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ABSTRACT

People with disabilities (PWDs), one of the
important minority groups, are exposed to

certain attitudes and prejudices causing some
problems in social life. Therefore, it is important
to examine the causes and consequences of
prejudices and attitudes toward PWDs. Our
attitudes determine how we evaluate events or
people. Our ideas and behaviors about a group

or person are also affected by our explicit and
implicit attitudes. People have different attitudes
and behaviors, either negative or positive. PWDs
are considered dependent, needy, incompetent,
trustworthy or innocent. They can be perceived
in different ways and exposed to both positive/
negative attitudes and labeling. Prejudices toward
PWDs are generally not shown explicitly due to
social approval, but they exist implicitly and still
affect the lives of the disabled through negative
behaviors they cause. Implicit biases toward
PWDs, caused by existential or evolutionary
factors, are often not consciously noticed. Implicit
biases that are not noticed cannot be intervened
and intervention strategies cannot be developed.
Hereby, this review aims to examine the attitudes
and prejudices toward PWDs within the scope

of explicit and implicit processes and to discuss
the differences between explicit and implicit
prejudices as well as the social-psychological
effects of implicit prejudices and different ways to
measure them.

oz

Onemli azinlik gruplardan biri olan engelliler,
giinliik yagamlarinda problemlere neden olabilen
bazi olumsuz tutumlara ve dnyargilara maruz
kalmaktadir. Bu nedenle engellilere yonelik
Onyargi ve tutumlarin sebeplerinin ve yarattigi
sonuglarm incelenmesi 6nemli goriilmektedir.
Tutumlarimiz olaylar1 veya insanlari nasil
degerlendirdigimizi belirlemektedir. Bir grup veya
kisi hakkindaki fikirlerimiz ve davranislarimiz

da bizim agik ve ortiik tutumlarimiz tarafindan
etkilenmektedir. Kisiler negatif veya pozitif olmak
iizere farkli tutum ve davranislara sahiptirler.
Engelliler toplum tarafindan bagimli, ihtiyag
sahibi, yetersiz, ¢aligkan, giivenilir veya masum
olarak farkli sekillerde algilanabilmekte, olumlu
ve olumsuz tutum ve etiketlenmelere maruz
kalabilmektedirler. Engellilere yonelik 6nyargilar
sosyal kabul edilebilirlikten de etkilendigi i¢in
genel olarak acik bir sekilde gosterilmemekte
ancak ortiik bir sekilde var olmakta ve engellilerin
hayatini etkileyen bazi olumsuz davranislara neden
olabilmektedir. Varolugsal veya evrimsel faktorler
nedeni ile olusan engellilere yonelik ortiik 6nyargilar
genellikle bilingli olarak fark edilememektedir.
Fark edilemeyen ortiik 6nyargilara miidahale
edilememekte, degistirilmesi igin stratejiler
gelistirilememektedir. Bu sebeple bu gozden
gecirme ¢aligmasinda, engellilere yonelik tutum

ve Onyargilarin agik ve ortiik siiregler kapsaminda
incelenmesi, agik ve ortiik 6nyargilar arasindaki
farklarin ve ortiik tutum ve Onyargilarin yarattigi
psikososyal etkilerin tartisilmasi ve ortiik dnyargilar
Olgme yontemlerinin ele alinmasi amaglanmaktadir.
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INTRODUCTION

Prejudices targeting marginalized groups based on factors
such as ethnic or racial origin, gender, or ability give rise
to significant societal issues, leading to social exclusion
and discrimination across various segments (Altman, 1981;
Bastian et al., 2012; Thalhammer et al., 2001). Within

this complex landscape, People with Disabilities (PWDs)
emerge as one of the largest minority groups, facing the
brunt of negative attitudes (Nario-Redmond, 2019). The
global scale of this challenge is immense, with over 1
billion PWDs, constituting 15% of the world's population
(World Health Organization- WHO, 2020). On a more
localized level, Tiirkiye is home to almost 5 million PWDs,
comprising 6% of the country's population (Tiirkiye
Istatistik Kurumu- TUIK, 2015). Education, employment,
access to health, public services, transportation, and
participation in social and cultural activities constitute
domains where PWDs often confront social exclusion

and discrimination (Balci, 2019; Banks et al., 2018).
Despite extensive legislative efforts at both national and
international levels and the optimistic discourse emanating
from the public and policymakers in support of individuals
with disabilities, persistent challenges endure.

In an attempt to elucidate the reasons behind the apparent
discrepancy between spoken intentions and actual actions,
the dual-process framework is introduced. This framework
posits the presence of two discernible processes that shape
human cognition and decision-making, offering insights
into cognitive biases and judgment errors. Implicit and
explicit attitudes and biases towards people with disabilities
find their conceptualization within this framework. While
studies on attitudes towards PWDs often focus on explicit
attitudes, it becomes evident that individuals' actions are
significantly influenced by implicit attitudes and prejudices
(Wilson & Scior, 2014). Negative implicit attitudes

can result in harmful behavioral, verbal, or emotional
responses, contributing to societal perceptions that label
PWDs as incapable, needy, or dependent (Antonak &
Livneh, 2000; Karaca & Nam, 2021). These negative
implicit attitudes significantly contribute to the challenges
faced by PWDs across the mentioned domains.

Recognizing disability as a human rights issue becomes

paramount, prompting a critical analysis of discriminatory
behaviors and negative attitudes from this broader
perspective. Therefore, the primary objective of this article
is to introduce the nuanced concept of implicit attitudes,
delve into their profound impact on the lives of PWDs,

and discuss methods for measuring implicit attitudes. In
addition, our secondary aim emphasizes the critical need
for tools to measure implicit attitudes specifically related to
disability in the Turkish context and advocates for further
research in this area

Explicit and Implicit Attitudes

What people think of others and how they adjust their
behavior accordingly have been an important study area
of the field of social psychology (Myers, 2022). A person's
perception and evaluation in favor of or against another
person, object or group is called attitude (Eagly & Chaiken,
1993). When the attitude is negative, it is referred to

as prejudice (Stangor, 2009). Attitudes influence what
people pay attention to, how they perceive events, things,
other people, and groups, and what they remember about
them. So, we presume that attitudes shape decisions and
behaviors (Glock & Kovacs, 2013; Maio et al., 2018).
Nevertheless, the attitude and behavior relationship is not
that straightforward. In some instances, expressed attitudes
and behaviors may be even contradicting due to several
mediating factors (Myers, 2022).

In order to uncover the intricate relationship of attitude
and behavior, scholars have focused on discerning explicit
and implicit attitudes and their predictive power on both
spontaneous and deliberate behaviors (Maio et al., 2018).
Explicit attitudes involve conscious processes that can be
expressed verbally or behaviorally, while implicit attitudes
are shaped by unconscious processes and might not find
expression in verbal or behavioral forms (Dovidio et al.,
2011). Explicit attitudes are controllable and typically
reported verbally, leading to deliberate behaviors (Dovidio
et al., 2011; Dovidio & Fiske, 2012). In contrast, implicit
attitudes, operating outside conscious awareness, are
unintentionally activated and linked to spontaneous
behaviors like nonverbal actions (Dovidio et al., 1997;
Greenwald & Banaji, 1995).
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Research has indicated a weak correlation between implicit
and explicit attitudes (Markova et al., 2015; Fazio & Olson,
2003), and this distinction is encapsulated within the dual
process framework. This framework has been employed

to explore the disparities between positive discourses and,
in some instances, negative actions directed at PWDs,

a group towards which society generally disapproves
expressing negative attitudes (Crandall et al., 2002; Nosek,
2007). Notably, our explicit and implicit attitudes do not
just impact interpersonal relationships but also influence
broader social practices and policies. Recognizing this, it
becomes important to understand the factors contributing to
discriminatory actions and thoughts towards PWDs, aiming
to reduce discrimination and promote social cohesion
(Friedman, 2023).

Explicit and Implicit Attitudes Towards
People With Disabilities

Understanding the intricacies of discrimination becomes
paramount to alleviating its impact and fostering
inclusivity. A crucial aspect of this understanding involves
delving into the factors that contribute to discriminatory
actions and thoughts directed towards PWDs (Friedman,
2023). Recognizing that attitudes play a pivotal role

in shaping behaviors, both explicit attitudes—those
consciously reported—and implicit attitudes—those
unintentionally activated—contribute to the complex
landscape of discrimination. Unraveling the connection
between these attitudes and discriminatory practices is
vital for devising strategies to reduce prejudice, promote
equitable treatment, and enhance social cohesion starting
from education and employment. People with disabilities
routinely confront occurrences of social exclusion

and discrimination within the realms of education and
employment, a fact substantiated by various studies and
readily available national statistical data (Balci, 2019;
Karakuyu, 2017; Rohmer & Louvet, 2018; Wagner and
Blackorby, 1996).

Despite the protection of equal rights and opportunities in
education by law, the illiteracy rate in Turkey is 4.5 percent
for the total population, while it stands at 23 percent for
PWDs (TUIK, 2015). There are many studies on the
difficulties experienced by PWDs in their educational lives.

An early study on this subject by Wagner and Blackorby
(1996) found that children with special educational needs
have worse educational outcomes than their non-disabled
classmates. Teacher attitudes towards disabled people are
thought to be effective in creating this result (Van Mieghem
et al., 2018; Lacruz-Perez et al., 2023).

Students identified as disadvantaged and in need of
special education are affected by both explicit and implicit
attitudes. However, these two types of attitudes may

not align when directed towards the same students with
disabilities (e.g., Lacruz-Perez et al., 2023). In a meta
synthesis study, it was reported that explicit attitudes
towards students with disabilities were mostly positive,
while implicit attitudes were negative, and the behaviors
of candidate teachers were better predicted by implicit
attitudes (Glock & Kovacs, 2013). These implicit

biases may be why teachers move away from inclusive
education and struggle to teach students with disabilities.
Additionally, attitudes of teacher candidates towards the
inclusion of students in need of special education and
inclusive education can change positively or negatively
depending on the type or severity of disability, and
experience and confidence of teachers (Glock & Kovacs,
2013; Van Mieghem et al., 2018). For instance, it was
reported that teachers' implicit attitudes were neutral
toward students with learning disabilities but negative
toward students with challenging behaviors (Krischler &
Pit-ten Cate, 2018).

The limited access to educational opportunities can
adversely impact the workforce participation of PWDs.
Moreover, even when they engage in professional life,
implicit biases contribute to workplace disadvantages
(Fiske et al., 2002; Mamatoglu & Tasa, 2018). People with
disabilities who often have the same degree or occupation
may face a lower chance of getting hired because they

are perceived as less competent than people without
disabilities (Rohmer & Louvet, 2018), This situation poses
significant challenges to equal opportunities. Consequently,
many countries, including Tiirkiye, have implemented
legal measures to promote PWDs' inclusion in the
workforce. For instance, Labor Law No. 4857 mandates
that employers with fifty or more employees in the same
provincial area, whether in state or private institutions,
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must employ 3% of their current workforce as PWDs
(Labour Law, 2003). Despite such efforts, TUIK (2021)
data reveals a labor force participation rate of 22.1% for
PWDs, considerably lower than the 50.2% recorded for the
overall population.

Even when PWDs engage in professional life, challenges
persist, ranging from physical accommodations to issues
of accessibility (Karakuyu, 2017; Kanyilmaz Polat, 2020).
Negative attitudes and stereotypes further exacerbate their
work experiences, with PWDs often unfairly associated
with low levels of competence (Rohmer & Louvet, 2018).
These pervasive stereotypes and prejudiced attitudes

may lead to the marginalization of disabled individuals

in the workplace, pushing them into roles below their
professional capabilities. However, this phenomenon is
not always overtly evident, as individuals may refrain
from explicit expressions of hatred and discrimination,
contributing to a subtle but impactful form of workplace
exclusion (e.g., Stier & Hinshaw, 2007).

Individuals are generally hesitant to openly articulate
prejudiced attitudes and tend to avoid manifesting negative
sentiments on socially sensitive matters such as racism,
disability, ethnicity, and nationality (Baston & Vosgerau,
2016; Friedman, 2019; Kuklinski et al., 1997; McKenzie
& Carrie, 2018). Notably, individuals without disabilities
commonly refrain from explicitly expressing prejudiced
attitudes towards PWDs, firmly believing in their non-
prejudiced actions and appearances (Friedman, 2019).
Furthermore, societal norms disapprove of the expression
of negative attitudes towards PWDs. Crandall et al. (2002)
conducted research revealing that overt negative attitudes
towards deaf and blind individuals are deemed less
acceptable compared to negative attitudes directed at other
socially marginalized groups.

Explicitly positive or neutral attitudes, alongside implicitly
negative ones upheld by society and professionals in
educational and employment settings, significantly shape
the experiences of PWDs and contribute to societal
notions surrounding disability (Charlesworth & Banaji,
2019; Friedman, 2019; 2023). Friedmans’s study (2023)
revealed that a substantial percentage of disability
professionals, 77.24% explicitly and 82.03% implicitly,

prefer non-disabled individuals, emphasizing the need for
professionals to cultivate self-awareness and address their
biases to mitigate social impacts of disability.

It is crucial to recognize that seemingly positive behaviors
may be influenced by preconceptions such as perceiving
the disability group as 'inadequate,' highlighting the
importance of understanding underlying attitudes. Behavior
alone is an imperfect indicator of true attitudes, as people
can consciously control their actions and expressions.
Bayrak (2021) emphasizes that what individuals say or

do does not necessarily reflect their genuine thoughts and
feelings. Implicit attitudes and biases play a significant role
in shaping behaviors, and several studies (e.g., Gawronski
2007; Friedman, 2017, 2019, 2023; Lacruz-Perez et al.,
2023) highlight disparities between explicit and implicit
attitudes towards PWDs. Additionally, implicit attitudes
towards PWDs appeared to be more persistent compared

to explicit attitudes towards the same group, as well as
implicit attitudes towards sexual orientation and race
(Charlesworth & Banaji, 2019). While overtly people

may strive to appear equal and fair, implicit biases persist,
contributing to ongoing challenges faced by PWDs in
various aspects of life.

How Implicit Attitudes and Biases Arise?

Many factors contribute to the formation of implicit biased
attitudes towards PWDs. This process is extremely fast

in our early years of life. This tacit knowledge has been
present for many years (Banaji, 2001). Formation of
implicit biases can be analysed from the disability models
perspective, as the way people perceive disability can
serve as a source of formation of implicit attitudes. For
instance, the moral model encompasses numerous negative
attitudes and discriminative behaviors towards PWDs,
since disability is portrayed as a pathetic or dangerous
thing that occurs due to the bad deeds of individuals or
their families (Smart, 2018). Consequently, individuals
without disabilities in this model inevitably exhibit limited
understanding, harbor negative attitudes, and engage in
instant labeling of PWDs. Likewise, in the biomedical
model, disability is characterized as a biological, mental,
and emotional pathology, deemed a deficiency necessitating
medical treatment and rehabilitation (Goodley, 2014;
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Smart, 2018). The biomedical model accentuates the
inadequacies of PWDs, exaggerates the negative aspects of
disability, views it as a dependency or tragedy, and solely
focuses on addressing what is perceived as broken. This
perspective fosters implicit prejudices and stereotypes,
distorting perceptions and influencing social interactions
(Friedman, 2019).

Another source contributing to the formation of implicit
biases is attribution errors. Wright (1983) defined one

of these attribution errors as "disability spread" which
refers to the situation in which physical disability is
ascribed by observers to the mental, social, and emotional
characteristics of the person. In essence, individuals often
associate a person's disability with all of their individual
traits, reducing them solely to the label of a disabled
person. An illustrative example of this phenomenon is
observed in individuals with a physical disability that

does not impact their emotional or mental state; they are
frequently perceived as mentally or emotionally delayed
solely due to their physical disability (Keller & Galgay,
2010). This concept aims to elucidate the widespread
assumption that a person with a disability cannot meet their
basic needs and succeed in areas such as education, work,
and social life due to their disability (e.g., Glock & Kovacs,
2013; Rohmer & Louvet, 2018; Wagner & Blackorby,
1996). The belief in the "disability spread" is thought to
be represented by both explicit and implicit attitudes and
biases, manifesting in our daily lives. Perceiving PWDs as
incompetent, useless, immature, and looked down upon by
others is associated with the attribution of disability status
to all characteristics of the person (Dunn, 2019; Keller &
Galgay, 2010).

Furthermore, in alignment with the belief in the spread
of disability, PWDs as a whole are seen as inadequate,
leading to the perception of inadequacy and, subsequently,
the perception of PWDs as children. This phenomenon is
referred to as "infantilization" (Keller & Galgay, 2010).
Studies reported differences in the verbal interaction
patterns of people interacting with people with visible
disabilities. These studies uncovered that people use a
similar verbal interaction pattern with the child when
interacting with a disabled person, and they use more
words and speak at higher frequencies (Gouvier et al.,

1994; Liesener & Mills, 1999). In a study, medical students
were observed to speak childishly when approaching
cerebral palsy patient simulators (Robey, et al., 2006).
Childish conversations continued, although professionals
learned that patients were cognitively alert and able to
fully participate in treatment processes. Robey et al.
(2006) reported that these attitudes are usually caused by
implicit processes, and that these attitudes underlie verbal
and behavioral responses, which may explain some of the
contradictions between implicit attitudes and behaviors of
the person.

From an evolutionary point of view, the absence of an
optimal genetic fitting for physical disabilities could affect
the behavior of individuals (Neuberg & Cottrell, 2008).
Physical appearance provides an important indication of
bodily integrity, security, completeness and robustness,

and physical disability is considered a superficial indicator
that elicits thoughts about pathogens (Dovidio et al.,

2011). Because of this, people without disabilities may

be sensitive to “abnormal” appearance and behavioral
“abnormalities,” react involuntarily and produce biased
responses (Dovidio et al., 2019). According to this theory,
the wholeness and integrity of the body is perceived by
people as a sign of physical health and could be seen as a
resource that gives others a sense of security. When faced
with a physical disability, people may unconsciously regard
any difference in physical integrity as dangerous and
develop some prejudicial attitudes (Park et al., 2003). Thus,
people may physically or emotionally distance themselves
from PWDs.

In addition, stigma can also arise from existential motives
related to a person’s existence, importance, and mortality.
According to Terror Management Theory, humans have

a basic instinct to protect themselves and are aware

of their mortality (Greenberg et al., 1997; Solomon et

al., 2004). Living with the consciousness of mortality,
which is the inevitable end, is a difficult and existentially
threatening situation for human beings. For this reason,
cues that remind people of their mortality and frailty can
be perceived as threatening, just as having a physical or
mental disability that deviates from the norms of normalcy
can be seen as dangerous and, consequently, stigmatized
(Martens et al., 2004). Existential anxiety may be the basis
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of this reaction for people who do not meet the standard
of normalcy. A study by Hirschberger et al. (2005) within
the framework of terror management theory examined
whether the fear of death is one of the underlying causes
of emotional reactions towards PWDs by assessing the
effect of physical disability on death-related cognitions and
personal fear of death. Researchers reported that a person
with a physical disability triggers death-related cognitions
in nondisabled people (Hirschberger et al., 2005). This
study suggested the possibility that stigma and its causes
result from an implicit existential response.

Measurement of Implicit Attitudes

The inability of participants to respond honestly to

scales due to factors such as assessment anxiety or social
desirability (e.g., Friedman, 2019; Lacruz-Perez et al.,
2023; Nisbett & Wilson, 1977; Nosek, 2007; Rosenberg,
2009) calls into question the reliability and validity of
explicit measurement techniques for attitudes. In addition,
these problems may become more eminent in attitudinal
measures on issues such as ethnic or racial prejudice that
are relevant to social desirability (De Houwer, 2006;
Senyurt et al., 2020). According to Antonak and Livneh
(2000), when the subjects are aware of the purpose of the
measurement, such as attitudes towards disabled people,
they try to modify their answers. Therefore, the validity
and reliability of the measurements become questionable
(e.g., Nisbett & Wilson, 1997). For this reason, we cannot
solely rely on explicit measurement tools to measure
attitudes and biases toward PWDs. However, this does
not mean that there are no prejudices against PWDs. It is
highly likely that implicit prejudices, whether evolutionary
or existential, can operate against this minority group
intensely experiencing discrimination and stigmatization.
Therefore, it can be argued that it may be more useful and
effective to utilize implicit rather than explicit measures to
uncover the prejudice and discrimination experienced by
this minority group.

In order to obtain reliable results when measuring bias,
implicit measures are used to prevent the intervention

of conscious processes (McKenzie & Carrie, 2018).
Implicit measures are thought to involve more complex
and challenging processes than explicit measures and are

frequently employed to assess controversial topics such as
stigma and discrimination. Implicit measurement methods
aim to gauge people's feelings, thoughts, or behaviors
using various techniques that differ from self-reporting.
The primary goal is to reduce the influence of external
factors, such as evaluation anxiety and social desirability,
to achieve more reliable results (Hofmann et al., 2005).
Completion of word fragments (e.g., completet _wb r y
for strawberry) or word stem completion (e.g., complete
ban__ for banana) are implicit test techniques that use
linguistic cues (Challis & Brodbeck, 1992; Olson & Fazio,
2003). Methods involving response times are often used
to measure implicit bias as well (Wilson & Scior, 2014).
Semantic preparation using the "sequential firing" method;
Affect Misattribution Procedure (HHAP; Payne et al.,
2005), is a simpler structure of sequential priming.

Categorization-based measures such as the Implicit
Association Test (IAT) (Banaji & Hardin, 1996); and the
Go/No-Go association task (GNAT; Nosek & Banaji, 2001)
are indirect techniques used to measure implicit attitudes.
Greenwald et al. (1998) developed the IAT, which is the
most widely used implicit measurement method worldwide.
IAT assumes that related stimuli are encoded together in
semantic memory. Participants are asked to categorize
words or images, making as few mistakes as possible and
as quickly as possible. IAT assesses the duration of the
response to the external stimulus and the errors made. The
IAT is calculated by comparing the agreement rates and
error rates of pictures or words that match the stereotypes
and those that do not. The IAT is used to measure bias in
areas where social concerns such as racism, ethnicity, and
ableism are prevalent (e.g., McKenzie & Erin, 2018; Nosek
et al., 2007).

Various tests are used to measure implicit attitudes
towards PWDs, but the reaction time technique is a
frequently preferred one (Wittenbrink & Schwarz,
2007). The Disability Attitude Implicit Association Test
(DAIAT; (Pruett & Chan, 2006), the Implicit Attitudes
toward Athletes with Disabilities versus Athletes without
Disabilities (IATAD; (White et al., 2006), Infantilization
Implicit Association Test (Robey et al., 2006), Multiple
Disability Implicit Association Test (MDIAT; Thomas

et al., 2007), and revised MDIAT (Vaughn et al., 2011)

37



Cukurova Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlist Dergisi: Yil: 2024 Cilt: 33 No: 1 Sayfa: 31-46

are some examples. The commonly used DAIAT asks
participants to match and categorize categories of disabled
and non-disabled people with their "good" and "bad"
characteristics. DAIAT, like classical IAT techniques, is
based on reaction time. A fast response time indicates

that the relationship between groups and given traits or
existing stereotypes is strong (Friedman, 2019). These
implicit attitude tests are generally computerized and have
consistent techniques and scoring. A study evaluating
DAIAT, MDIAT and IATAD tests and comparing explicit
and implicit measurement techniques stated that these three
implicit measurement techniques provide consistent results
(Thomas et al., 2014).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this comprehensive review, an examination of attitudes
and prejudices towards PWDs was conducted, drawing a
clear distinction between implicit and explicit attitudes. The
origins of these prejudices and the measurement techniques
employed were elucidated, with a particular emphasis on
the social problems stemming from these biases.

Explicit biases, prevalent in the general population,

are subject to controllable cognitive processes that can
be consciously considered and verbally expressed. On
the other hand, implicit biases represent patterns that
automatically manifest during evaluations, exerting a
dual influence on human behavior (Markova et al., 2015;
Nosek, 2007; Olson & Fazio, 2009). The repercussions
of behaviors aligned with these biases are particularly
profound for certain groups, notably PWDs, who encounter
pervasive prejudices and stereotypes in critical domains
like education, work, and accessibility. The persistence
of inequality among social groups is attributed, in part,
to explicit and implicit biases, exacerbating the existing
problem (Sawyer & Gampa, 2022).

It is thought that awareness about attitudes should be
raised in order to reduce the exclusion and segregation
practices that disabled people are exposed to. According
to some models and views, implicit and explicit attitudes
coexist in memory; even if one of these attitudes changes,
the other cannot change, and a person may have two
separate evaluations of the same attitude object (Nosek,
2007; Wilson et al., 2000). On the other hand, according

to another perspective, explicit and implicit attitudes

may be related to each other in a sense, and changing the
explicit attitude may cause a change in the implicit attitude
(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Lacruz-Perez et al.,
2023). It is of great importance that these two perspectives
are evaluated and the necessary interventions are made to
ensure change.

Since the 1970s, empirical evidence has highlighted the
inadequacy of relying solely on introspective reports in
the field of social sciences (Baston & Vosgerau, 2016).
The direct measurement of attitudes, particularly on
socially sensitive issues, is susceptible to the participants'
inclination to respond in a socially desirable manner
(Antonak & Livneh, 2000; McKenzie & Erin, 2018;
Jones & Sigall, 1971). Consequently, in addition to
introspective techniques like self-report inventories and
explicit measurement methods, it is imperative to adapt
indirect approaches for evaluating socially sensitive
issues such as attitudes and prejudices. Attitudes toward
individuals with disabilities among Turkish-speaking
people have predominantly been investigated using explicit
measurement tools, leaving no room for exception (I1diz
& Tezel, 2018). Implicit attitude measurement techniques
are relatively new in the context of attitude literature in
Turkey (Korkmaz, 2017), with a focus on a limited number
of groups thus far, including immigrants, women, and
Kurdish people (e.g., Hiirriyetoglu, 2019; Planali1 & Kiral
Ugar, 2021; Senyurt et al., 2000). The absence of tools to
assess implicit attitudes toward people with disabilities
for Turkish-speaking individuals significantly hampers
attitude-related research across pertinent disciplines like
psychology, sociology, education, special education, and
rehabilitation. Therefore, it is crucial to develop or adopt
implicit measurement techniques for assessing implicit
attitudes towards PWDs. This strategic move aims to
elevate awareness and mitigate the discriminatory or
prejudiced behaviors and stigmatization experienced by
PWDs in Turkish speaking society.

In summary, tackling implicit attitudes is crucial for
promoting inclusivity and diminishing prejudice. The
creation or adaptation of implicit measurement instruments
customized for the Turkish context has the capacity to
enhance our insights into attitudes towards individuals with
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disabilities, thereby aiding in the establishment of a fairer
and compassionate environment. Future research initiatives
should give precedence to crafting and applying these tools,
thereby propelling the field of implicit attitude assessment
in Tiirkiye and fostering positive societal transformations.
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