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Conditional respect reflects a positive evaluati@sdal on internalized normative assumptions
(Reykowski). This evaluation may be operationalizedthe form of verbal judgments, which
enables the use of the questionnaire technique.opir@ons on the conditions of gaining and
losing respect for adults with disabilities, cotlett with the participation of 32 competent judges,
enabled the development of a set of test itemscatidg the dispositional orientation of condi-
tional respect. The collected research materiaddbas a sample of 323 respondents assessing the
significance of various forms of disabled peopksivity to the increase or decrease in the respect
they enjoy in social perception was subjected tplaatory factor analysis (with Varimax rota-
tion). Scree plot analysis indicated the presefficev@ factors: the first one positive and the saton
one negative. A detailed examination of the itemshie light of the theory of normative assump-
tions (Reykowski) revealed five categories: IndiatdProductivity, Individual and Collective
Synergy (Factor 1), as well as Individual Receptagnhand Antagonism (Factor Il). The analysis
of stability confirmed the repeatability of 29 itepand the internal consistency (Cronbaet)' ef

the items for the identified categories of normatheliefs ranges from .73 to .83. Therefore, the
CRPD-Q meets the basic validity and reliability eriia of the measurement of conditional respect
for adults with disabilities — overall conditiomaspect and its various aspects. Finally, theuastr
tions for estimating and interpreting the scoresmesented and further challenges involved in the
development of the measure are signaled.
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INTRODUCTION

The social integration of people with disabilities different environments
such as family, school, work, or neighborhood isdaaon the mechanisms of
positive evaluation. According to the constructidpproach applied in cognitive
theories, social relations are perceived, integateind evaluated by the partici-
pants in interaction (Blumer, 2008; Reykowski, 19%bjciszke, 1986). Thus,
people with disabilities who are positively peraavcan count on acceptance
and respect, while individuals (or groups) perceivegatively are treated de-
gradingly. Real integration is possible only whegaes with positive evaluation
of the partner (Gajdzica, 2013; Janiszewska®ioguk, 2004; Krause, 2005). In
order to determine the factors conducive to theeiase or decrease in respect for
disabled people, it is necessary to identify themradive systems that regulate
social evaluation processes. The present reseaopbcpwas undertaken to de-
velop a tool that would help explore the conditimfsrespect for adults with
disabilities.

Although different classifications of respect canfbund, two forms of re-
spect can be generally distinguishedconditional respectalso known asec-
ognition respeqgtandconditional respecfalso referred to asontingent respect,
appraisal respect, achieved respewdtegorical respector status respegt(Dar-
wall, 1977; Janoff-Bulman & Werther, 2008; Sztompk#&10). Unconditional
respect is “given” to a person and consists inpibstive and equal evaluation of
every human being, regardless of their individulaaracteristics. Conditional
respect, by contrast, is “set” for an individuahce positive assessment is based
on specific criteria, such as: skills, competencigsaracter, behavior, group
roles, or other characteristics that are imporfaom the perspective of the
group’s goals (De Cremer, 2002; Simon, Lucken, &@er, 2006; Lalljee, Tam,
Hewstone, Laham, & Lee, 2009). The respect receamnganly proves the social
utility of individuals but also constitutes the Isasf their personal well-being, as
it contributes to the gratification of their var@sgocial needs (e.g., the needs of
belonging, acceptance, status, as well as autoramdyfreedom of decision), to
which different significance may be attributed iiffetent groups and cultural
circles (De Cremer & Mulder, 2007; Lalljee et £009). The experience of con-
ditional respect, based on personal merits, usegslnand effectiveness in action,
strengthens the disabled person’s structure okéiie— i.e., their sense of self-
-worth, empowerment, and autonomy g&elska, 1998). The respect one enjoys
is the basis of individual satisfaction in the sbdaimension (especially in the
environments of direct participation, i.e. micragyss: family, school, or work-
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place); it also strengthens the moral dimensiothefsocial environment by cre-
ating its positive self-image (Ellemers, Dosje, &edrs, 2004; De Cremer &
Mulder, 2007). Conditional respect for a personhwat disability is, therefore,

needed both for this person and for the group betgng to. It can be considered
as a rehabilitation challenge and as an indicatdh® effectiveness of the inte-
gration process.

The mechanisms shaping respect can be analyzedanoimdividual or so-
cial perspective. The first approach consists aksgy personality factors behind
the attitude of respect, such as the orientatiorespect towards others, includ-
ing empathy and agreeableness (John, 1990; Ladtjed., 2009). On the other
hand, the social perspective emphasizes the impetaf the processes of social
influence, and further analyses focus on this asgacan open (non-family)
society, the value of a human person with a digghis not obvious, as evi-
denced by various forms of discrimination: bioladi¢e.g., violation of the right
to life and the right to medical treatment), psyolgecal (e.g., humiliation and
stigmatization), social (e.g., segregation, isolatirestrictions in the perfor-
mance of family and professional roles), or techgaal (e.g., limited availabil-
ity of public transport, poor adaptation of publacilities, limited employment
opportunities, digital exclusion; Todys, 2017; Kdika2007; Speck, 2005). Un-
conditional respect for people with disabilitiesgiremains a demand rather than
reality, while the concept of conditional respeaynprove to be more useful,
especially when applied to the process of includiegple with disabilities in
non-family activities functioning as a zero-sum ga(R&ycka-Tran, Boski &
Wojciszke, 2015). While in intergroup relations emdrical respect is crucial
with respect to such characteristics as gender, @agprofessional position, in
intragroup processes respect develops conditiandllgan be gained or lost
(Janoff-Bulman & Werther, 2008). In an intragrougmtext, respect is not a value
that is absolutely necessary to every persopr{ori) but a result of his or her
activity, assessed from the point of view of theup’s interests.

The social criteria for forming conditional respéice., specific judgments)
can be found in Reykowski's theory of normativeidfsl (1990). In this ap-
proach, various aspects of the social evaluatiandifiduals are defined. These
beliefs are a kind of knowledge about the desiietbn of human functioning in
the social environment. They are organized intgséesn that can be described in
terms of the following formal aspects: the levelgaherality, centrality, and in-
trospective accessibility. They can therefore lEnegal or detailed, superior or
peripheral, and implicit or explicit. These conigcts include such contrasting
dimensions of the relationship between the indialdand the environment as:
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individualism vs. collectivism, egalitarianism wslitism, antagonism vs. syn-
ergy, and productivity vs. receptivity. While inlextive social systems an indi-
vidual's activity is perceived as a result of sbdaterminants, in the individual-
istic system an individual is expected to be inedlvin creating his or her own
existence. Therefore, in this dimension, positivaleation is given to indepen-
dent people who are capable of making their ownsétats and achieving suc-
cess (individualism) or building interpersonal telas and pursuing social inter-
est, ready to make sacrifices and accept suboirdim#tollectivism). Another
dimension emphasizes the importance of social iposit assessing the value of
a human being. While egalitarianism presupposes, thishough individual
members of society pursue different tasks, theyehamilar social statuses (and
therefore their value is similar), elitism recogrszthat the social system is hier-
archical and the value of individuals depends @ngbsition determined by their
origin, wealth, or education. In the antagonistigprach, an individual's
strength and determination are favored, based ®metognition that social rela-
tions are based on a zero-sum game (“someone wiaa someone else loses”).
By contrast, the synergistic approach values imdials able to cooperate and
support each other, adopting the assumptions aba-zero sum” game (“some-
one’s victory opens up new opportunities for otherBinally, the last aspect of
social evaluation concerns the involvement of grongmbers in the production
of goods (productivity) and their consumption (nqeibéty). It organizes the rules
for the division of duties and rights in gainingcass to social resources. This
dimension is closely related to the collective walividual dimension. In the
individualistic approach, the positive assessmé&andndividual results not only
from the production of personal goods (the so-dallgocentric productivity),
which is beneficial for others too (the so-callembperative productivity), but
also from self-interest, which is detrimental thers (the so-called exploitative
productivity, demanding or pillaging receptivityXiétkowski, 1990). In indi-
vidualism, the right to use the product is detemdiby the obligation to produce
it, in accordance with the principle of achieveméumequacy). By contrast, in
the collectivist approach the balance between mibdty and receptivity does
not have to be preserved, and the principle ofsiwi takes into account the
specific circumstances of minimizing or increasegxpectations from an indi-
vidual. People with disabilities can be more fadbie that case. Individual pat-
terns of normative beliefs can form diverse systéeng., collectivism can com-
bine with synergy and exclusivism, whereas indiagithm can combine with
antagonism and egalitarianism, but a number ofratbmbinations are also pos-
sible).
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It is worth noting that the presented systems afmative beliefs are dy-
namic in nature, as they are influenced by variouléural, psychological and
situational factors. Depending on their own interest, their social posi or
group specificity, as well as their current psydugbtal or social situation, indi-
viduals and groups activate various detailed rofesvaluation of other people.
For example, a parent may apply different critevieen assessing the successes
of their nondisabled and disabled child. The samesgn as an employee may
create rules for the division of the social fundtthre favorable for him or her,
but at the same time seek a ramp for a physicafigbied neighbor. While
a superior may expect subordination from their ey@és, in nonformal rela-
tionships he or she may accept friendly, partnerblaised relations. Similarly, an
employer expects something different from an ietlially able trainee baker
and something else from an intellectually disaldetbloyee.

Applying the dimension of collectivism vs. indivdlism dimension to the
analysis of conditional respect for people withadiifities, we can expect that the
former pole is more applicable to the families ebple with disabilities (due to
the activation of a group identity based on fantiiyg), especially in the relation-
ship of adults with dependent individuals (e.gildrken, people with severe dis-
abilities). The other pole, in contrast, is mor¢éenfactivated by peers in task
groups (in the school or workplace — due to thévatibn of the individual iden-
tity based on abilities, roles, etc.). Assumingiagividualistic model, one can
expect that people with disabilities who succe$gfatcomplish the tasks as-
signed to them are subject to positive social eatédn, while those who avoid
these tasks or experience defeats are exposedavivesperceptions from other
group members. While the former experience signesgpect, the latter are ex-
posed to devaluation or criticism. The fulfillmesftthe group’s needs and objec-
tives depends on its members’ effectiveness inphesuit of specific goals;
therefore, the individuals who make use of the cet@pcies crucial in the im-
plementation of group tasks are perceived as résiplec By contrast, individuals
who do not contribute to the achievement of goalsnake their achievement
difficult are exposed to isolation and even rettilt seems, therefore, that the
prerequisite of social inclusion in an open (nomifg) environment is a positive
perception of a person with disability as capabil@ciivating resources impor-
tant for the functioning of a group. Thus, depegdon the specificity of the
applied criteria, each individual with a disabilittecoming a member of many
different groups, is subject to the evaluation pss; though due to certain vari-

LA detailed analysis of the genesis of specificnmative assumptions can be found in
Reykowski’s article (1990).



332 PAWEL. KURTEK

ables such as the type of status or relationshgpadsessment probably remains
significantly diversified. In general, however, thalowing factors have been
found to correlate with high respect for peoplehvdisabilities: communication,
independence, self-service skills, productivitynigrity, controllability, visibil-
ity of disfunctions, and safety and predictability relationships (Schmelkin,
1984; Westbrook, Legge, & Pennay, 1998k@&vski, 1994; Kossewska, 2003).
This is manifested in the form of a stable patfriacceptance towards particu-
lar groups of people with disabilities (HarasymiwHorne, 1976; Horne & Ric-
ciardo, 1988; Westbrook et al., 1993). Among ndatrees, the most accepting
attitudes are shown towards somatically ill persémg., those afflicted with
heart disease, asthma, or arthritis). People whitysigal disabilities and people
with sensory disorders are given slightly less ptargce. Further on the scale of
acceptance by non-relatives are people with psycfedl disorders — i.e., with
mental illness and intellectual disabilities. Thevoain negative attitudes were
found to be directed at socially maladjusted peopieh as former prisoners,
drug addicts, and alcoholics (Urban, 1992). Therimdlization of social stigma
contributes to the activation of positive feedbdZaborowski, 1980). People
with disabilities fit in with the negative labelpliting their activity and aspira-
tions as well as their own chances of developmadtszlf-fulfillment. As a re-
sult, they become even more inefficient and sudltlepto social rejection (Hig-
gins, as cited in Ostrowska, 1997).

Conditional respect can therefore be understoodnasvaluation scheme —
a personal (or collective) assessment of a paatigntividual or type of a group,
based on updated patterns of normative beliefssdlhssessments take the form
of emotional affects (measured as tendencies fonperspecific actions) as well
as evaluation judgments (disclosed in the form tmftesnents) (Reykowski,
1990). However, due to different levels of contfekplicit vs. implicit), these
indicators may be dissonant or consonant. In ai@égtentify explicit normative
assumptions that set the conditions of respecpéssons with disabilities, we
decided to develop a questionnaire and conductlaxpnary study.

METHOD

The measurement of respect as a positive evaluafianother person or
group may be based on declared indicators (in ¢ fof verbal statements)
or behavioral indicators that express specificcie tendencies. Indicators of
the former type are the basis of the questionna@cénique, while behavioral
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indicators are used in observation techniques. grbposed tool is a question-
naire that uses verbal statements as a manifastatidetailed evaluation judg-
ments about persons with disabilities. The develapnof this tool comprised
the following stages: organizing the factors ofpexs and devaluation based on
empirical data (bottom-up approach), the constounctif a scale for a pilot study,
the analysis of construct validity based on exptmsafactor analysis, and the
analysis of reliability based on the indicatorsntérnal consistency and absolute
stability of the test.

The construction of the test items and the responszale

The first stage of the study consisted in the eizgdindentification of the
factors of conditional respect and devaluation.rfjiiwo competent judges
(fifth-year Psychopedagogy students) were askegivi® a written answer to the
following open questionWhat types of behavior of people with disabilities
crease and what types of behavior decrease theectspther people show to-
wards them?After the content (semantic) analysis of theirtteri answers,
| created a set of 41 detailed test items des@ipwositive and negative manifes-
tations of the functioning of individuals with disfities. The estimation of the
importance of particular forms of activity of a pen with a disability is based
on a 7-point bipolar scale: from -&is behavior significantly reduces the re-
spondent’s respect towards a person with a disghilio +3 this behavior
greatly increases the respondents respect towargserson with a disabilily
This construction of the scale enables the gradaifathe significance of nega-
tive and positive behaviors (the zero point is tedaas neutral for conditional
respect).

Psychometric goodness of the CRPD-Q

The verification of a test’s validity and relialyliis fundamental to the as-
sessment of its psychometric value (Br#eki, 2003). To this end, | carried out
a pilot study. Following the recommendations coni®y the proportion of the
number of questionnaire items to the size of tlseaech sample, which should
range from 1/5 to 1/10 (Nunnally, 1978; Child, 19@&®rsuch, 1983; Tabachnick
& Fidell, 1989), | decided to adopt the ratio 08 1As a consequence, the study
was conducted with a sample of 323 people, theachenistics of which are
presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Sample Characteristics: Sex, Age, and RelationshgpDisabled Person
Variable Frequency
Sex FemaleN = 163) Male {l = 60)
Age (Mean;SD) 23.6; 8.32 23.3;4.78
Direct relationship to a disabled person with: 66%) 59 (37%)
Motor impairment 36% 41.7%
Visual or hearing impairment 16% 12.5%
Intellectual impairment 30% 20.8%
Combined impairments 18% 25%
No direct relationship to a disabled person: 98450 101 (63%)

The group analysis shows a similar percentage of amel women in their
early adulthood with similar characteristics widispect to their connections with
people with disabilities. Before interpreting thesults of factor analysis, | exam-
ined the correlation matrix based on the Bartlgiheicity Test and Keiser-
-Meyer-Olkin index. The result g = 5797.63 df = 820) proved to be signifi-
cant atp < .001, and the value of the KMO index was .90B®jclw confirms
the significant correlation between variables amastjustifies the use of factor
analysis (Wieczorkowska & Wieratski, 2007). The obtained results enabled me
to perform the analysis of validity using the explory factor analysis proce-
dure (the lack of initial theoretical assumptiomsgbuded confirmatory analysis).
The analysis of the scree plot indicated two oeg¢hdominating factors (Fig-
ure 1). In addition, according to the Kaiser cidar the eigenvalues of these
factors (> 1) make it possible to accept this qgiynh order to choose the type
of rotation, | performed a hierarchical factor aséd. Its results are presented
in Table 2.
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Table 2

Factors Loadings (Loadings > .50 in Bold) in Hiechical and Orthogonal Exploratory Factor
Analysis (With Varimax Rotation and Principal Akiactoring)

Hierarchical EFA Orthogonal EFA
nultrﬁg]er Secondary .15‘ .znd .3”1
Primary Primary Primary Factor | Factor Il Factor Il
Factor
Factor Factor Factor
1 .28 .57 .09 -14 .61 -.02 -.25
2 .09 .55 -.08 13 .56 -11 A1
3 .08 .63 A1 -.03 .64 .10 -.05
4 -.61 .07 .03 .34 -.02 .31 .63
5 .19 .61 .19 -17 .63 12 -.24
6 -.58 -.01 .06 .28 -.09 .32 .56
7 .28 .61 .10 -14 .64 -.01 -.25
8 .36 .57 .08 -17 .62 -.07 -.32
9 -.58 .01 .23 A2 -.07 .49 .39
10 .16 .55 -.02 .03 .57 -.08 -.03
11 .09 .55 -.06 12 .56 -.09 .09
12 -.61 .00 .30 .07 -.08 .58 .36
13 -.55 -.02 .30 .03 -.10 .55 .29
14 17 .57 .02 -.01 .59 -.04 -.07
15 .15 A7 .00 .01 .48 -.06 -.05
16 -.59 -.05 .07 .27 -13 .34 .54
17 .26 .64 12 -.15 .68 .02 -.25
18 .07 .55 -13 .19 .55 -15 .18
19 A1 .65 -.16 .21 .67 -.19 .18
20 -.53 -.07 .09 .22 -14 .33 .46
21 .23 .72 .00 .00 74 -.08 -.08
22 .18 .61 .02 -.01 .63 -.04 -.08
23 .09 .55 -.07 12 .56 -.10 .10
24 -.62 -.04 13 .23 -12 41 .52
25 .14 .65 -.06 .10 .67 -.10 .05
26 -.53 -.07 .32 -.01 -14 .56 .24
27 -.53 -.03 .45 -12 -.10 .69 13
28 -.40 .05 .55 -.28 -.01 .73 -.09
29 .15 .64 -.08 A1 .65 -.13 .06
30 -.52 .07 .52 -.18 .00 .76 .06
31 .04 43 .04 .02 43 .04 .02
32 -.62 -.05 .37 .00 -.13 .65 .29
33 .10 .51 .01 .03 .52 -.02 .00
34 .21 .68 -.07 .07 .70 -15 .00
35 .26 .69 .02 -.04 .72 -.08 -14
36 -42 -.02 A7 -21 -.07 .66 -.01
37 12 .64 -.02 .08 .66 -.06 .04
38 .22 .63 .08 -.09 .66 .00 -17
39 -.48 .03 .40 -.10 -.04 .62 12
40 -.53 .08 43 -.08 .00 .68 17
41 17 .56 -.06 .06 .58 -.12 .00
Eigenvalue - — — —
Variance - - - - 23% 13% 6%

explained
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Figure 1.Scree plot for exploratory factor analydié£ 323).

The analysis presented in Table 2 reveals the ¢heksecondary factor, su-
perior to primary factors; therefore, | decidedus®e orthogonal factor analysis
with Varimax rotation, which involves a varied nuenbof items in particular
factors (23 items in Factor I, 10 items in Factprahd four items in Factor Ill).
The three factors together explain a total of 4268 the variance in the results
(Factor | — 25.61%, Factor Il — 13.32%, and Fadtb~ 3.75%). In further
analyses, the test items which were not stati$yicagnificant for any of the
factors were removed from the pool (items: 9, 15,21)? In addition, due to the
strong representation of test items in Factoralsb decided to remove the items
with lower loadings (items: 2, 18)Thus, 35 items qualified for the next explor-
atory factor analysis, presented in Table 3.

2 The following items were removed: “Lack of gratieufor the received care or help,” “Taking
life as it is,” “Destructive addictions (alcohokudjs),” and “Starting a family.”

3 These were the following items: 2. “I do not wamtbe treated as a disabled, but as an able-
-bodied person” (.56) and 18. “Expecting normalatneent from others (without special
allowances)” (.55).
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Table 3

Factor Loadings for a Set of 35 Items Based on @ytimal Factor Analysis With Varimax
Rotation (Loadings > .50 in Bold) and Item Categerie

- 1 o Item
Factor Factor  category
1. Perseverance; does not easily surrender tositiesr .62 13 P
2. Understanding for others .64 -.08 CS
3. Verbal aggressiveness towards others -.06 -.55 1A
4. Keeping spirits up .66 -.02 IS
5. Rejecting others -12 -.53 IA
6. Openness, readiness for contact .66 .10 CS
7. Optimism despite difficulties related to diséiil .64 .19 IS
8. Lack of self-pity .56 .08 IS
9. Showing initiative in social contacts .56 .02 CS
10. Blaming others for one’s fate -.08 -.68 1A
11. Coping with one’s own disability (overcomingstédicles related toit) .70 .14 P
12. Taking advantage of others (seeking one’s cawrefits at the 11 62 IR
expense of others)
13. Trying to live a normal life, overcoming eveaydproblems .58 .07 P
14. Vulgarity -.17 -.52 1A
15. Avoiding tasks -.10 -.68 IR
16. Friendly, cordial attitude towards others .70 .07 CS
17. Independence (coping with some activities) .64 .09 P
18. Pursuing a goal .75 .09 P
19. Helping others .65 .05 CS
20. Willingness to take up work or further educatio .57 .03 P
21. Physical aggressiveness, e.g. screaming, kickizating -.15 -.59 1A
22. Life activity (openness to new challenges) .67 .06 P
23. Lack of cooperation in the performance of stiaasks -.15 -.61 IR
24. Abusing other people’s help .01 -.61 IR
25. Making one’s life meaningful despite disability .64 .09 IS
26. Taking on the role of a victim (complaining abone’s fate, self-pity) .01 -.73 IR
27. Taking out one’s negative emotions on others 13 -. -72 1A
28. Sense of humor .52 .03 IS
29. Overcoming one’s difficulties 74 12 P
30. An entitlement attitude (expecting specialtireant) -.07 -.60 IR
31. Will to live (cheerfulness and joy of life) .66 .03 IS
32. Trying to make one’s dreams come true despstabiity .66 .06 P
33. Atendency to arouse compassion for one’s cevrefit -.03 -.62 IR
34. Burdening others with one’s suffering .01 -69 IR
35. Acceptance of one’s otherness .57 A1 IS
Eigenvalue 8.75 5.70
Variance explained 25% 16%
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A secondary factor analysis with Varimax orthogormdhtion on the reduced
pool of 35 items showed the validity of two (rathiban three) factors, as the
percentage of variance explained by Factor Il iaseel (from 14.82% to
16.28%), with a small loss in the total percentafj@xplained variance (from
45.40% to 41.27%). In addition, the items importiont Factor 1l also heavily
load on Factor Il. The sets of items for two fastprepared in this way were
subjected to a theoretical analysis based on ttegodes of beliefs according to
J. Reykowski’'s (1990) theory of normative belidfs;other words, the analysis
was based on the top-down approach. The contenlityadf the items selected
in each factor was analyzed by competent judgedicBlar test items were as-
signed to specific categories from the followingdiogy of beliefs defining the
criteria for the evaluation of a disabled person:

1. Individual Productivity (IP) — an individual uedakes life tasks aimed at
the creation of a work, mainly for the personaldde.g., “I do what | can”);

2. Individual Receptivity (IR) — an individual doest undertake life tasks
but burdens other people with them (e.g., “Do itrfe”);

3. Collective Productivity (CP) — a person undesetakfe tasks aimed at the
creation of a work, mainly for the common good (€'btry to give something to
others™);

4. Collective Receptivity (CR) — an individual dosst undertake life tasks,
but expects nondisabled people to take care oflpeuwith disabilities (e.g., “We
are entitled to it");

5. Individual Synergy (IS) — constructive managetafone’s emotions for
one’s own mental comfort (internal actions);

6. Individual Antagonism (IA) — a person undertakegisocial activities
for his or her benefit, at the expense of others;

7. Collective Synergy (CS) — an individual revethle ability to interact and
empathize with other people (externalized actisjtie

8. Collective Antagonism (CA) — a person underta&etsocial actions for
the benefit of his or her own group, at the experisgther groups.

The judges’ decisions on the classification of té&t items were limited to
only five of the eight categories of normative b#dilisted above: Individual
Productivity (IP), Individual Receptivity (IR), Imddual Synergy (IS), Individ-
ual Antagonism (lA), and Collective Synergy (CSgdsTable 3). The decisions
of the five judges (leading second-year psycholsgydents) were compared
with the decisions of the author of the tool (apaant of reference) based on
a correlation analysis. For this purpose, the Kdideyer-Olkin test and Bart-
lett’s sphericity test were used. The result of KM®94) and the result of
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v2 (34.2259,df = 10), significant at the level gb > .01, indicates a satisfac-
tory level of compliance. Thus, the factorial anghtent validity of the tool
were proved.

In the next stage, | analyzed the reliability of tuestionnaire based on the
indicators of stability and internal consistencyZ&inski, 2003). For this pur-
pose, | carried out a repeated measurement praedthst-retest) in the same
research group at an interval of four months (ss#@€r4). The sample consisted
of 14 men and 25 women, aged 19 to 26 yddrs 20.93,SD = 1.27), living in
a city (19 people) and in a village (20 people).siof the respondents (29 peo-
ple) had no direct relationship to a disabled peremd 10 respondents declared
such a relationship (mainly a disabled family membe a friend). Thirty-
-nine people out of the original group of 59 pap@ated in the second stage
of the study.

Table 4
Test-Retest Stability of the Items (Pearson’s r Elations)

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
r .20 B1x BaRe BOR 4% 0% 60 .17 52k BOF 32% 4G
Item 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
r BER 7h%k @3k 7Rk Bk 74k GTRF 74% BE Rk BERk 7R A%k
Item 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35

r .38* .34* 54%* 60**  76** .61** .76** .88 52**  31* 2%

Note.*p < .05; *p <.01.

The correlations indicate a low stability of iterhs8, 11, 24, 25, and 34,
while the remaining positions maintained a highrdegf repeatability (.01). For
this reason, 29 items qualified for the final versof the questionnaire. The sets
of items for five categories (IP, IR, IS, IA, CSgxre subjected to internal consis-
tency analysis with a Cronbach’s alpha test (Taple

Table 5
Cronbach’sa Coefficients for the Extracted Categories of Nornaieliefs
Categories Numbers of items o
IP — Individual Productivity 13,17, 18, 20, 22,32 .83
IR — Individual Receptivity 12, 15, 23, 30, 33 .74
IS — Individual Synergy 4,7,28,31,35 .79
IA — Individual Antagonism 3,5,10, 14, 21, 27 .79

CS - Collective Synergy 2,6,9, 16,19 73
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The obtained internal consistency coefficients satisfactory for particular
sets of test items, as they exceed the minimum &@v&0 (Sveinbjornsdottir &
Thorsteinsson, 2008), which makes it legitimatadsume that they consistently
reflect the diverse systems of beliefs influenchegpect towards people with
disabilities. Thus, the results of the psychomedrialysis indicate that the meas-
ure (CRPD-Q) is sufficiently valid and reliable.

Interpretation guidelines

At the current stage of development, the tool rhayused in nomothetic
studies to compare different groups in terms ohlibe general level of condi-
tional respect and the importance of specific nestétions of behavior of a per-
son with a disability for a gain or loss of respddiographic research can focus
only on the analysis of the configuration of theeficategories of normative be-
liefs in the formation of conditional respect fargple with disabilities.

The general level of conditional respect is meadiry summing up the ab-
solute values from all test items. The overall heslitained in this way indicates
the importance of the characteristics of a persith avdisability distinguished in
the test for the respondent’s general conditioegpect. Thus, a lower score will
suggest lesser importance of a personal factotevehhigher score will indicate
a significant role of the life activity of a perswiith a disability in the formation
of the respondent’s respect.

The relative values of the scores can also prosdaiee interesting findings.
While negative or low scores will indicate the resg@ent’s criticism (under-
estimation of desirable behavior and a focus onesmdble behavior in the
formation of respect), positive and high scores baninterpreted as a sign
of understanding (gentleness in assessing negagiiavior and overestimating
the importance of positive behavior in building pest towards people with
disabilities).

Profile analysis can be conducted based on thecduatative scores on par-
ticular test items referring to Individual Prodwity, Individual Receptivity,
Individual Synergy, and Individual Antagonism aslivas Collective Synergy.
However, due to the uneven number of items in paldr categories (5-7), we
need to multiply the obtained sums by the approgiiedex in order to compare
the distinguished types of normative beliefs digeit terms of significance. For
categories with five items (IR, IS, CS) the indsxli for the category with six
items (lA) the index is 5/6; and for the categoriytmseven items (IP) it is 5/7.
The profile analysis provides us with knowledge wbepecific systems of
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evaluation of a disabled person in specific soeralironments, thus making it

possible to estimate the risk of losing or the deaaf gaining respect for spe-
cific behaviors as a disabled person. The anabfsike profile of expectations

(especially those concerning highly valued behavioated at +3, and those con-
cerning particularly reprehensible behaviors, rateeéB) may constitute the basis
for developing the social rehabilitation procedimepeople with disabilities.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The presented questionnaire is experimental antheaturrent stage of its
construction, can be used in scientific researicitesits acceptable psychometric
properties have been confirmed. Further work ontdloé should serve to equal-
ize the number of test items across the categofie®rmative beliefs. It would
also be worth examining the importance of the djwétyi of various kinds of
disability in forming conditional respect in nonaided people. In addition, fur-
ther work should aim at normalizing the resultsswcial environments with
a diversified degree of relationships with disalpedple. Despite the shortcom-
ings indicated, the CRPD-Q at the current staggesElopment may be used in
comparative studies for the exploration of positiwel negative (i.e., strengthen-
ing and weakening) factors of respect towards aduilth disabilities.

The resulting two-factor system of categories ofnmative beliefs is con-
gruent with the previous research in this fieldeThost often appreciated atti-
tudes in people with disability are Individual Puativity, the ability to manage
their emotions (Individual Synergy), and the apilib coexist with others on
friendly terms (Collective Synergy), whereas thestnoriticized attitudes are
Individual Receptivity and Antagonism. While prodiuity (cooperative or ego-
centric) is evaluated positively, the demandingptiwity reduces respect (Hara-
symiw & Horne, 1976; Horne & Ricciardo, 1988; Koasé&a, 2003; Schmelkin,
1984; Skowski, 1994; Westbrook et al., 1993). The impocwmmf Collective
Synergy, but not Productivity, was also noted. Thisans that people with dis-
abilities are expected to show positive sociatwadis, but their limited ability to
produce social goods is taken into account.

In the present study, normative beliefs charadtercf Collective Receptiv-
ity and Antagonism were not found to be of impocanwhich may suggest that
people with disabilities are perceived as a nogiraed community that does not
pose a threat to the nondisabled majority. A dedaéinalysis of particular aspects
of the CRPD-Q makes it possible to identify thedieg normative assumptions
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that determine respect towards people with didasli Therefore, the tool can be
used to assess the possibilities for the integratibthese people (groups) in
specific social environments. Critical environmemtdl be suitable only for
those who can meet high expectations. In contsasial environments that show
a more understanding attitude set fewer conditmn®spect and give a chance
for inclusion to less well-functioning individualgnderstanding the expectations
of the social environment (formal or informal, pEe$ional or social) should be
the starting point for planning the integration ggss and counteracting rejection
(Kowalik, 2007). Identifying the factors leading an increase in respect and the
risk factors causing a decrease in respect isitstestep of rehabilitation activi-
ties, focused both on the person with a disabditgd on the modification of the
normative belief systems of social groups. Accagdimthe theory of interaction-
ism, symbolic meanings arise in the process of muiméeraction (Blumer,
2008). It is possible to reinterpret the meaningd amage of people with disabili-
ties in the process of cultural transmission. Digeing the opportunities for
productivity and synergy (despite disability), bath individual and collective
terms, may contribute to the overcoming of theesigpes of receptivity and
antagonism of people with disabilities. The diviesition and dynamism of the
social mirror may open new development opportusifier the functioning of
these people (Gajdzica, 2013).
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