that religiosity, religious
orientation and conservatism were not the significant predictors on in attitudes toward

disabled people in the social context of marriage.
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4.1.3.3. Predictive Powers of Religiosity, Religious Orientation, Conservatism

and Ambivalent Sexism on Work

To examine the predictive powers of religiosity, religious orientation, conservatism
and ambivalent sexism on attitudes toward disabled people in work context,
hierarchical regression analysis was conducted while age, education and income were
controlled. The findings of hierarchical regression analysis revealed that while
conservatism was a significant positive predictor, ambivalent sexism was significant
negative predictor on dependent variable. That means, people who are more
conservative and hold less ambivalent sexism reported more positive attitudes toward
disabled people in work context. The literature argues that conservatism and attitudes
toward disabled people in work context has negative relationship. In other words,
more conservative people reported more negative attitudes toward disabled people
(Hood, 1973; Cesare, Tannenbaum, & Dalessio, 1990; Rimmerman, 1998). However,
a contradictory result had been found in the current study. On the other side, the
negative predictor factor of ambivalent sexism has been reported by researchers

(Bjornsdottir, & Traustadottir, 2010).

Contrary to the hypothesis 3 and the findings of existing literature that religiosity was
a significant predictor on attitudes toward disabled people on work context (Hood,
1973; Cesare, Tannenbaum, & Dalessio, 1990; Rimmerman, 1998); in this study it
has been found that religiosity had no significant predictor on attitudes toward

disabled people on work.

Finally, religious orientation had significant predictor value on attitudes toward
disabled people on work context. More specifically, it has been found that people
who defined themselves more religiously oriented showed more positive attitudes
toward disabled people on work context. However, the findings of the existing
literature revealed that there was a negative significant predictor value of religious
orientation on attitudes toward disabled people on work (Hood, 1973; Cesare,

Tannenbaum, & Dalessio, 1990; Rimmerman, 1998).
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4.1.4. Predictive Power of Contact on Dependent Variables

As the last hypothesis (Hypothesis 4), it has been mentioned that people who have
contact with a disabled people will predict more favourable attitudes toward disabled
people in the social context of work, date and marriage. To test that hypothesis, three
different questions were asked to participants in demographic information sheet. As
the first question, it was asked to them that whether they have any disabled family
member. According to their answer, independent sample T test were used to. The
results revealed that existence of a disabled family member was significant only on
one variables; Attitudes toward disabled people in work. More specifically, Attitudes
toward disabled people in work context was significantly more positive attitudes for
people who have a disabled family member when compared to the ones who do not
have a disabled family member. However, the findings were not significant for

attitudes toward disabled people in dating and marriage contexts.

As the second question, it was asked to participants that whether they have any
disabled close friend or known person. The findings of same analysis showed that
existence of a disabled friend or known person was significant only on attitudes
toward disabled people in work context but not for dating and marriage. Lastly,
participants reported their frequency level of being contact with a disabled person in
daily life. MANOVA analysis was used to test the difference. It had been found out
that the participants had only significantly different mean scores for dating in seven
different frequency level of being contact with disabled people groups where people
who have more contact with a disabled person in daily life showed on attitudes toward

disabled people in dating context significantly more positive results.

According to Allport’s Intergroup Contact Theory, it has been framed that under
optimal conditions, contact between the minority and majority group reduce the
intergroup prejudice (Pettigrew, 1998). The studies which disabled people were the
target group in showed that the attitudes of non-disabled people toward disabled
people are negative when there is no contact. However, when there is occasional

contact between the groups, the attitudes turn to be more positive way (Desforgers et

58



al, 1991; Anderson et al, 1997; Maras et al., 2000; Cameron et al, 2006; McManus et
al, 2011). Moreover, it has also been found that there is a significant positive effect
of contact with disabled people on non-disabled people’s attitudes toward disabled
people in the context of work, dating and marriage (Rimmerman, 1998; Chen,
Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Sheridan, & Scior, 2013). However, in the current
study the findings reported that having a disabled family member, close friend or
known person predicts only the attitudes toward disabled people in work context not
by dating and marriage contexts. Moreover, the frequency level of being in contact
with a disabled people just predicted the attitudes toward disabled people in dating

context not by marriage or work.

4.2. Contributions of the Present Study

This study contributes to the existing literature in many ways. First of all, attitudes
toward disabled people in dating, marriage and work have been studied with its
possible predictors in Turkish society —an unpopular and less frequently studied topic.
This study showed the predictor powers of religiosity, religious orientation,
conservatism and ambivalent sexism on attitudes toward disabled people in dating,
marriage and work contexts while age, income and education were controlled. In
general, partly the findings of this study supported the existing literature. For
example, it has been found in this study that there was significant negative
relationship between age, conservatism and ambivalent sexim, and attitude toward
disabled people in the context of dating. Moreover, the negative significant
relationship has been found between age and ambivalent sexism, and attitude toward
disabled people in marriage context. The existing literature supports those findings.
On the other hand, although existing literature argues that religiosity has a negative
relationship with attitude toward disabled people in dating, marriage and work
contexts; this study showed that there is no significant relationship between those
variables. Different from prior literature, this study revealed that education level and
income does not have a significant relationship with attitudes toward disabled people

in dating, marriage and the context of work. The findings of study on the one hand
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supported the existing literature; however, on the other hand some findings of this
study showed the contradictions between nations and within the nation. As it has been
mentioned in literature that attitude toward disabled people has a complex nature;
more studies with different methods needs to be done in that regard in order to
understand the underlying factors toward attitude toward disabled people in dating,

marriage and work (Yuker, 1988).

Second, the findings of this study revealed that having a disabled family member,
close friend or known person has a significant positive relationship only with attitude
toward disabled people in the social context of work. This finding reveals a societal
truth for us. That is, according to Turkish Labor Law, the employers employ fifty or
more workers, with three percent disabled in private sector workplaces; 4 percent of
disabled people in public workplaces are obliged to work in jobs suitable for their
occupation, body, and spiritual status (Turkish Labor Law, 2003). Based on this law,
in Turkish society non-disabled people must work with disabled co-workers. It is an
obligatory situation for society. Thus, we know disabled people in the context of work
and we have a more positive attitude there. However, on the other hand in the social
contexts of dating and marriage, a person has the right to choose for a romantic
relationship. With this right, a person could keep a distance from a disabled person.
The findings of study supported this idea that when we have the option to choose, we
do not want to see disabled people to be close. If we have been pushed by laws, we

accept disabled people in our society.

Finally, this study showed that if we face with our negative attitude toward disabled
people, we could change our society toward a fairer one. We should be braver to face
ourselves and our negative attitude. The findings of this study revealed that if we turn
familiar with disability and disabled people, we can get rid of the discrimination and

negative attitude toward the world’s biggest minority group, disabled people.
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4.3. Limitations and Suggestions for the Future Studies

It is worth to mention about some limitations of this study. Firstly, the sample of the
study includes double of females (69%, see Tablo 2.1) compare to male participants.
Moreover, the sample consisted of highly educated, just 11.3 % of it has high school
or lower degree, and mostly middle/upper socio-economic status people, only 8.1%
of it lower than middle socio-economic class. That issue restricts the findings of the
study in terms of generalization. Thus, the future studies conducted with more

heterogeneous samples will increase our understandings about the topic.

As the other limitation, social desirability effect could be considered. Attitudes
toward disabled people especially in dating and marriage contexts are hard to be
explicitly mentioned especially for highly educated, middle/upper class people. Thus,
the future studies with different methodologies such as qualitative ones can be
conducted to increase the understanding of non-disabled people’s attitudes toward

disabled people in dating, marriage and work contexts.

Finally, to decrease negative attitudes toward disabled people in date, marriage and
work contexts, more studies needs to be conducted by researchers from different
academic fields. Without knowing the underlying mechanisms in the attitudes toward
disabled people, it is not possible to break the borders between groups. It should
always be in our minds that although disabled people cannot be seen in the streets,
schools, shopping malls too often, actually there are here just some steps back in the
apartments, houses and facilitations. They want to be in the part of daily life like all
non-disabled people. They are working to get rid of our disabled societies for more

equal rights in every aspect of life.
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APPENDICES

A. INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Bu arastirma, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Sosyal Psikoloji yiiksek lisans
ogrencilerinden Melek Mert’in yiiksek lisans tez ¢alismasidir. Bu form sizi

aragtirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calhismanin Amaci Nedir?

Arastirmanin amaci, geng yetiskinlerin evlenmeye ve is yasamina dair tutumlarini

etkileyen faktorleri Tiirkiye drnekleminde arastirmaktir.
Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, ankette yer alan bir dizi
soruyu derecelendirme 6lcegi lizerinde yanitlamaniz ve ii¢ agik uglu soruyu kisaca

cevaplandirmanizdir. Bu ¢alismaya katilim ortalama olarak 20 dakika stirmektedir.
Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Aragtirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla
gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan
elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda
kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler goniilli katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik

bilgileri ile eslestirilmeyecektir.
Katilminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular icermemektedir. Ancak,

katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden o6tiirii kendinizi
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rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir
durumda anketi uygulayan kisiye, anketi tamamlamadiginizi sOylemek yeterli

olacaktir.
Aragtirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Anket sonunda, bu ¢alismayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Bu ¢aligmaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
icin Psikoloji Bolimii yiiksek lisans Ogrencisi Melek Mert (E-posta:
e171837@metu.edu.tr) , Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan (E-posta: bengi@metu.edu.tr)

ya da Dr. Mijjde Koca Atabey (mujde.koca.atabey@gmail.com) ile iletisim

kurabilirsiniz.

Bu ¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman
yarida kesip cikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amacl
yayumlarda kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra

uygulayictya geri veriniz).

Katilimcinin Adi-Soyada: Tarih:

Imza: Y A —
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B. ATTITUDE TOWARD DISABLED PEOPLE IN THE SOCIAL
CONTEXT OF DATING SCALE

Liitfen, asagida size verilen olg¢eklerde her bir maddede belirtilen ifadeye cevap
verirken zihinsel engelliler hari¢ (zeka geriligi gibi) diger tiim engel gruplarim

diisiinerek, o ifadeye ne kadar katildiginiz1 ya da katilmadiginizi o ifadenin yaninda

yer alan segeneklerden birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz. Sorularin dogru ya da yanlis
yanit1 yoktur, 6nemli olan sizin ne diisiindiiglinlizdiir. Bu nedenle, hi¢ bir ifadeyi
atlamamaniz ve ifadeleri ictenlikle degerlendirmeniz son derece énemlidir. Ayrica,

aragtirmanin bilimselligi acisindan her bir ifade icin tek bir secenegi isaretlemeniz

gerekmektedir

1= Kesinlikle Katiltyorum
2= Katiliyorum

3= Katilmiyorum

4=Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

1. Engelli bir birey ile romantik bir iliski i¢inde olabilirim.

2. Kisinin bir engelinin olup olmamasi o kisi ile romantik iliski yasamamda

bir kistas degildir.
3*. Engelli bir sevgilim olsa arkadaslarima onu tanitirken utanirim.
4. Engelli biri gekici olabilir.
____ 5. Goriintir bir engeli olmayan biri ile romantik bir iligki i¢inde olabilirim.
_____6*. Ailem engelli bir birey ile romantik iliski icinde olmama izin vermez.

7. Engelli bir birey seksi olabilir.
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8*. Bir arkadasim bana bir randevu ayarlayacak olsa o kisinin engelli

oldugunu 6grendigimde o kisi ile tanismaktan vazgecerim.
9*. Engelli bir birey ile romantik bir iliski yagayamam.

10. Cekici buldugum bir birey ile romantik iliskiye baglama karar1 alirken o

kisinin engelli olmas1 beni etkilemez.
11*. Engelli birinin cinsiyeti oldugunu hissedemem.

12*. Engelli sevgilimi ailem ile tanistiracagim zaman ailemin verecegi

tepkiden endise duyarim.
13*. Engelli birine kars1 hissedecegim duygular arkadasliktan 6teye gitmez.

14. Engelli biri ile sevgili olmak bana o kisiye yardim ediyormusum hissini

Verir.

15*. Engelli bir bireye kars1 hissettigim acima hissi engelli bir sevgiliyi

esitmisiz gibi gorebilmemi etkiler.

* = Reversed items.
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C. ATTITUDE TOWARD DISABLED PEOPLE IN THE SOCIAL
CONTEXT OF MARRIAGE SCALE

Liitfen, agsagida size verilen 6l¢eklerde her bir maddede belirtilen ifadeye cevap
verirken zihinsel engelliler hari¢ (zeka geriligi gibi) diger tiim engel gruplarini

diistinerek, o ifadeye ne kadar katildiginizi ya da katilmadiginizi o ifadenin yaninda

yer alan se¢eneklerden birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz. Sorularin dogru ya da yanlis
yanit1 yoktur, dnemli olan sizin ne diisiindiigliniizdiir. Bu nedenle, hig bir ifadeyi
atlamamaniz ve ifadeleri igtenlikle degerlendirmeniz son derece 6nemlidir. Ayrica,
aragtirmanin bilimselligi ag¢isindan her bir ifade i¢in tek bir se¢enegi isaretlemeniz

gerekmektedir

1= Kesinlikle Katiltyorum
2= Katiliyorum

3= Katilmiyorum

4=Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

A _1.0. Engelli biri ile evlenebilirim.

A _2.0*. Eger cinsel fonksiyonlarini yerine getirebiliyor ise engelli biri ile

evlenebilirim.
A_3.0*. Engelli biri ile evlenirsem hayatimi istedigim gibi yasayamam.

A _4.0. Benim ig¢in, bir kisinin engelli olup olmamasi1 evlenme ag¢isindan bir

kistas degildir.

A_5.0. Engelli bir esin/partnerin bana fiziksel olarak bagimli olmasi beni

rahatsiz etmez.

A 6.0*. Ailem engelli biri ile evlenmemi kabul etmez.
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A 7.0%. Engelli biri ile evlendigimde esime/partnerime sevgimi gosterirken

rahat hissedemem.
A 8.0. Kendi hayatin1 idame ettirebilen bir engelli ile evlenebilirim.
A 9.0*. Engelli biri es/partner olarak yeterli biri olamaz.

A 10.0. Engelli bireylerin engelsiz bireyler ile evlenmesinin normal oldugunu

diistiniiyorum.
A _11.0. Engelli birinden ¢ocuk sahibi olmak benim i¢in sorun degildir.
A _12.0. Digaridan goriinmeyen bir engeli olan biri ile evlenebilirim.
A _13.0*. Engelli biri ile yakinlagsam bile evlenmeyi diisiinmem.
A _14.0*. Evlilik sadece iki engelsiz bireyin gerceklestirebilecegi birseydir.
A _15.0*. Engelli biri ile sevisme fikri beni rahatsiz eder.

A _16.0. Engelsiz birinin engelli biri ile evlenmesi bende merhamet duygusunu

uyandirir.

* = Reversed items.
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D. ATTITUDES TOWARD DISABILITY EMPLOYMENT

Liitfen asagida sunulan fikirlerin basindaki bosluga (_ )asagidaki 6l¢egi kullanarak

size en uygun olan rakami yaziniz.

1=Hig¢ katilmiyorum 2=Katilmiyorum 3=Ortadayim 4=Katiliyorum
S5=Tamamen

katiltyorum

1.Bir engelli, ¢alistig1 boliimiin verimini diigiirecek unsurlardan biridir.
_____2.Genel olarak engelli insanlar duygu somiiriisii yapmaya egilimlidirler.
3. Engelliler, ¢alistiklar1 ortamin estetigini bozarlar.
4 Egitimleri ne olursa olsun, engelliler yalnizca vasifsiz islerde ¢alisabilirler.

5.Engellileri kolay islerde ¢alistirmak fazla yorulmaMAlar1 agisindan
faydalidir.

6.Engelliler calisma arkadaglari iizerinde olumlu etki yaratirlar.
7.Genel olarak engelli insanlar kendine giivensizdirler.

8. Engellilerin ¢alistig1 is ortaminda iletisim problemi yasanmasi olasiligi

oldukca yiiksektir.

9.Engellileri terfi ettirmek, onlardan yapabileceklerinden fazlasini istemek

olur.

10.Engellilere is saglayarak, onlara yardimci olunmasi gerektigine

inaniyorum.
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11.Bir departmana fazla sayida engelli almak, o departmana yapilan

haksizliktir.
12.Genel olarak engelli insanlar uyumsuzdur.

13.Engelli bir insanin becerileri konusunda kendini gelistirebilecegine

inanmiyorum.

14. Engelliler hakkinda fazla bilgim olmadigindan, ayni is ortaminda

calismay1 tercih etmezdim.

15. Engellilerin ¢alistig1 is ortaminda huzursuzluk yasanmasi olasiligi

oldukea yiiksektir.
16.Genel olarak engelli insanlar alingandirlar.

17.Yasal bir zorunluluk olmasaydi, mutlaka engelli bir eleman ¢aligtirayim

diye bir kaygim olmazdi.

18.Bu sirkette engellileri sadece vasifsiz pozisyonlar i¢in istihdam etmeyi

tercih ederim.
19.Engelli kisiler calismay1 sevmezler.
20.Engellilerin is kazalarina neden olma olasilig1 daha yiiksektir.

21.Yeterli mesleki egitim alirlarsa, engellilerin de engelsizler gibi

calisabileceklerine inantyorum.

22 .Bu sirkette engelli istthdamina yonelik diizenlemeleri yapmak icin, sirket

biitgesinden belli bir miktar ayrilmasi gerektigini diigiiniiyorum.
23.Engellilere yardim etmek sevaptir.
24 Engelli insanlar kompleks sahibi kisilerdir.

25. Kurumda gerekli diizenlemeler ve gerekli imkanlar saglanirsa engellilerin

de engelsizler gibi ¢alisabileceklerine inantyorum.
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26.Genel olarak engelli insanlar sorumluluktan kagarlar.

27. Sirketimizde, engellilerin mesleki egitimi i¢in kaynaklarimizin

harcanM Amasi gerektigini diisiiniiyorum.

28. Sirkette engelli ¢calistirmanin ¢alignlar arast uyumu bozacagini

diisiiniiyorum.
29. Engelli birini ige alsam, onu hangi ista calistiracagimi bilemem.
30. Engelli ¢alisanlarin iste hata yapma oran1 daha yiiksektir.

31. Bir engelliye, sahip oldugu vasiflardan diisiik seviyede is yaptirmak, ona

kars1 yapilan bir haksizliktir.
32.Genel olarak engelli insanlar isi kaytarma egilimdedirler.

33.Engellilere her yardimci oldugumda i¢gimde bunun huzurunu

hissediyorum.

34. Engellilere saglanan ek imkanlar diger ¢alisanlar arasinda kiskanclik ve

huzursuzluk yaratabilir.

35. Engelli ¢alisanlarin azmi ve ¢aliskanligi, calisma arkadaslarini da motive

eder.
36.Genel olarak engelli insanlar alingandir.

37. Engellilerin i ortaminda bulunmasi, diger ¢alisanlarin konsantrasyonunu

bozar.

38. Engellilerle uyum i¢inde ¢aligsmak i¢in, tiim ¢alisanlara bu konuyla ilgili

(6rn. Engellilerle nasil iletisim kurulmasi gerektigi, vs.) egitim verilmelidir.
39. Engelli birini ise alsam, ona nasil davranacagimi bilemem.

40. Engellilerle siirekli ayn1 ortamda ¢alismak, iiziintii ve mutsuzluk

yaratabilir.
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E. RELIGIOSITY SCALE

Liitfen, her bir ifadeye ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum.
1. Evrensel bir giice ya da tanriya inanirim.

O 0 3 N WO

W N

. Benligimin olugmasinda inancimin rolii biiyiiktir.

N

. Maneviyat1 yiliksek bir insanim.

. Hayatta her seyin bir sebebi olduguna inanirim.
. Mutlak bir tanrtya inanmam.

. Kendimi dindar biri olarak goriiyorum.

. Diizenli ibadet ederim.

. Dini kurallara uymanin gerekli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

10. Inancimin gerektirdiklerini yapmaya galigirim.

89

. Inanglarimin benim hayatimi énemli kildigin1 diisiiniiriim.

7
Kesinlikle

katiltyoru
m.



F. GENERAL CONSERVATISM SCALE

Asagidaki her bir ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyup, kendi duygu/diisiince/davraniglariniza

gore ne kadar katilip katilmadiginizi en uygun rakami yazarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katiliyoru
katilmiyorum. m.

Factor 1: Conservation of Values

1)- Toplum milli degerlerini korumalidir.

2)- Aile iligkilerimi korumaya 6nem veririm.
__3)- Ailem ve akrabalarim igerisindeki biiyiiklerime saygi duyarim.
___4)- Aile degerlerine bagli kalmak geri kafaliliktir.*
_____5)- Aile ve akrabalar igerisindeki biiyiiklere itaat etmek geri kafaliliktir.*
______ 6)- Toplumun dini degerlere bagli kalmasi tamamen gereksizdir.*

7)- Yashlarin deneyimlerine saygi gosteririm.
Factor 2: Resistance to Change

1)- Bir insan kendi yararina olacaksa geleneklere karsi ¢ikabilir.*

2)- Gelenekleri ve gorenekleri devam ettirmek toplumun yarar1 agisindan

gereklidir.
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3)- Iginde bulundugum toplumu ve diizenini oldugu gibi kabul ederim.
4)- Toplumun olusturdugu ve uyguladigi kat1 kurallar korunmalidir.
5)- Toplum milli ve dini degerlerine 6ncelik vermelidir.

6)- Degisim toplumun yarar1 agisindan gereklidir.*

*reverse item
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G. RELIGIOUS ORIENTATION SCALE

Asagidaki her bir ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyup, kendi duygu/diisiince/davraniglariniza

gore ne kadar katilip katilmadiginizi en uygun rakami yazarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katiliyoru
katilmiyorum. m.

Factor 1: Intrinsic Religious Orientation
___1)- Icimden geldigi i¢in Allah’a inanirim.

2)- Allah’1n varligini hissettigim zamanlarda siikrederim.
_3)- Allah’1n varligini sik sik derinden hissederim.

4)- ibadet, benim igin Allah’tan bir sey dileme firsat1 degil, siik(inet ve

Allah’in varligini hissetme yoludur.

5)- Allah’a goniilden bagli olmanin dogru ve milkemmel bir din

anlayisina sahip olmaktan daha 6nemli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.
___ 6)- Icimden geldigi icin dua ederim.
Factor 2: Extrinsic Religious Orientation
1)- Dua etmemin amact mutlu ve sakin bir hayati garanti etmektir.

2)- Ibadet etmek icin en 6nemli sebep Allah’in yardimmni ve

korumasini saglamaktir.
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3)- Obiir diinyada cezalandirilmamak adina dini kurallara bagli yasamaya

calisirim.
4)- Sevap kazanmak i¢in ibadet ederim.
Factor 3: Quest Religious Orientation
1)- Dini sorgulamadan sunuldugu gibi kabul edemem.
2)- Dinin kurallarini sorgular ve kendime gore uygularim.
____3)- Ben degistikg¢e dini inanglarim da benimle birlikte degisip gelisir.

4)- Dine siipheci yaklagmanin beni yeni a¢ilimlara yonlendirdigini

diisiiniiyorum.
5)- Bir¢ok dini konu hakkindaki goriislerim hala degismektedir.
Factor 4: Fundamentalist Religious Orientation

1)- Din kurallar1 degistirilemez bir biitiindiir; ya hepsini oldugu gibi kabul

edersiniz, ya da hepsini reddedersiniz.

2)- Inangli bir kisi olarak dini kurallarin yarim yamalak uygulanmasina

karsiyim.
3)- Hayatta her konuda dini kurallar1 temel alirim.

4)- Dinimin 6ngordiigii kurallar izerinde sorgulanip, yorum yapilmasini

dine kars1 gelmekle bir tutarim.
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H. AMBIVALENT SEXISM INVENTORY

Asagidaki her bir ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyup, kendi duygu/diisiince/davraniglariniza

gore ne kadar katilip katilmadiginizi en uygun rakami yazarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum. katilryorum.

Factor 1: Hostile Sexism

1)- Adaletli bir yarigsmada kadinlar erkeklere kars1 kaybettikleri zaman tipik

olarak kendilerinin ayrimciliga maruz kaldiklarindan yakinirlar.
2)- Kadinlar igyerlerindeki problemleri abartmaktadirlar.

3)- Kadinlar erkekler iizerinde kontrolii saglayarak giic kazanmak

hevesindeler.

4)- Bir kadin bir erkegin bagliligini kazandiktan sonra genellikle o erkege

sik1 bir yular takmaya caligir.

5)- Gergekte bir¢ok kadin “‘esitlik’” artyoruz maskesi altinda ise

alinmalarda kendilerinin kayirilmasi gibi 6zel muameleler ariyorlar.
6)- Kadinlar ¢ok ¢abuk alinirlar.

7)- Bir¢ok kadin erkeklerin kendileri i¢in yaptiklarina tamamen

minnettar olmamaktadirlar.

8)- Feministler erkeklere makul olmayan istekler sunmaktadirlar.
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9)- Feministler gercekte kadinlarin erkeklerden daha fazla giice sahip

olmalarini istemektedirler.

10)- Erkeklere cinsel yonden yaklagilabilir olduklarini gosterircesine
sakalar yapip daha sonra erkeklerin tekliflerini reddetmekten zevk alan birgok

kadin vardir.

11)- Bir¢ok kadin masum sz veya davranislari cinsel ayrimcilik

olarak yorumlamaktadir.
Factor 2: Benevolent Sexism
1)- Erkekler kadinsiz eksiktirler.

2)- Ne kadar basarili olursa olsun bir kadinin sevgisine sahip olmadik¢a

bir erkek gercek anlamda biitiin bir insan olamaz.

3)- Karsi cinsten biri ile romantik iligski olmaksizin insanlar hayatta gergekten

mutlu olamazlar.
4)- Her erkegin hayatinda hayran oldugu bir kadin olmalidir.
5)- Kadinlar erkekler tarafindan el istiinde tutulmali ve korunmalidir.

6)- Erkekler hayatlarindaki kadin i¢in mali yardim saglamak i¢in kendi

rahatlarin1 goniillii olarak feda etmelidirler.
7)- Bir felaket durumunda kadinlar erkeklerden 6nce kurtarilmalidir.
8)- lyi bir kadin erkegi tarafindan yiiceltilmelidir.

9)- Kadinlar erkeklerden daha yiiksek ahlaki duyarliliga sahip

olma egilimindedirler.
10)- Birgok kadin ¢ok az erkekte olan bir safliga sahiptir.

11)- Kadinlar erkeklerden daha ince bir kiiltiir anlayisina ve zevkine

sahiptirler.
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I. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

1. Cinsiyetiniz: Kadin () Erkek ()
2. YaSINIZ: et e

3. Egitim durumunuz:

Ilkokul () Ortaokul () Lise () Yiiksek okul dgrencisi ()

Yiiksek okul mezunu () Universite 6grencisi () Universite mezunu ()
Yiiksek lisans 6grencisi () Yiiksek lisans mezunu ve {istii ()

4. Hala egitim goriiyor iseniz, Universiteniz: .............ccocevueveenennnn..
5. Hala egitim goriiyor iseniz, fakiilteniz: .....................

6. Hala egitim goriiyor iseniz, bolimiinliz: .................ocooviiiiiinn.n.
7. Mesleginiz: .......ccoovviiiiiiiiiiia,

&. Medeni durumunuzu belirtiniz.

Evli () Bekar ()

9. Evli iseniz ¢ocugunuz var mi1? Sayisini belirtiniz.

() Cocugum var. ............. Sayida ¢ocugum var.

() Cocugum yok.

10. Bekar iseniz iliskiniz var m1? Kag aydir birlikte oldugunuzu belirtiniz.
() Iliskim var. ................. aydir birlikteyiz.

() Iliskim yok.

11. Annenizin egitim durumu:

Okur-yazar degil () Okur yazar () Ilkokul ()
Ortaokul () Lise () Yiksek okul ()
Universite () Yiiksek Lisans () Doktora ()
12. Babanizin egitim durumu:

Okur-yazar degil () Okuryazar () Ilkokul ()
Ortaokul () Lise () Yiiksek okul ()
Universite () Yiiksek Lisans () Doktora ()
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13. Aylik gelirinizi belirtiniz:

0-1000 () 1001-2000 () 2001-3000 () 3001-4000 ()
4001-5000 () 5001-6000 () 6001 ve iistii ()
14. En uzun siire yasadiginiz yerlesim birimini belirtiniz.

K&y () Kasaba () Ilge () Sehir () Biiyiiksehir ()
15. Hangisi sizin ve ailenizin sosyo-ekonomik statiisiinii tanimlar?

() Alt

() Ortanin alt1

() Orta

() Ortanin iistii

() Ust

16. Herhangi bir engeliniz var m1? Engelinizin ne oldugunu belirtiniz.
() Engelim var. .......cccccoviiiiiiiiiniieene

() Engelim yok.

17. Ailenizde engelli birey/bireyler var m1?

() Var () Yok

18. Engelli aile bireyi ile akrabalik ya da yakinlik iligkinizi belirtiniz (anne, kardes,
day1, kuzen gibi)

() Akrabalik iligkinizi yazimiz ...
() Ailemde engelli biri yok.

19. Engelli aile bireyinin engel tiiriinii belirtiniz.

() Engel tlirlinli yaziniz .........cooiuiiiiiiiiiiiii i
() Ailemde engelli biri yok.

20. Engelli yakininiz ya da yakin arkadasiniz var mi?

() Var () Yok

21. Engelli birey ile yakinlik iliskinizi belirtiniz (okul arkadag1 gibi)
() Yakimhginizi belirtiniz. ...........cooooiiiiiiiiiiiii

() Engelli bir yakinim yok.
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21. Engelli yakininizin engel tiiriinii belirtiniz.

() Engel tiirtinii belirtiniz...............coeiiiiiiiii i,
() Engelli bir yakinim yok.

22. Hangi siklikta engelli birey herhangi bir birey ile etkilesim i¢inde olursunuz:
() Giinde birden ¢ok defa

() Giinde bir kez

() Haftada birkag kez

() Haftada bir kez

() Ayda bir kag kez

() Ayda bir kez

() Engelli bireyler ile etkilesimim yoktur

23. Hayatiniz boyunca engelli bir bireyden hoslandiniz m1?:
() Evet () Hayrr

24. Engelli biri ile sevgili oldunuz mu?:

() Evet () Hayr

25. Engelli biri ile evlendiniz mi?

() Evet () Hayir
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J. DEBRIEFING FORM

Bu arastirma, daha dnce de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Yiiksek
Lisans 6grencisi Melek Mert’in yiiksek lisans tez ¢alismasidir. Aragtirmanin amaci,
engelsiz bireylerin engelli bir birey ile romantik iliski yasama, evlenme ve ayni is
ortaminda ¢alismasina yonelik tutumlarini etkileyen faktorlerin Tiirkiye
ornekleminde arastirilmasidir.Bu ¢alismadaki 6l¢lim araglart engelsiz bireylerin
engelli bir birey ile iligski yasama, evlenmesine ve ayni is ortaminda ¢aligsma dair
tutumlarin etkileyen faktorleri acik (explicit) olarak 6lgmek iizere

tasarlanmaktadir.

Bu ¢alismada sizlere Engelli Bireyler ile Romantik Iliski Yasama ve Evlenmeye
Dair Tutum, Dindarlik ve Dini Yo6nelim, Genel Muhafazakarlik, Celisik Duygulu
Cinsiyetcilik ve Isyerinde Engelliye Yo6nelik Tutumlar Olgekleri bu calismanin
hipotezlerini incelemek amaci ile sizlere verilmistir. Bu ¢alismada katilimcilarin
sorulara verdikleri yanitlar, bu sorularin belirtilen ama¢ dogrultusunda ne derece iyi

tasarlandig1 konusunda katkida bulunmaktadir.

Bu ¢alismadan alinacak ilk verilerin Haziran 2019 sonunda elde edilmesi
amaclanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir. Calismanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmasi
icin calismaya katilacagini bildiginiz diger kisilerle ¢alisma ile ilgili detayl1 bilgi

paylasiminda bulunmamanizi dileriz. Bu arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in tekrar ¢ok

tesekkiir ederiz.

Arastirmanin sonuglarini 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in asagidaki

isimlere bagvurabilirsiniz: Melek Mert (e171837@metu.edu.tr)

Caligsmaya katkida bulunan bir goniillii olarak katilimc1 haklarinizla ilgili veya etik
ilkelerle ilgi soru veya goriislerinizi ODTU Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezi'ne

iletebilirsiniz. e-posta: ueam@metu.edu.tr
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L. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

1. GIRIS

Insanoglu mitkemmelin her yerde oldugunu diisiiniir. Oysa ki bu sadece bir yanilgidir.
Insanoglunun siirlari vardir ve bu sinirlarin 6tesine gegemez. Bizler fiziksel, duyusal
ya da zihinsel sorunlar1 olan kisileriz. insanlarmn inandiginin aksine engelli bireyler
toplumda kiiclik bir azinlik grup degillerdir. Diinya iizerinde bir milyardan fazla

engelli birey yasamaktadir (World Health Report, 2011; Shakespeare, 2017).

Engellilik bireysel bir deneyim olmakla birlikte ayn1 zamanda global bir deneyimdir.
Engelliligin bireysel ve toplumsal deneyim olmasi sebebi ile diinyada bir¢ok farkli
alandan akademisyenler bu konu {izerine ¢alismaktadir (Drake, 1999; Barnes, Oliver,
&Barton, 2002). Ancak engellilik konusu iizerine yapilan c¢aligmalarin uzun bir
geemisi yoktur. 1960’lara dek engelli bireyler toplumda kabul edilmeyen egitim ve
is hakki dahil olmak {izere neredeyse higbir hakki olmayan kimselerdi (Rimmerman,
2013; "The Murder of the Handicapped’, n.d., para. 3). 1960 ve 1970’lerde 6zellikle
peolitika ve sosyal politika alaninda calisan kisilerin engelli bireylerin haklar
konusunda ulusal ve uluslararas: yaptiklar1 ¢aligmalar sonucunda engellilik konusu
tizerine ilk ¢calismalar yapilmaya baslanmistir (Roulstone, Thomas, & Watson, 2012;

Moore, & Slee, 2012; Rimmerman, 2013).

Engelli bireylerin haklar1 konusunda yapilan tiim ¢aligmalara ragmen, giiniiziimde bir
milyardan daha fazla niifusa sahip olan engelli bireyler toplumun her alaninda
dislanma, ayrimcilik ve negatif tutumlara maruz kalmaktadirlar (Park, Faulkner, &
Schaller, 2003; White, Gordon, & Jackson, 2006; Rimmerman, 2013). Ornegin
giintimiizde engelli niifusunun sadece %44’i bir ise sahip, yarisi saglik giderlerini
O0deyebilecek durumda ve gelismekte olan iilkelerde yasayan engelli ¢ocuklarin
sadece %10’u gerekli egitimi alabilmektedir (WHO, 2011). Engelsiz bireylerin

engelli bireylere karsi yaptiklari ayrimcilik, dislama ve sahip olduklar1 negatif
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tutumlar sebebi ile engelli bireyler toplumdan dislanmaktadirlar (Anthonak,

&Livneh, 2000).

Mevcut alanyazinda engelsiz bireylerin engelli bireylere yonelik olan negatif
tutumlarin1 arastirmak icin birgok calisma yapilmistir. Bu ¢alismalar farkli hedef
gruplar (0rnegin saglik calisanlari, 6grenciler ve ¢alisanlar gibi) ile birgok akademik
alandan gelen arastirmacilar ile yapildi. Ancak bu ¢alismalarda genellikle egitim ve
is yagsami baglamlarinda engelli bireylere yonelik ¢calismalar yapildi (Hunt, & Hunt,
2000; Brodwin, & Orange, 2002; Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Chan,
Livneh, Pruett, Wang, & Zheng, 2009). Egitim ve is yasami kapsaminda engelsiz
bireylerin engelli bireylere kars1 olan tutumlarinin nedenlerini incelemek i¢in bir¢ok
caligma yapilmis olmasina karsin sosyal ve 6zellikle bireysel alan baglaminda yapilan
calismalar cok azdir. Ozellikle romantik iliski yasama ve evlenme baglamlarinda
engelsiz bireylerin engelli bireylere karsi tutumlarmi inceleyen g¢aligma sayisi

oldukga kisitlidir (Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002).

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, Tiirk 6rnekleminde engelsiz bireylerin engelli bireylere karst
tutumlarinin romantik iliski, evlenme ve is yasami baglamlarinda incelenmesidir.
Ozellikle dindarlik, dini yonelik, muhafazakarlik ve geliskili duygulu cinsiyetciligin
bu tutumlara etkisi incelenecektir. Ayrica bu ¢alismada cinsiyet, yas, egitim durumu,
gelir seviyesi ve engelli bireyler ile temasta olma durumlari ile engelli bireylere kars1

romantik iligki, evlenme ve is yasami baglami arasindaki iligki incelenecektir.

1.1. Engelliligin Tarihi

Modern Homo Saphiens’ten dnce hem insanlar hem de maymunlar fiziksel olarak
yaralanmis varliklardi. Yemek elde etmek i¢in insanlar ellerini, kollarini ve dislerini
sikca kullanmak zorundaydilar. Bu kullanimlardan dolay1 insan viicudunda oldukca

fazla hasar gérmiis bolge yer almaktaydi (Berkson, 1993; Braddock, & Parish, 2001).
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Ortagag boyunca salgin hastaliklar, yetersiz beslenme ve savaslar yine oldukga
yaygindi. Bu sebeplerden dolayr bu donemde de engellilik olduk¢a yaygin bir
durumdu (Jankauskas, & Urbanavicius, 1998). Bu donemde toplumda engellilere
yonelik iki farkli tutum vardi. Bunlardan ilkinde, engelli bireylerin dogaiistii giicleri
olduguna inanilmakta ve i¢lerinde seytani barindirdiklar1 sdylenmekteydi. Bu yiizden
bu donemde insanlar cadi ya da seytanin yer yiiziindeki temsilcileri olduklar
sebepleri ile yakilmiglardir (Braddock, & Parish, 2001; Rimmerman, 2013; "The
Murder of the Handicapped’, n.d., para. 3). Diger yandan engelli bireyler toplumun
stradan liyeleri olarak goriilmiistiir. Ciinkii neredeyse her ailede en azindan bir engelli
birey vardi ve bu kisilerin iyilesmesi i¢in dini liderler kiiciik hastaneler kurmakta idi

(Kroll, 1973; Roseens, 1979).

Endiistri Devrimi ve bu donemle birlikte gelen koyden sehre olan goglerle birlikte 19.
Yiizyilda engelli bireylerin egitilmesi en temel amaglardan biri haline geldi. Bu
donemde tiiketici olmaktansa {iretici olmanin amacglanmasi sebebi ile bir¢cok farkli
engel grubu i¢in farkli okullar Avrupa ve Amerika’da agilmaya basladilar. Buna ek
olarak, gocler ve toplumsal degisimle birlikte ortaya cikan sorunlar sebebi ile
toplumun diizeninin korunmasi dncelikli hale geldi. Bundan dolay1 toplumda anormal
olarak goriilen bireylerin toplumdan uzaklastirilmas1 amaglandi. Toplumsal yapinin
korunmasi i¢in engelli bireylerin toplumdan uzaklastirildig: biiytlik hastaneler yapildi.
Bu hastaneler sehirden uzakta ve kapali yapilardi. Bu hastanelerde engellilerin kotii
muamele gordigi, a¢ kaldigi, siddete ugradig1 ve higbir terapatik tedavi gormedigi

gbzlemlenmistir (Grob, 1990; Braddock, & Parish, 2001).

Ikinci Diinya Savasi sirasinda engelli bireylere kars1 yapilan yok etme politikalari
bircok insanin dikkatini ¢ekmistir. Bu donemde sivil vatandaslar, aktivistler ve
savagta savasan askerler engelli bireylerin haklarin1 korumak i¢in harekete gecmeye
baslamislardir. 1960’larin sonunda Ingiltere’de engelli bireylerin sokaklarda ac ve
bakimsiz olarak yagsamalar1 sebebi ile bu kisilere maddi destek saglamak amaci ile

Engelli Gelir Grubu kurulmustur. Daha sonra sadece maddi destek kapsamindan
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cikarak Engellilik Pakti ve Ayrimciliga Kars1 Fiziksel Engelliler Birligi kurulmustur
(Aysoy, 2004; UPIAS 1976).

1.2.Engellilik Modelleri

Tarihte engelliligi agiklayan ilk model medikal model idi. Bu modele gore engellilik
bireysel bir trajedi olup, toplumsal hi¢ bir yani yoktur. Bununla birlikte bu model

engelliligin tibbi yontemler ile tedavi edilebilecegini savunmustur (Morris, 1991).

1970’lerin sonunda ingiltere’de engellilik konsusunda bir baska akim ortaya
cikmistir. Sosyal model olarak tanimlanan bu modelde bireyin sahip oldugu fiizksel
sorunlar tek basina kisiyi engelli yapmaz. Toplumun kendisi engelleyicidir. Toplum
bireyin Oniine engeller, diglanmalar ve yok sayilmalar1 koyarak onu engelli statiisiine

getirir, bu sebeple engelin kendisi toplumdur (Oliver, 1996).

1.3. Engelli Bireylere Kars1 Tutumlar

Engelli bireylere karsi tutumlar konusunda birgok farkli alanda c¢aligsmalar
yapilmistir. Yapilan calismalarin temelinde bu tutumalrin altinda yatan nedenleri
anlamak ve iki grup arasinda pozitif bir etkilesim yaratmaktir (Yuker, 1965; Siller,
1984). Yapilan tutum calismalarin ortaya c¢ikan en temel nokta engellilere karsi

tutumlarin karmasik ve ¢ok yonlii bir yapiya sahip oldugu idi (Yuker, 1988).

Engelsiz bireylerin engelli bireylere karsi tutumlariin incelendigi ¢alismalarda bir
cok farkli degisken ile tutumlar arasindaki ilski incelenmistir. Bu caligmalarda
dindarlik, dini yonelim ve muhafazakarlik ile engelli bireylere yonelik tutumlar
arasinda genel olarak negatif bir iliski oldugu gozlemlenmistir (Allport & Ross, 1967,
Backstorm, & Bjorklund, 2007; Brandes, & Crowson, 2009).

Engelli bireylere kars1 tutumlarda incelenen bir diger degisken grubu ise demografik

bilgilerdir. Yapilan caligmalarda cinsiyet, yas, egitim ve gelir diizeyi ile engelsiz
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bireylerin engelli bireylere tutumlar1 arasindaki iligkiler incelenmistir. Bu
caligmalarda kadinlarin, geng bireylerin, egitim ve gelir diizeyi yiiksek kisilerin
engelli bireylere daha pozitif tutumlari1 oldugu gorilmistiir (Siller, 1963; Tait &
Purdie, 2000; Au, & Man, 2006; Parasuram, 2006).

1.3.1. Is Yasam Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Yénelik Tutumlar

Is yasaminda engelli bireylerin daha az sansinin olmasinin en temel sebeplerinden
biri i verenlerin tutumudur. Engelli bireyler iyi bir egitime ve yeterli donanima sahip
olsalar bile is verenler genel olarak bu bireylere karsi olduk¢a olumsuz tutumlara
sahiptirler Is verenler ekonomideki istikrarsizlik ve pazarlamanin taleplerinden
dolay1 firmalarin en biiylik amacinin yiiksek oranda iiretim ve iiretkenlik oldugunu
belirtmektedirler. Ancak is verenler engelli bireylerin yeterli donanima sahip
olmayan, verimsiz ve siire¢lere uyumsuz olduklarina inandiklari i¢in engelli bireyleri
ise almamaktadirlar (Diksa, & Rogers, 1996; Sunoo, 2001; Baybora, 2006). Bununla
birlikte ¢alisan kisiler de olas1 engelli is arkadaslarinin yeterli diizeyde verimli ve is
icin yeterli olamayacaklarini ve gelen miisterinin onlarla calismaktan rahatsiz
olacagini diisiindiikleri i¢in engelli bireylere karsi olumsuz tutum i¢indedirler (Priebe,
Warner, Hubschmid, & Eckle, 1998; Bricout, & Bentley, 2000; Woodley, & Metzger,
2012).

1.3.2. Romantik Iliski ve Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Yonelik

Tutumlar

Romantik iligski ve evlenme baglaminda engelli bireylere yonelik tutum calismalari
ile alakal1 alan yazini oldukga smirlidir. Olan ¢alismalar genel olarak Amerika, Bati
Avrupa ve Asya Kkiiltiirleri ile siirli olup akademik calismalarin sonuglarinin
genellenebilirligi hakkinda soru isaretleri vardir (Chan, Livneh, Pruett, Wang, &
Zheng, 2009; Miller, Chan, Glover- Graf, & Kranz, 2009; Marini, Wang, Etzbach, &
Castillo, 2012). Akademik c¢alismalar gostermektedir ki engelli bireyler engelsiz
bireyler tarafindan ¢ocuksu, cinsiyetleri olmayan (ne kadin ne de erkek olarak

goriilmektedirler) ve arzulanmayan kisiler olarak goriildiikleri i¢cin genel olarak
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romantik partner olarak secilmemektedirler (Ray, & West, 1984; Fichten, Amsel,
1986).

Romantik iligki ve evlenme baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi tutumlarin incelendigi
caligmalarda genel olarak kadinlarin engelli bireylere kars1 daha pozitif tutum i¢inde
olduklar1 goriilmiistiir (Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Vilchinsky, Findler,
2004). Ancak yapilan bazi ¢alismalarda da erkeklerin daha pozitif tutum iginde
olduklar1 da goriilmiistiir (Hamdy, Auter, Humphrey, & Attia, 2011). Ayrica ilgili
alanyazinda yer alan ¢aligmalara gore engelli bireyler ile giinliilk hayatta etkilesimi
olan kisilerin de daha pozitif tutum igerisinde olduklar1 goriilmiistiir (Chen, Brodwin,
Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Marini, Wang, Etzbach, & Castillo, 2012). Son olarak konu
ile alakal1 olan kisith alanyazinda celisik duyulu cinsiyetgilik ile romantik iligski ve
evlenme baglaminda engelli bireylere kars1 tutumlarin iliskili oldugu gézlemlenmistir

(Bjornsdottir, & Traustadottir, 2010; Nario- Redmond, 2010).

1.4 Erikson’1n Psikososyal Gelisim Donemleri

Erik Erikson’in Psikososyal Gelisim Kurami’nda yer alan gelisim donemlerine gore
kisiler 18-40 yas arasinda bireyler hayatlarinda yakinlik duygusuna olan ihtiyag
ortaya c¢ikar. Bu donemde ortaya ¢ikan temel siirecte, aile disindaki bireyler ile yakin
iligkiler olusturma, bunlar1 devam ettirmek ve romantik iliskiler yagsamaktir (Erikson,
1963). Kisi bu donemi basarili bir sekilde tamamlayabilirse gilivenli sekilde sevgiyi
alma ve verebilme yetisine sahip olur. Son olarak, bu asamanin basarili bir sekilde
tamamlanmasi, partnerler arasindaki iki tarafli taahhiitlerle nitelendirilen Ask

erdemini getirecektir (Markstrom, & Kalmanir, 2001; Dunkel, & Harbke, 2017).

1.5. Sosyal Temas Kuram

Gordon Allport’un Sosyal Temas Kurami’na gore sosyal temas ile dig grup iiyelerine
iliskin onyargilarin azaltilabilecegi fikri 6ne atilmistir (Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew, &

Troop, 2006). Sosyal Temas Kuram1 bir ¢ok ¢aligmacinin ilgisini cekmis ve konu ile
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alakal1 alanyazinda oldukga fazla sayida akademik caligma vardir. Bu ¢alismalar dig
grup tyeleri ile sosyal temas halinde olan bireylerin Onyargilarinin azaldigini
belirtmistir (Maras et al., 2000; Cameron et al, 2006; McManus et al, 2011).
Romantik iligki, evlenme ve ig yasami baglamlarinin birbirinden bagimsiz incelendigi
caligmalarda, engelli bireyler ile sosyal temasta bulunmanin engelsiz bireyin bu gruba
karst olan Onyargilarini azaltarak pozitif yonde degisim sagladigi goriilmiistiir
(Rimmerman, 1998; Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Sheridan, & Scior,
2013).

1.6. Calismanin Amaclari

Mevcut alanyazindan yola c¢ikarak, bu calisma engelli olmayan kisilerin engelli
kisilere yonelik tutumlarini romatik iligski, evlenme ve is sosyal baglamlarinda
incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Ayrica din, dini yonelim, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik
ve muhafazakarlik da 6nemli degiskenler oldugu icin dikkate alinacaktir. Baska bir
deyisle, dinin, dini yonelimin, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin ve muhafazakarligin,
engelli olmayan kisilerin romantik iliski, evlenme ve engelli bir insanla calisma
eylemlerinin yordayicist olup olmadigi incelenecektir. Ayrica, cinsiyet, yas, egitim
ve gelirin, romantik iliski, evlenme ve is yasami baglaminda engellilere yonelik
tutumlarin olas1 yordayicilart olup olmadigr incelenecektir. Son olarak, engelli bir
kisiyle iletisim kurmanin etkisi, engelli olmayan kisilerin romantik iliski, evlenme ve

1s yasamu baglamlarindaki tutumlarindaki etkisi incelenecektir.

2. YONTEM

2.1. Katilimcilar

Calismanin katilimcilari, 432’si kadin (%69), 134’1 erkek (%3 1) toplam 626 kisiden
olusmaktadir. Katilimcilarin yas araligi 18 ile 40 arasinda olup, yas ortalamalari
24.98°dir. Katilimcilarin 522°si (% 83.4) bekar olduklarini, 97’1 (% 15.55) evli
olduklarini, 3’1 (% 0.5) bosanmis olduklarini belirtmistir. Katilimcilarin 527°si (%
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82.6) herhangi bir engelli yakini olmadigini, 426’s1 (% 68.1) ise ne engelli yakin
arkadasinin ne de engelli tanidiklarinin olmadigini belirtmistir. Diger demografik

bilgiler i¢in tablo 2.1 incelenebilinir.

2.2. Ol¢iim Araclar

Katilimcilara internet yoluyla ulastirilan 6lgek paketi yas, cinsiyet, medeni durum ve
egitim durumuyla ilgili sorular iceren Demografik Bilgi Formu; Romantik Iliski ve
Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar Olgegi; Engellilerin
Calismasma Yénelik Tutumlar Olgegi; Dindarlik Olgegi; Dini Yoenlim Olgegi,
Muhafazakarlik Olgegi ve Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgeginden olusmaktadir.

2.2.1. Romantik Iliski ve Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Yonelik
Tutumlar Olcegi

Olgek tezin yazari (2016) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, engelli bireylere karsi
romantik iligki ve evlenme baglamlarindaki tutumlari OGlgmek amaciyla
kullanilmaktadir. 4’1 likert lizerinden puanlanan 6l¢ek, 31 maddeden olusmaktadir.
Yapilan faktor analizleri dlgegin 1 alt boyuttan olustugu goriilmektedir. Olgegin
Cronbach alpha giivenirlik puan1 .92 dir.

2.2.2. Engellilerin Calismasina Yoénelik Tutumlar Olcegi

Olgek Aycan (2005) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, engelli bireylerin ¢alismasina
yonelik tutumlar1 6l¢mek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir. 5°1i likert {izerinden puanlanan
olgek, 40 maddeden olugsmaktadir. Yapilan faktdr analizleri 6l¢egin 1 alt boyuttan
olustugu goriilmektedir. Olgegin Cronbach alpha giivenirlik puani1 .89°dur.

2.2.3. Dini Yénelim Ol¢egi

Olgek Sakalli-Ugurlu ve Shaver (2013) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, bireylerin dini

yonelim tiirlinii belirlemek  amaciyla kullanilmaktadir. 7°li likert {izerinden
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puanlanan 6lcek, 19 maddeden olusmaktadir. Yapilan faktor analizleri 6lgegin arayis,
asirt tutucu, icsel ve dissal dini yonelim olmak iizere 4 alt boyuttan olustugu
goriilmektedir. Alt Olgekler i¢in Cronbach alpha giivenirlik puanlari Amerikan
orneklemi icin .73 ile .88 arasindadir. Tiirk 6rnekleminde Cronbach alpha giivenirlik

puanlart alt 6lgekler icin .70 ile .84 arasindadir.

2.2.4. Muhafazakarhk Olcegi

Olgek Yildirim (2007) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup Tiirkiye’de insanlarin muhafazar
tutumlarin1 6lgmek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir. 7°1i likert iizerinden puanlanan 6lgek,
13 maddeden olusmaktadir. Yapilan faktor analizleri 6l¢egin degerlerlere karsi
muhafazakarlik ve degisime karsi direng olmak iizere 2 alt boyuttan olustugu

goriilmektedir. Alt 6lgekler icin Cronbach alpha giivenirlik puanlar1 .71 dir.
2.2.5. Dindarlik Olcegi

Olgek Peterson ve Seligman (2004) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup kisilerin genel
dindarliklarim1 ~ 6lgmek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir. 7°1i likert {izerinden puanlanan
Ol¢ek, 10 maddeden olugsmaktadir. Yapilan faktor analizleri 6lgegin 1 alt boyuttan
olustugu goriilmektedir. Tiirkgeye Demir ve Kumkale (2013) tarafindan g¢evrilen

6l¢egin Cronbach alpha giivenirlik puani .90 dir.
2.2.6. Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi

Olgek Glick ve Fiske (1996) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, toplumda bireylerin
kadinlara yonelik olarak sahip olduklari ¢elisik duygulari ve tutumlari 6lgmek
amaciyla kullanilmaktadir. 6’11 likert {izerinden puanlanan O6lgek, 22 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Yapilan faktor analizleri 6l¢egin diismanca cinsiyetcilik ve korumact
cinsiyetcilik olmak {izere 2 alt boyuttan olustugu goriilmektedir. Alt Slgekler i¢in
Cronbach alpha giivenirlik puanlar1 .80 ile .92 arasindadir. Tiirk¢eye Sakalli-Ugurlu
(2002) tarafindan uyarlanan 6l¢egin Cronbach alpha giivenirlik puanlar alt 6l¢ekler

i¢in .78 ile .87 arasindadir.
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2.3. Prosediir

Oncelikle, ODTU Etik Komitesi’nden gerekli etik izni alinmis ve ardindan yukarida
sOzii gecen Olgek paketi katilimcilara internet ilizerinden ya da kagit-kalem ile
doldurabilecekleri sekilde ulastirilmistir. Katilimcilar, 6nce bilgilendirme yazisini
okumuslar, ardindan ise 6lgeklerin bulundugu soru setini ortalama 15 dakikada

tamamlamiglardir.

3. SONUCLAR

3.1. Calismanin Degiskenleri Arasindaki Correlasyon Degerleri

Yapilan korrelasyon analizleri sonucunda Romantik iliski Baglaminda Engelli
Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar Olgeginin hem Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere
Yonelik Tutumlar Olgegi hem de Engelli Bireylerin Caligmasina Yonelik Tutumlar
Olgegi ile pozitif iliskili oldugu gériilmiistiir. Romantik liski Baglaminda Engelli
Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar Olgeginin Dindarlik, Dini Y®6nelim, Muhafazakarlik ve
Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetgilik Olgekleri ile negatif iliskili oldugu gézlemlenmistir.

Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar Olgeginin Dindarlik,
Muhafazakarlik ve Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgekleri ile negatif iliskili oldugu
gozlemlenmistir. Ancak Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar

Olgegi ile Dini Yonelim Olgegi arasinda herhangi bir iliski bulunamamustir.

Engelli Bireylerin Calismasina Yénelik Tutumlar Olgeginin Dini Yénelim Olgegi ile
pozitif, Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi ile de negatif iliskili oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Buna ek olarak bu dl¢egin Muhafazakarlik Olgegi ve Dindarlik Olgegi

ile iliskili olmadig1 goriilmiistiir.

Yapilan korelasyon analizinde yas degiskeninin Romantik liski Baglaminda Engelli

Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar Olgegi ve Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere
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Yoénelik Tutumlar Olgegi ile negatif iliskili oldugu ancak Engelli Bireylerin
Calismasina Yonelik Tutumlar Olgegi ile iliskili olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Egitim ve
gelir seviyesi degiskenlerinin de bu {li¢ Ol¢ek ile herhangi bir iliskisi olmadig1

gorilmistir.

3.2. Cinsiyet Farki

Katilimeilarin cinsiyetinin ¢alismanin ii¢ temel siirekli degiskeni olan Romantik iliski
Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar, Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli
Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar ve Engelli Bireylere Yonelik Tutumlar ile olan iliskisini
incelemek icin bagimsiz 6rneklemli T-test yapilmistir. Analiz sonucuna gore sadece
Engelli Bireylerin Calismasina Y 6nelik Tutumlarin erkeklere gére kadinlarda anlaml

olarak pozitif oldugu bulunmustur.

3.3. Regresyon Analizleri

Dindarlik, dini yonelim, muhafazakarlik ve celisik duygulu cinsiyet¢iligin engelli
bireylere karst tutumlari (romantik iliski yasama, evlenme ve is yasami
baglamlarinda) yordayip yordamadigmin incelenmesi amaci ile farkli 3 grupta

regresyon analizleri yuiriitilmustiir.

3.3.1. Romatik iliski Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Karsi Tutumu Yordayan
Faktorler

Yapilan analiz sonucunda yasin Romatik Iliski Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Kars1
Tutumlar1 negatif yonde yordadigi bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte muhafazakarligin
ve celisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin de Romatik iliski Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere
Kars1 Tutumlar1 negatif yonde yordadigi bulunmustur. Ancak egitm seviyesi, gelir

diizeyi, dindarlik ve dini yonelimin bu tutumlari1 yordayici etkileri bulunamamastir.
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3.3.2. Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Karsi Tutumlar1 Yordayan
Faktorler

Analiz sonucunda yas ve ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyet¢iligin Evlenme Baglaminda Engelli
Bireylere Kars1 Tutumlar1 negatif yonde yordayan faktorler oldugu bulunmustur.
Ancak egitim diizeyi, gelir seviyesi, muhafazakarlik, dindarlik ve dini yoenlimin bu

tutumlar1 yordayici etkileri bulunamamastir.

3.3.3. Is Yasaom Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Karsi Tutumlar1 Yordayan
Faktorler

Analiz sonucunda ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin Is Yasani Baglaminda Engelli
Bieylere Karst Tutumlar1 negatif yonde yordadigi fakat muhafazakarlik ve dini
yonelimin bu degiskeni pozitif yonde yordadigi goriilmiistiir. Bununla birlikte yasin,

egitim seviyesi, gelir diizeyi ve dindarligin bu degiskeni yordamadig goriilmiistiir.

3.4. Engelli Bireyler ile Temasin Siirekli Degiskenler Uzerindeki Etkisi
3.4.1. Engelli Aile Bireyine Sahip Olma Durumu

Engelli aile bireyine sahip olmanin siirekli degiskenler ile olan iliskisini incelemek
icin bagimsiz degiskenli T-test yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda engelli aile
bireyine sahip olan kisilerin Is Yasami Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Karst
Tutumlarinin engelli aile bireyi olmayan kisilere goére anlamli olarak daha pozitif

oldugu bulunmustur.

3.4.2. Engelli Yakin Arkadas ya da Tanidiga Sahip Olma Durumu

Engelli yakin arkadas ya da tanidiga olmanin siirekli degiskenler ile olan iliskisini
incelemek i¢in bagimsiz degigskenli T-test yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda

engelli yakin arkadas ya da tamdiga sahip olan kisilerin Is Yasami Baglaminda
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Engelli Bireylere Kars1 Tutumlarinin engelli yakin arkadasi ya da tanidig1 olmayan

kisilere gore anlamli olarak daha pozitif oldugu bulunmustur.

3.4.3. Giinliik Hayatta Engeli Birey ile Temasta Olma Sikhgi

Glinliik hayatta engelli birey ile temas i¢erisinde olma durumunun siirekli degiskenler
ile olan iligkisini incelemek icin MANOVA analizi yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz
sonucunda giinliik hayatta engelli birey ile sik temas igerisinde olan bireylerin
Romantik [liski Baglaminda Engelli Bireylere Kars1 Tutumlarmin giinliik hayatta
engelli birey ile nadir temas igerisinde olan kisilere gore anlamli olarak daha pozitif

oldugu bulunmustur.

4. TARTISMA

Bu caligmanin temel amaci dindarlik, dini yonelim, muhafazakarlik, ¢elisik duygulu
cinsiyeteilik ve cinsiyet, yas, egitim ve gelir gibi sosyo-demografik degiskenler ile
engelli olmayan kisilerin romantik iliski, evlenme ve is yasami baglaminda engelli
bireylere karsi tutumlar1 arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektedir. Bununla birlikte bu
calismada engelli bireyler ile temas halinde olmanin engelli bireylere kars1 tutumlar

(romantik iligki, evlenme ve is yasami baglaminda) ile iliskisini incelemektir.

Bu caligmanin ilk sonucu olarak cinsiyet farki sadece is yasami baglaminda engelli
bireylere kars1 tutumlarda anlamli olarak bulunmustur. Alanyazinda is yasaminda
engelli bireylere karsit tutumlarda kadinlarin erkeklere gore daha pozitif tutum
igerisinde oldugu bulunmustur (Cesare, Tannenbaum, & Dalessio, 1990;
Rimmerman, 1998). Romantik iliski ve evlenme baglaminda engelli bireylere kars:
tutumlar konusunda yapilan ¢aligmalarda birbiri ile ¢elisen sonuglar yer almaktadir.
Kimi c¢aligmalar kadinlarin daha pozitif tutum igerisinde oldugunu ifade eden
sonuglar bulurken kimi ¢alismalarda erkeklerin daha pozitif oldugunu bulmustur

(Vilchinsky, & Findler, 2004; Hamdy, Auter, Humphrey, & Attia, 2011).
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Bu calismada yas, egitim diizeyi ve gelir seviyesinin siirekli degiskenleri yordayip
yordamadigr incelenmistir. Katilimcilarin yasinin romantik iligki ve evlenme
baglaminda engelli bireylere karst tutumlar1 yordarken is yasami baglaminda
yordayict 6zelliginin olmadigi goriilmiistiir. Yapilan caligmalarda geng bireylerin
yasl bireylere gore romantik iliski ve evlenme baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi
daha pozitif tutum igersinde oldugu bulunmustur (Tait & Purdie, 2000; Marini,
Wang, Etzbach, & Castillo, 2012). Is yasami baglaminda ise mevcut alanyazinda
yasl caligsanlarin geng ¢alisanlara gore engelli bireylere karsi daha pozitif tutum
icerisinde olduklar1 goriilmiistiir (Gade, & Toutges, 1983; Akardere, 2005). Bu
caligmanin sonucunda egitim seviyesi ve gelir diizeyinin romantik iligki, evlenme ve
is yasami baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi tutumlar1 yordamadigi bulunmustur.
Ancak mevcut alanyazinda hem egitim seviyesinin hem de gelir diizeyinin engelli
bireylere kars1 tutumlarda (romantik iliski, evlenme ve is yasami baglamlar1 da dahil
olmak iizere) anlamli degiskenler olduklari bulunmustur (Karellou, 2003; Akardere,

2005; Au, & Man, 2006; Parasuram, 2006).

Bu ¢aligmada dindarlik, dini yonelim, muhafazakarlik ve gelisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik
degiskenlerinin romantik iligki, evlenme ve is yasami baglaminda engelli bireylere

kars1 tutumlar1 yordayip yordamadig ayr1 ayr1 incelenmistir.

Romantik iligski baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi tutumlar1 yordayan faktorlerin
incelenmesi sonucu ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik ve muhafazakarligin negatif yonlii
yordayicilar olduklar1 bulunmustur. Mevcut alanyazinda muhafazakar bireylerin
engelli bireylere karst1 daha negatif tutumlara sahip olduklar1 goriilmiistiir
(Backstorm, & Bjorklund, 2007; Brandes, & Crowson, 2009). Ayrica bu calismada
dindarlik ve dini yonelim degiskenlerinin bagimli degiskeni yordamadigi
bulunmustur. Mevcut alanyazinda dindarligin romantik iligki baglaminda engelli
bireylere karsi tutumlar1 yordayici 6zelligi bulunmamistir (Strohmer, Grand, &

Purcell, 1984).
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Evlenme baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi tutumlar1 yordayan faktor olarak celisik
duygulu cinsiyetgilik bulunurken; dindarlik, dini yonelim ve muhafazakarlik
degiskenlerinin yordayici etkisi bulunmamistir. Mevcut alanyazinda nitel
caligmalarda engelliligin kisinin cinsiyetinin algilanmasinda etkili faktér oldugu
belirtilmistir. Engelli bireylerin geleneksel cinsiyet rollerine sahip olmadiklari,
cinsiyetsiz, cocuksu ve cinsel diirtiilerden yoksun olduklar1 algisinin engelsiz bireyler
arasinda yaygin oldugu belirtilmistir (Bjornsdottir, & Traustadottir, 2010).
Alanyazindaki bir¢cok calisma dindarlik, dini ydenlim ve muhafazakarligin engelli
bireylere karsi tutumlar1 yordayan 6nemli degiskenlerden oldugunu vurgulasa da bu
calismada bu yordayici etkiler bulunamamistir ((Strohmer, Grand, & Purcell, 1984;
Donahue, 1985; Backstérm, & Bjorklund, 2007).

Is yasami baglaminda engelli bireylere kars1 tutumlar1 yordayan faktorler olarak
muhafazakarlik, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik ve dini yonelim bulunmustur. Celisik
duygulu cinsiyetciligin negatif yonlii yordayicilik giicii bulunurken dini yonelim ve
muhafazakarligin pozitif yonlii yordayicilik 6zellikleri bulunmustur. Mevcut
alanyazinda bu li¢ degiskenin de is yasami baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi
tutumlar1 negatif yonlii yordayicilik giicii bulunmustur (Cesare, Tannenbaum, &
Dalessio, 1990; Rimmerman, 1998; Bjornsdottir, & Traustadottir, 2010). Bu
calismada dindarligin i3 yasamu baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi
tutumlariyordamadigi bulunmustur. Ancak mevcut ¢alismalar bu bulgularin tam
tersini ifade etmektedir (Cesare, Tannenbaum, & Dalessio, 1990; Rimmerman,

1998).

Bu calisma sonucunda engelli aile bireyi olan ya da engelli yakin arkadasi veya
tanidig1 olan kisilerin is yasami baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi daha pozitif
tutumlara sahip oldugu bulunurken giinliik hayatta engelli bireyler ile daha sik
temasta olan kisilerin romantik iliski baglaminda engelli bireylere daha pozitif tutum
icerisinde oldugu bulunmustur. Allport’un Sosyal Temas Kurami’nda da bahsettigi
gibi azinlik grup ile temasta olma gruplararas1 Onyargiy1 azaltmaktadir (Pettigrew,

1998). Alanyazinda yer alan bir¢ok ¢alisma engelli bireyler ile temasta olan kisilerin
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(romantik 1iliski, evlenme ve is yasami baglamlari da dahil olmak iizere) engelli
bireylere kars1 daha pozitif tutumlar1 oldugunu belirtmektedir (Rimmerman, 1998;

Chen, Brodwin, Cardoso, & Chan, 2002; Sheridan, & Scior, 2013).

4.2.Cahsmanmin Katkilar

Oncelikle bu calisma Tiirk drnekleminde romantik iliski, evlenme ve is yasami
baglaminda engellli bireylere karsi tutumlar1 yordayan faktorleri incelemistir. Bu
caligmada yas, egitim diizeyi ve gelir seviyesi kontrol edildiginde dindarlik, dini
yonelim, muhafazakarlik ve gelisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin bagimli degiskenleri
yordama giicli incelenmistir. Bu c¢alismadaki bazi bulgular mevcut alanyazini
desteklerken, bazi bulgular ise mevcut caligmalardan farkli sonuglar vermistir.
Yuker’in de (1988) bahsettigi gibi engellilere kars1 tutumlar karmasik bir yapiya
sahiptir ve bu sebeple engelli bireylere karsi tutumlarin altinda yatan faktorleri

incelemek i¢in farkli yontemlerin kulanildigi bir¢cok c¢alismanin yapilmasi

gerekmektedir.

Bu ¢alismada engelli aile bireyine ya da engelli yakin arkadas veya tanidiga sahip
olan bireylerin sadece is yasami baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi daha pozitif tutum
icerisind eoldupu bulunmustur. Bu bulgu bize toplumsal bir farkindalik
saglamaktadir. Séyle ki Tiirk Is Kanununa gore 6zel ve kamu kurumlar1 belli oranda
engelli kisileri ¢calistirmak zorundadirlar (Turkish Labor Law, 2003). Bu kanuna gore
kisiler engelli bireyler ile zorunlu olarak ayni 1§ ortaminm1 paylasmak durumundadir.
Bu yiizden kisiler engelli bireylere kars1 daha pozitif tutum i¢cindedir. Ancak romantik
iliski ve evlenme gibi kisinin partnerini segme hakkinin oldugu durumlarda bireyler
engelli bireylerle aralarina mesafe koymay:r ve onalr1 romantik partner olarak
se¢meyebiliyorlar. Calismanin sonucu da gostermektedir ki eger engelli bireyler ile
aramizdaki mesafeyi secebilme hakkimiz oldugunda ne yazik ki onlar1 yakinimizda
istemiyoruz. Ancak kanun gibi zorlayic1 durumlarda onlarla yakin olmayr kabul

edebiliyoruz.
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Son olarak bu calisma bize gostermektedir ki engellilere yonelik olumsuz
tutumumuzla yiizlesebilirsek, toplumumuzu daha adil yone dogru degistirebiliriz.
Kendimizle ve olumsuz tutumumuzla yiizlesmek i¢in cesur olmaliyiz. Bu ¢aligmanin
bulgulari, engellik konusu ve engelli bireyler yakin olursak, diinyanin en biiyiik
azinlik grubu olan engellilere kars1 olan ayrimcili§a ve onlara karsi olan olumsuz

tutumlardan kurtulabilecegimizi ortaya koymaktadir.
4.3.Cahsmamin Simrhihiklan ve Oneriler

Bu calismada kadin ve erkek katilimcr sayisindaki esitsizlik ve katilimcilarin biiyiik
cogunun belli bir gelir dilizeyinden olmasi1 c¢alismanin  sonuglarmnin
genellenebilirligini sinirlamaktadir. Bu sebeple gelecekteki ¢alismalarin  daha

homojen bir 6rneklem ile yapilmasi daha yararli olacaktir.

Romantik iligki ve evlenme baglaminda engelli bireylere karsi tutumlar konusu
incelenmesi ve arastirilmasi zor bir konudur. Bu konunun incelenmesi sirasinda
kisilerin sosyal istenirlik etkisinden dolay1 nicel sorular1 cevaplarken tiim agikliklar
ile cevap vermeme olasilig1 oldugu i¢in gelecek caligmalarin nitel olarak da yapilmasi

alanyazini agisindan 6nemli olacaktir.

117



M: TEZ iZIN FORMU / THESIS PERMISSION FORM

ENSTITU / INSTITUTE

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii/ Graduate School of Natural and Applied Sciences
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii/ Graduate School of Social Sciences

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii/ Graduate School of Applied Mathematics
Enformatik Enstitiisii/ Graduate School of Informatics

NNy Bl

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii/ Graduate School of Marine Sciences

YAZARIN / AUTHOR

Soyadi/ Surname: Mert Kastner
Adi / Name : Melek
Bo6liimii / Department: Psikoloji

TEZiN ADI/ TITLE OF THE THESIS (ingilizce / English) : Attitude toward Disabled People in the Social Context
of Dating, Marriage and Work: Religiosity, Religious Orientation, Conservatism and Ambivalent Sexism.

TEZIN TURU/ DEGREE:Yiiksek Lisans/ Master | Doktora / PhD

1. Tezin tamami diinya ¢apinda erisime agilacaktir. /Release the entire
work immediately for access worldwide.

2. Tezikiyil siireyle erisime kapali olacaktir./ Secure the entire work for
patent and/or proprietary purposes for a period of two years. *

3. Tez alti ay siireyle erisime kapali olacaktir. / Secure the entire work for
period of six months. *

i el

*Enstitii Yonetim Kurulu kararinin basili kopyasi tezle birlikte kiitiiphaneye teslim edilecektir.
A copy of the decision of the Institute Administrative Committee will be delivered to the library together
with the printed thesis.

Yazarin imzasi / Signature.........cccccceeeeeennns Tarih/ Date......ccoovvveveveinn.

118





