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SCOPE AND CONTENTS: 

This thesis embodies the r esults of an investigation of a 

residence exclusively devoted to those who r blind. 

Work' g within the theoretical perspective of symbolic 

interactionis , the primary focu of thi s study was to discover 

whet her relationshi existed between th p t.tern of gro\tp 

organization within th resideno and th perception of th 

attitudes of the sighted tow rds the blind. Underlying its 

appro ch w s the assumption that how t he resident s perceived the 

attitudes of the sighted was related to how they evaluated them­

selve • A second focus of this stu~ was to determine the basis 

and extent of group formation within the residence. 
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CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

During the 1 st few decades , blindness has become of increasing 

concern to both 1~ nd medical groups. That severely impaired vi ion 

is a misfortune is generally admitted; only in a few scattered instances 

ha"fl any advantages been claimed for it. While stUl lagging behind 

expectations, there has been a gradual increase in the scale of commu­

nity activity over the past few years . In part, this heightened concern 

over the problems relating to blindness is connected with the increas 

in life expectancy, which has accounted for a sharp rise in the numb&r 

of elderly persons in the population. It is now widely known that a 

great deal of blindness is due to degenerative disease in an aging and 

l onger living population. Equally alarming is the revelation by a 

recent survey that over one third of blindness in Canada is due to 

prenatal causes. 1 This finding emphasizes the importance of discovering 

adequate means for the prevention or congenital blindness. 

Another major reason for concern is that the blind tend to be 

ocially isolated. 1bis social isolation appears to derive from two 

sources: firstly, from th restriction on the ability to get about; and 

secondlY, from the rejecting ttitudes or the public. As has been pointed 

1.A.lexand r E. MacDonald, ucauses of Blindness in Canada," 
Canadian Medical Association Journal, 92:264-79, 1965. 
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out, the restriction on moving around impli s a twofold handicap in. that 

it imposes a limi tat.ion on the mobil ity of t h blind indivi dual, as well 

2 as making him dependent upon the assistance of others . In turn, the 

latter exercis s an important influence on the formation of his tti­

tudes and on his abi lity t o cope with different social relationships . 

Limitation in physic 1 mobility, dependence on others, and rejection by 

the sighted public, result in the blind showing the social correlates of 

minority group status . 

In describing the underpri ileged social position of the disabled, 

Barker underlines the existing limitations in employment opportunities 

and in social and recreational activities: 

In these respects , the physically disabled is in a poSH ·ion not unlike 
that of the Negro, the Jew, and other underprivileged racial a~d religi­
ous minorities; he is a ember of an underprivileg d minority.1 

He argues that the reason for t.he limitation upon the freedom of 

the physicallY handicapped person is partly due to formal and informal 

ocial ostracism on the p rt oft h dominant majority. One example of this 

is t.he offi cial policy of many employers that require all employees to be 

physically fit, irrespective of whether or not a particul r .)ob can be 

performed by a physically disabled person. Another example is the social 

distance th£1'1:. non-disabled individuals maintain with respect t o those 

who are disabled. In Barker ' s view, this is social ostracism of the sort 

2Berthold Loweni'eld, "Psychological Aspects of Blindness , " 
Outlook for~ Blind, 41:31-36, 1947. 

3Roger G. Barker, 11Social Psychology of Physical Disability, n 
Jour!~l of Social Issues , 4:28-JB, 1948. 
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exper ienced by religious and under pr i vil eged minorities. 

'fhis view of t he blind as a minor ity group i s r ei nforced by 

their segregation from the wifer community, ot'ling to t he i ncr easing 

number of residences and other patterned relationships and activi ties 

tmich are devoted to t he exclusi ve use of the blind. A continuation of 

this process will serve, among other things, to ossify and accentuate t he 

distinctions between the bli nd and t he sighted, and to establ ish t he 

former more securely as a minority group. 'l'o the extent that this takes 

place, the increased solidarity and common underst andings of the blind 

may be expressed in the form of concerted political activity, which could 

have an j~portant impact upon society. 

In great measure, therefore, the problems f acing those ~1o are 

blind can be traced to the socially and culturally defined reactions to 

blindness. As one writer puts it, society establishes both the means of 

placing individuals in various categories and defining those personal 

attributes that are felt to be ordinary and natural for each member of 

4these categories. But the category and personal character that we assume 

an individual is characterized by (his virtual social ident ity) need not 

coincide with what he actually possesses, a~d what he can be shown to 

possess (his actual social identity) . 'I'his seems to be particularly true 

of blindness, which can be viewed, from this perspective, as a special 

discrepancy between an individual 1 s virtual and socj.al identity. 'The 

following quotations illustrate this fact: 

4Erving Goffman, Stigma (Englewood Cliffs, N. J . : Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., 1963) , p. 2. 



All too frequently, t he great tragedy of a blind person's life is 
not primarily his blindness , but the reactions o~ the family and 
social group toward him as a non-typical meniber$ .::> 

'I'he blind are the victims of the ignorance of the public concer­
0ning their real condition. 

•••• the disability and incapacitation so co~nonly found a~ong 
t.he blind have. their origin, not in the:i.r physical condition~ but in 
the impact of 'the indi.vidual upon society and its attitudes.£ 

The central feature of the blind individual's situation is~ thus, 

one of a lack of acceptance. Society does not accord him the respect and 

regard which his social identity uould otherwise invite, and which has 

led him to antici.pate receiving . In addition, he himself perceives that, 

one of his personal attrtbutes, blindness, is the basis for this lack of 

acceptance. It is manifest, there.fore, that, apart from the fact of his 

blindness , his perception of the attitudes of the sighted to'ard the blind 

t-1111 have an important beari.ng on how he evaluates himself as a person, 

how he feels about being bl:i.nd, and ho\'J' he relates himsel1.. to his fellow 

blind. it relevant question that this raises is to what extent does the 

blind person af'filiate himself uith his fello'Yl blind? Is there any 

relationship between his self-evaluation and his group affiliations? 

Are his group affiliations .rith those of a similar degree of blindness, 

or not? 

c 
.:>Kathryn E. Maxfield, "The Pre- School Blind Child. 11 In Paul A. 

2'.ahl, ed., Blindness (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press , 
1950), p . 82 . 

6Pierre Villey , l'he World of the Blind, translated by JUys 
Hallard (New York: l'he Hacmillan Co. ,T930) , p . 9 . 

71'homas D. Cutsforth, 11Personality and Social Adjustment among the 
11Blind. In Paul A. Zahl ~ ed., Blindness, p. 1'/5. 

http:beari.ng


Given question· like these, and confining our ~ttention to a 

residential commun ty, entr,y into ~1ich w~s dete~ined solely by the 

criteria of blindness and t he absence of in.firrr it,y, an attempt was :11ade 

to collect data on the self-evaluations of the residents, their percept­

ions of the attitudes of t he sighted toward the blind, and their prefer­

r ed interaction patterns within the community. This study is, therefore, 

an attempt to examine and account for the relationshi p , one to anot er, 

of thea factors . 

DATA COLLECTION: 

Our stuQy group consisted of forty-three occupants of the 

Edgewood Residence for the Blind, in Hamilton, and the research was 

conducted during t he summer of 1967. 

Information was obtained by means of an interview schedule and a 

sociometric test administered to t he residents. In addition, both the 

schedule and the test were supplemented by parti cipant observation of 

the community. 

'fhe Int erview Schedule 

While seeking to ensure that comparable dat a would be received 

from each respondent, we also required an interviewing pr ocedure which 

would allow for a free response on t heir part . By usi ng a semi­

structured interview, respondents could talk f r eel y wit hin certain limits , 

and unexpected but relevant material w~s elicited. At the same time, this 

procedure ensured a syste .ntic coverage in each area of enquir,y. 
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The interview as ~~de up of a series ot queotions roupod into 

fivo bro d arc s. • copy of the interview schedul is given in the 

Ap cndix. 'i'he qu stions wore c:ked in unifom or er using a standard 

oruin6• hhun th situation po •. itted, probing by ~eans of encouraG ­

rnont or neutral questions to the ro po dent was taken adv ntage of. In 

ddition, digr ssionn by tho respond nts re permitted insof&r as th y 

were Wo . tive. It was originally intend d to record all int n."ie s 

by tape-recorder, but a certain degree ot resistance on the part ot 

several residents necessitated a compromis if the interviews re to 

secured. Th result s that a 1 rgo number or interview hnd to be 

taken down by hand. 

Participant Observation 

Evor.f opportunity to observe the general patterns ot life, 

attitudes, and personality ot each resident was made uee of. ft~le the 

range of such opportunities proved to be limited, entering into con­

versation with them was one tant;ible way ot acquiring insights into tho 

dynamics ot the lite ot the CODIISunity, and one that was the least 

objected to by the residents. As it turned out, such conversations 

produced more spontaneous, frank, and intimate opinions on the part ot 

the residents than the interview schedule i tselt did. 

Sociau trz 
In dealing with the affective relations within a group, the 

t chnique ot study which has probably gained more currency than any other 

is kno~ RS sociometry. It can be described as the study of a group in 

terms of interpersonal attractions and repulsions . 'fhe method of 

measuring such interpersonal relationships has 1 customarily, been to ask 
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each member of the group being studied a question which permil;s the 

expression of a preference for parti.cular coinpanions in some type of 

activity. Analysis of the ans-we s to such questions can reveal a picture 

of the group's internal structure, its cliques, and loyalties . 

The pattern of sociOinetric hoices provides us h-it h H means of 

representing an important part of tht~ individual! s social envtromnent as 

it is perceived by the subject.. In addition, t1hey provide an exter­

nalized vieH of the same events through the responses o.f the other 

members of the group . Thus, they have a great advantage in that they 

enable the individual and his social environment to be studied 

8sirnultaneous1y.

It has bAen argued, hmtever , that sociometry: 

''• •• ~d{)eS not record actual association; it does not describe 
actions ; it does not act•ually provide a picture of the exist il].g 
group relat ions and 5roup tensions in a concrete situation." 9 

In ot her 1-1ords, it records only what people say or lvrite, and thus has 

he virt,ues and l:i.rnitations of any such subjective data. 

A detailed discussion of the sociometric test used in this 

study is presented in Chapter Dl. 

8For a fuller discussion of this technique, see Gardner Lindzey, 
ed., A Handbook of Social .fsycholot:,y (l~eading , t1assach setts , U. S. A.: 
Addison >~e sley Publishing co-:-; Inc., 1954) , l , 405-48. 

9Ed1-1ard A. Sr ils, nThe Stu& of the Primary Group. 11 In Daniel 
Lerner and Harold LasSllell, eds., 'fhe Policy Sciences (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 1951), p.46-49.--­
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A Note on Blindness 

l'he ability to see at 200 feet what ought to be Geen at 200 feAt 

is dm3criberl as perfect vi 'ion. ...t can also be •'lritton as ::::-ov/20(; 

vis:ton. 

follovmd, 1;1hcre a person i lec.all;t blind if e s-eas o.t ~:o feet what 

ought to be seen at 200 feet; in other words, then he possesses 20/200 

v}sion. 

!3etueen the legal definition o£ blindnes~ (20/200 vision) nnd 

tot 1 bl:lndne:>a , there i~; u rSl'li;e of varying de.;rctHl of bl:it1d.nes:.; o I1he 

following clm;sification may serve to make this point clear. 

t.:2) to but not 
irJcludin.;:: 

2/200 v sion ToL-:1 bli.nd..'"lef-D, or nbjlit.y to .flerceive li,..)lt, ''·!ly . 
In bility to perceive the motion oi~ the hand t, c. 
di"'ta.ncc of J feet or lem:: ., 

5/200 vision /tbilit,y to percciv. moti :1 und fo:rn. Inability t.o 
count tht.> fin.:, rs at D di t.rmce of" 3 fe(~t. 

10/20'2 vi~ ion Possa .... s:lon oi' 11 tr vcllin. si~h ,'' • J.bil it.; to c:,n_-•rr.. 
the fin~er~ t · distance of 3 feet . Inabjlity to 
:rend 1~ rgc 1. t .rs such as newzt,c.;er ~v:-r.dline:-;. 

20/200 vinion Ability to rcsd 1 rt,e headlin c: • 

2~/?,., vis ion 
or .nore Vision is insuf.:.'ici~nt for ordinary affairs . 1 • ,ility 

to rf!n.d h-po nt type, but not 10-":oint t;ypc. 

'}uid"nt, v1sion" is the tern usod to dcr:cdbe thct ~m.ount o.s:- :tis­

ion , ju~t. l c;:;s than 10/t· (', wi ic: ~ ,11 l c .. ) }rson to :TJOY. <"bout 1.U · ided. 
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:::iecrot.at"'.{ of ·the Ja.nad.ian National 1nstit.ute .for the Blind , in 

Hamilton. This result>e;d in tho ~od residt.·nts being sorted into ·t:...Jo 

groupo: 27 haviu,; ~r.uidin;; vision, and ·tv be:in,_, total.l blind. 

1. 'l'hn pri:nary focus of this investi ··ntion io o di.;covcr ·-:'-!ether 

t relhtionship exiots bet-.JC!en the ··1a.y the r~Didcnt,s perc-ivc t e att tudes 

of C.he • it;htod ~(JOWard~· the bl'lnd t'..tld the patt m Of ,_.roup Orca"'lizD.t n 

w.~thin the H nid0ncc. 

Underlyln~ our a::1proac 1 in the assur.ption that hou the r'1r3: -t~mts 

orct·ivc the nttit.udes oft he oi :r tod i:J related to ho·.; th~:;y vi''~ th~-'im-

It i'l also us::;u.·1cd that thoir o 3lf-ev..lltation... ar rolBte t 

their - ~roup affil l:.ions ·ithin the Rcsicionce. 

More specifically, it is ~)othesi?.ad: 

i.. that the p roeption of th si~hted as reject.ing in its ti.tucLr, is 

directly related to a nogative self- avaluation; 

i:i.. 	that the pcrcc'!ption of 'tho Git;hted as acCEl ting in d r\~ctly r•~letcd 

to a fiOSiti,le St'3li'-evalu.:'ltion; 

.lii.that a neeativ self-evaluation i diroc.tly rol t d to: 

( ~) U n..;,,,< t e t.titudc t:.o blinclil05S 1 anir 

(b) , lo· · lc1e1 of p;-ef.-.rred inter~ctior · th t."lc bl1 d '··it'-::i. ·he 

··e~~idcnce; 

h·. 	 that a positive self- evaluation is directly r elated t.o: 

(a ) 	a positive attitude to blindness , and 

http:othesi?.ad
http:iecrot.at
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(b) a high level of preferred interaction with the blind \d.thin the 

Hesidenae. 

l~iv) characteristics were selected f or comparison with all other 

data--self-evaluation, degree of blindness, attitude to blindness, 

perception of the attitudes of t he sighted toward the blind, and prefer­

red patterns of intera<rtion within the Residence . 

2.. A re ated and equally important aim o this study ~~·as to 

determine the basis and extent of group formation within the esidence . 

There were three questions which iere of co cern to us here: 

(a) 	~Jas there any relationship between an individual's self-evaluation 

and the extent of his/her preferred interaction patt rns? 

(b) Did 	any relationship exist 'between degree of blindness and the 

extent of preferred interaction within the Residence? 

(c) 	\-las there any relationship between spatial f ctors and the number of 

in-Lroup choices on any sociometric criterion? 

In order to find answers to the above questions, a soaiometric 

test was constructed and administered t o t he residents . Four criterion 

questions 1rore asked relating to: 

(a) 	persons preferred as chatting companions , 

(b) persons preferred as companions with whom to share an apartment, 

(c ) 	persons preferred t o form a committee to make a formal protest, 

(d) 	 the person preferred as the general spokesman for all the residents . 

For c ch sociometric question , respondcn s were ·sked to indicate 
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three choices, initially. v·.hen this -tas done, they wer e further asked 

to indicate hm many o h'3r choices thoy were able to !nake • 

.f.£ f 'er t~1an t.~o • choices ere t;iven, no atte~ pt t-ms 'lade to 

sccurr. additional el ection- . This 1:tas to avoid weakening the validity 

of t :·!e res.t10ns s . It rr.ay be addr<d t at no attc. pt was o1ade to secure 

n.:.!u tivo pettern::.> , for f'ec.r of comprOillisint; tho u.cces:: of tho ~ udy. 

A .J.'rfwlfJ,:ork or u:1dnrst.and.ir1L l!J.inclnoss , both on ti1. level of 

ooc ct. and n the l<wel o. the in, ividual, is available t~•r·Y~l.. :l tl1 . 

bro d perspective of t ho "Lheor-.,v of ·ymbolie interactio<Jism, w:1ot:c 

pri :w.ry line or d volol):nent. extende f-rom ·.illi~;:n ,rame::., tltrough ~\1;::, les 

• • :.AN ley, Geor'""'n :orb rt H~:<Jd, And O'l ards . 

This theor.r places e:~.pha.sis on 'at t tud . '' and "nmminz'', and 

its chlef aim hatl been to d .:scribe and int.orpr t th manner in which 

th<> "self" o:c- person. lity arisef· a.nc. unctions in s cinl in .ractic .. 

I t ass U.'710u t hat hu.man behrwiour i~ to be underotood ns a process in 

which a f.)el~son inter_preti3 the -'C~-3t,ur s or r~:.lar~s o ':not., r, c.nd t'1en 

:.>ha cs r.nd controls lis condnct n :'le b<~[; of til .. ean n..; ; i e~.<i~ -~ by 

t'lt~ i:..,t, "ri;re tatiou., 

hilliarn James 

for Jar.1es, D. pers on appears in thou:_)tt in v(.;O \~fJ.YS: !t • •• •lJui't,ly 

kno m and Ja:t'i:.ly knower, partly object and partly subject•••• For short­

neos , we :nay call one the i'iE ··nd the other, the I •• ui shall, there.foret 

treat successively of (A) lihe self as kno\m, or the NE, the 'empirical 

ego' as it is so111et:L'rtes called.; and of (B) the self as knower, or the r, 

http:Ja:t'i:.ly
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the •pure ego' of cert in authors. " 10 

In its broadest sense, the empirical self, or ME, is ever,ythi~g 

that a man can call his . Its components are classed in descending order 

of their implications for self.. steam, as ttspirit ua.l Self", "material 

and social Selt 11 , and 11bodily Self 11 • 

The spiritual self refers to the collection of one's states or 

consciousness and one's psychic faculties . These are what we most t~ 

seem to be. The social self is the recognition one receives from others, 

and there are as manT different social selves as there are groups whose 

opinions one values. The bodily self includes the body, first of all, 

and then uccessive circles of things associated with it, for example, 
11clothes, family, home, and possessions. 

Charles H. Coolgr 

For Cooley, 11Selt and society re twin-born •• •• and the notion of 

12separate and independent ego is an illusion. 11 Between social 

pressures and personal behaviour, there is a reciprocal relationship, 

ach modifying the other. 

Like James' 11 Social Self" , Cooley's "looking-glass self" 

emphasizes that the social self arises reflectively in terms of the 

reaction to the opinions of others on the self. 11A self-idea. of this 

10Uilliam James, Psychology (Cleveland: World Publishing 
Camp~, 1948}, p . 176. 

11 Ibid. , p.187. 

12Charles H. Cooley, Social Or§anization: ! Study of the Larger 
Mind (New York: Scribner's-, 1911 ) , p.S. 
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sort seem.. to hrve thren princj p<'l lements: the imat,ination of our 

appearance to the other person; the ima_ination o .. his jud0 ment of t at 

a.pp al'ance; and some sort of SE'l -feelin..,, such as rid.e or mort.ifica­

tion."1.3 

he ideals that make up this reflexive self have their ~ource 

in primary •.roup!'l like the .fa'J'li1y, the play vroup of children, .. e;,r01lf> 

of elders; for it is in such group that the individual, striv •..; for 

self-ex r ssion, receives his earliest and most important experiences 

of social unity. roreov r, these ideals constitute the unity and 

ructure of the social mind Put dif erently, this •ty is .:JOCial 

OrLanization. 

Geort; e Herbert Me d 

'rhe ba ic premises of James and Cooley are, thus, that an 

inseparable connection exists between the individual and society, and 

hat one' so ial self arises, reflectively, in terms of the r ction 

to the opinion of others on the self. Following on this , and stron&~ 

influenced by functional and behaviouristio tendencies in psychology, 

Mead has presented a naturalistic de cription and analysis of the 

processes involved in the rise ot the self. For Mead, a self is possi­

bl only to a creature that can be an object to itself, a 

characteristic possible only in society and by means of language. 14 

In the process of building the self, there are, accordin~ to 

l3lbid.' p. 1.52. 

14,.). 11. Mead, Mind, Self, and Society, ed. by C'l-tarles • ·1orris 
(~hica5o: rhe Univer ity of Chica~o Press, 1934), pp .1 35- 40. 
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~ ad, two sta e~: 15 

i. In the first sta e, the self "•••• is con.tituted simply by 

a or anization of the particular attitu es of other individual~ to ar~ 

h~ self nd toward on another, in the specific social acts in whic he 

participates with the . " 

ii In the second stage, the self "•••• is constitut d not on y 

by an orbanization or these particul r individual attitude , but also 

by an or anization of the socialized attitudes of the eneralized other 

or the social .,.rou as a whole to which he b lon s . '1 

The self reaches full develop ent. only by or anizin 

indiv·.dual attitudes and eneralizin._, them, becoming an individual 

reflection of the eneral ystemat.ic social pattern of group beh viour 

in which all others are involved.- However, the self does not consist of 

a bare or6anization of social attitudes . It consists of an 11 !1' , which 

is the response of the or anism to the attitudes of others , and of a 

"ME", which is the or.,anized set of others which one himself assumes . 

On a general level, therefore , the work of James , Cooley , and 

t ead suggest that an individual ' s appraisal of himself is , to e.n 

im ortant extent, deriv d from reflected a praisals--his interpretations 

of th reactions of others toward him. 'his can be ut differently by 

s yin that an individual's self-concept is shaped throubh interaction 

with Qthers . 

Snyg~ and Combs ar e major representatives of an important and 

15Ibid., p . 158. 

http:ystemat.ic


yr? uctive ochool of thou_, 1t.. c<lle t 1e '1phenomenolol'_ists'', for whom the 

··self-conce. t'' is a ke tcnn. For th -n, the es~ ent.ial neanint. of all 

beh v our is to reserve and e. hance what they c 11 the henomenal s 1£. 

r is h"'nomenal elf is the individual's only frame of referenc , his 

only reality. It consists of: "••••all those arts of the }Jhenomenal 

field which the individual experiences as parts or c,aracteristics of 

himself c ,lb The self-concept is a su division of the pheno.enal self, 

and it ••••• includes those arts of the phenomenal field wnich the 

individual has differentiated as definite and fairly stable 

17characteristics of hiinself . '' 

For Sny J and Combs , the henomenal field is the actor's 

personal frante of reference , within which behaviour is assumed to occur 

at any ·iven moment. In effect, the cause of behaviour is the 

phenomenal field. It follows that prediction of behaviour is possible 

if a description of the phenomenal field is given; and, similarly, an 

inference of the phenomenal field can be made , &iven 

behaviour. 

These theoretical perspectives have influenced, directly or 

indirectly, a reat deal of the e.pirioal work done in recent times . 

However, at least one perspicacious critic has noted that the 

situation of current theor,y and rese roh is not altogether satisf ct­

ory. 1'ylie subjected the research literature on t.he "self-concept'' 

to ., very critical reviel'l, and concluded that , while there l'lere 

lLD. Snygg and A. W. Combs • Individual Behaviour (New York: 
Harper, 1)1~9), il . $8 . 
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onou~h ~ositive trend~ to be tantali~inL, there was ~1so a ~ood de~l of 

aii'biguity in the results obtaine"', much apparent contradiction a:'long 

tne findin...s of various studies, and a tendency for different mettJ.ods 

to produce different resultf'. The total accumulation of substantive 

findin~s , she found, was dis£. point.ine, espec" ::>..1 y in proportion to t.he 

enormous amount of effort which h.:1d been expended. 10 

She concluded that constructs concerning the self had been 

stretched to cover so many inferred co..,nitive and motivational processes 

t,hat their utility for analytic and predictive purposas had been 5reatly 

diminished . 19 

One solution was to abandon these constr~cts and hypotheses as 

scientificall, sterile. Another was to try to improve then, by paying 

attention to the more concrete inferred variables. fhis was worth doing, 

since characteristics like self-actualization, self-differentiation, and 

self-consistency, had not led to enli"htening research; while self-

acceptance or self-esteem, especiallY when referring to specified 

at.t.ributes, had yielded more manageable and fruitful research I rocedures . 

Finally, Jylie su..;t:,ested that behaviour could, perhaps, be predicted 

~ore efficiently by objective measures than by indices of the heno1.1enal 

selr. 20 It is empirical improvements in predictive power ~hich ~hould be 

the measure of the value of any sug eetion about broadening self-concept 

21theory. 

18Ruth 0. wylie, The Self Concept, (Lincoln, Nebr.: University 
of Nebraska Press, 19b1),-p7J~ 

19
Ibid.' p.J18. 


20Ib'd
l. ., p. J19. 


21Ibid., p . 321 . 
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If we follow ead 's line of t \OUt.>ht, nd accept that the m an­

illL of the word "self' is its reference Lo t'lose situat1ons where t.he 

·u nt and the object of the act are one and the SAme, it follows that 

any such act is a srlf-relevant act, "regardless of how trivial or 

blobal, how ct...ntral or eripheral the act and its outcomes . y b 

Jelf-ovaluation, then, simply means that what is evaluated is a ,,art 

or product of the being that does the evaluating. Moreover, if man 

is a ~oal-attainin animal, then hwan conduct is a complex of means-

ends relationshi s , and what we value about ourselves is rimarily 

our abilUies . 

This approach to the subject of self-evaluation is consistent 

with that of James, who wrote: nso our feeling of ourselves in this 

world depends entire~ on what we back ourselves to be and do. It 

is deternined by the ratio of our actualities to our supJosed 

potentialities ; jt is a fraction of which our retensions are the 

denominator and the n~~erator our success: thus, 

p _~ucoess
Sel.-este~ -P- t i ,24re ens ons. 

It is also consistent with Cooley's statement that each of us 

is 11 •••• a contending bit of psychical force", born with r.he need to 

asserr. ourselves and with an "•••• instinctive self-feeling•••• 

22 For a more extensive treatment (to which our discussion is 
great~indebted) , see James C. Diggor,y, Self-~aluation (New York: 
John wiley and Sons, Inc), pp . 68-114. 

23Ibid. 1 p. 417. 

24James, op. cit., pp . l~5-187. 



oci te chiefly 1r1i.t~ id a of the exercise of ow-er, of bein..; cause , 

i eas th t er.:>hasize the antithesis betweerJ. th(.. Li.1d an t ,..est "'f tho 

25orld. '

1..astly, it is consistent with e d 1 vie t.hat, while the very 

id and eeling of self is a ~roduct of social interaction, self-

evaluation depend on our abilities an capacities as these are r~ :ized 

in the performance o definite functions. 'If one does h ve a enuine 

SU)eriority, it is a superiority which rests on the erformance of 

definite functions •• • We have to distj uish ourselves from other )eo le, 

and this is acco lisherl by doine so ethi which other people canno do , 

2o 
or cannot do as well . '' 

Since the concept of self-evaluation was central to our research 

desiLn and data analysis, it was im erative to o erac.ion lize its mean­

ing and arrive at a measure of self-evr.luation vhich would mee~ the 

n.eds of this tudy. rhis was achieved by usin~ :Utick's 

~elf- ~aluation Questionnaire as odifieu by ~ . Farnham-Di bory for oral 

27dministration to hosvitalized pu,ychotic patients. A co~y of this 

(;uestionnaire can be seen on page four of the interview sch dulo in the 

ppendix. Slight alteration were made in the wordin& of the q estions 

to intain the flow of conversation, and their number s reduced fr . 

2SCharles H. Cooley, Human Nature and the Social Order, rev. ed., 
(New York: Scribner's , 1922), p. i77. -------­

26Mead, op. ci t., p. 20B. 

27K. A. Cutick, ~elf-Evaluation of Capacities !! ! Function of 
Self-ti:stee..'!l ani the Ch racterist.ics ofa :.todel (Unpublis ed h. 1. 
DissP.rtation:-Tiniversity of ~ennslyvania,-rhiiadelphia , 19u2) . ee 
also, Di. 0 ory, op. cit . , the ppendix. 
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•tb'-'llt b.'f yt;;l.' cent of the ti.:ne ', -.'le resolve th riif!'i­

Cu.L '-.v by Ja.fin6: •. u... t. 6 i e • a nu. ber between 0 and 100 which sl-tows 

how ,YUU J.e~l ....bout. ;-our ability. .'or exE...,,.r:Jle, 0 would nean 1n .V£ ~ 1 , 

and 1Ou would mean 1all the t.i1uo 1 • You can choose an number you 

liKe bet.~e~n 0 nd 10u, ~o lonb as it is closest to how you feel 

abouc. your...el.f . ' 

RlWIE.~ 0F hJ.!:LAT!!.D Sl'UDlES: 

Despite the existence of a vast and heteroLeneous literature 

spE-cifically dealing with the subject of blindness, nlmost nothing in 

the way of s~sta atie anJ empirical investi6ation has been done on the 

social co relates of blindness . one perce· tive writer put it, 

11 much of ~:.he lit rature on he b ind may be said to be reyetitious and, 

28
in many cases , is of a more emot,ional than factual character." 

i'he paucity of serious and available writing on the subject 

otc...Kes the task of this reviewer very difficult. However , in order to 

give coherence to our discussion, the literature relevant to our 

study is reviewed below under pocific readillt,.S , as indicated. 

~ttitudes of the ~i§hted to~ rd Blindness 

the e:x;pectatio.ns that. the sight.ed have toward tl:le blind all seem 

to be or~:>anized around the fact of blindness. In most situations, being 

a · member in the blind sub-group will tend to override most other status 

considerations; the fact that a person is a pianist or middle-class will 

28Jee the preface by Helga Lende, ed. , Books About the Blind 
(New York: American Foundation for the Blind, 19S3) . --­

http:sight.ed
http:e:x;pectatio.ns


20 

t protect him fro-:1 \ in~ tr ated ns bl n 1 firzt an ny of t. e" things 

sec nd• .:.'hus , the attitu es of h s ' eht .c co .p:r'r-e a si ,-·ri.cant 

ae~ nt Of th~ blind person 1s 01VirOnL nt. 

her is almo t un~ni~ous a re ~nt by ~ t rs on b in nesG 

that blind persons are the objects of evaluating stereotyp s h lti 'q 

the si hted . Ty.. ically, they are seen "' -, lp ess and pen -nt, an 

29they are often laced in underprivileged soci s tuatio s. Indeed, 

1t has bC>en asserted that much ndiv u&l maladjustment among bl nd 

ersons is owin..., to the devaluatin s cieta ~ter otypes held by t e 

si...,hted.30 

It has also been pointed out in very vivi<i terms that the 

blind are ~hou0ht to be clumsy and incompetent, are tre ted with 

Yidespzcad ity and condescension, and are discriminatet a ainst in a 

Jlvariety of ways . Undoubtedly, there is cons derabl evidence to 

support these statements, but they seem more intuitive, selective, 

and impressioni tic, than the results of objective, scientific 

e quiries others have ar6ued that, si ce no-one has kept a 

systt:~matic record of the variety and frequency of the attitudes 

enco~~tered by a blind person over a eriod of time, it would be 

29see, for example, H. Chevigny anti Sydell Braverman, The 
Aj.J ··."l .1ent of the Blind (N w Haven: Yale University Press, 19>0'f; 
1'ho as D. Outsfor-ch, ~ Blind ,!!! School ~ .Jociety (New York: 

erio 1 vundation for the Blind, 1951); ~.otitudes to ard 
Blindness ( el York: American Foundation for the Blina, 1?51) 

30cutsforth, op. cit . ; Ghevigny, op . cit. 

31 Juliet Bindt, 11 Handbook for the Blind (New York: 'l'he 
tscmil lan Co. , 19~2); H .Chevi~ny,_~ Eyes Have! cold~ (New 
rlaven: Yale University I-ress , 194o1~ 
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hazardous to rely on the reports of blind persons themselve~ or of those 

who identify with them. Horeover, those who are emotionally involved in 

t.he problems of blindness cannot be expected to recall or perceive things 

32in ari unbiased way. t least one well-known rehabilitation psychol­

ogist worhi~ in the field of blindness has written that, when sibhted 

people are a ked to reuc~ to blindne ~, they usually ex ress symprthy, 

33pity, discomfort, and fe r . rhey believe ·t.hat blind people function 

in a passive-dependent manner, unable to feed or clothe themselves, 

unable to be breadwinners or home akers , unable to think,feel, or be 

creative. l'he.t show amazement at the blind person who can function 

indepen ently of others , and refer to him as nexceptional'' • 

In an important study of parental attitude~, ~ommers fou1d that 

the ma,1ority of ·the mot ers she studied had expedenced acut.e 

frustrations or deep feel~ngs o conflict beoau e they had uiven birth 

to a blind child. fhese frustrations seemed to be a natural conseq\ence 

of a sense of deep disappoint. ent on the part o the mothers. rhe 

feelings of conflict derived from the contr diction between their 

maternal devotion and an irrepressible sense of repul ion caused by the 

34blindness . 

Another interesting finding in this work is that the attitudes 

)2
K. u. rl rker et al., 

Il ness (New York: oocial 
revised, i~SJ), ~ . ~lb . 

JJSaul Freedman, nReaetions to Blindness 11 , New Outlook for r.he 
Bllnd, ec. 1965. - ­

·'loc1ll 
Blind 



22 

of t.he mothers to t.heir children fell into five fairly distinct 

35cate;ories. A few of ·them did show a genuine accept nee ot the child 

and his blindness. l'he attitude of another small t,r:.up wa::; one of 

donial, in word or deed, that. either parent or child had, in any way, 

been al'fectod by the blindness. OVerprotectivenese. and an excess of 

,t>ity were the eharacterist.ias of a third ~rou_p of parents. A fourth 

~roup, the ma.jority, were overwhelmed with a sense of guilt over their 

ostility to the child, but c~~ensated for this dis uised rejection b,y 

an attitude of overprotectivoness . The last group or parents were 

undisguised1y hostile t.o, and ne61ecttul of, their children. fhi.s 

6 roup foun an outlet for their intense feelings of uilt, L~d 

ratior...alized t. 1eir hostile impulses, by blam ~llG other persons or 

unfavourable circumstances fort.1eir Jifficulties and problems. 

!)t.udy~nt::. the si~nific.anco or blindness in the context. of four 

oth<:Jr dicabilities , Cow:JW.n found that sli ht.ly more than four-fi.f tns of 

one hundred a. d tour hi.;. school stu:lP.nts r~1.ed blindness as the ,.lOst 

36diff1.cult. injury to face . .t..<>St. of leb was ranked second; deafness , 

'third; loss of an ann, fourth; and severe \)urns of the face, fifth. In 

his analysis , Jow an s~~estod that both blindness and deafnes~ placed 

t.ue individu.c1l. in a pos:~.tion of dependence on others, and the character 

of these injuries was, therefore , essentially dcbilica~ing. On the other 

hanJ, loes of an arm or le~ , or facial burns were asr.umed to leave the 

individual retention of his independence, and the character or these 

injuries was, therefore , essentially, mutilitating. On the basis 

]t;' 

...oid., ~.lOJ. 


j~Alan oowman, '1'he \'ll&r Blind in American .,)ocial .:>t.ructure 
( •,. V"or~·: ft"~~f'l"i <'Fin Fh.tiidit'i"''n forlhPlh1nrl, 19t:;7), rm.6"1- 69. 
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of his empirical findings, he conclu ed th t there is a pronounced ten­

dency for all persons in all situations to fear the debilitating 

injuries more than the mut litating ones, blindness being seen as the 

ost 	debilitatin of all . 

In another study, attitudes towards blind students were invest­

i·ated by means of a questionnaire distributed to forty-three 

instructors 37 Of those who replied, none said that he was consci.ous 

of a feeling of resentment at having a blind student in class, or felt 

annoyance at beine asked to make arrangements for taking examinations . 

\ith the exception of seven instructors , they rated the academic wor 

of their blind students as being of avorae;e or superior standard. 

The majority of instructors i ndicated the followin~ attitudes 

towards the blind students: 

(i) 	'rhey required the same quality of work .from the blind as from. 

the sighted students . 

(ii) 	They were sel dom or never conscious of t heir blind students. 

(iii) They had no hesitation in calling on their blind students . 

(iv) 	They were not anno.yed at being asked to make arrangements for 

note taking. 

Koehler ' s findings would seem to be consistent with those 

qualities for which any universities are justifiably proud--patience, 

tolerance, understanding, and equality of treatment . For that very 

reason, they would seem to be the exception to the general rule, where 

attitudes to the blind are concerned. 

By 	rneans of a questionnaire di tributed to one hundred and 

37 arie s. Koehler, fhe Personal ¥roblems of the Blind ~tudent 
in a University (Unpublished~A. thesis, University or-MinneSota, 1933) . 



t lirtJ .-i(;, .tot.. ..,raduate students, -nalc and fem· 1 , u.- le inv stigated 

attit de., to.Jards t e blind. 38 >n th~ basis of hi.. evidence, •1e 

cunc....udeJ nHt t ere seemed to be Je inite pat.terr s of charactcristice 

wuicu. ozt m·son perceive as the h llmarks of blindness.. ...,or the 

..i. vid ...ls in his sam1,1e, there 1as substantial a..,reement on three 

primarJ clusters of c, aracteristics as descri.>tive of blin•lness. 4'hf'>sc 

~;..:re: 

~) lhysJ.~,.. l • •••• • • ·'curry canes''• •use l{Uide do~:.s ', 1wear dark .._lasses" , 

'lack f cial e~Jression' . 

~J uociolot.ical ••• 'attend se arate schools 11 
, "rarely work in industry", 

'eoono ·cal dependent H. 

(iii) 	faye .oloe,ica.l•• "have very sensitive eense of touch 0 
1 ·thave keen 

heari T • 1 "have bett.er than averat)e memory 11 
40 

dUsalem poin~s out that the cues selected by his swmple reflect 

the objective lin1itati ns im,posed by blindness. Th fealturcs to which 

res~onse~ were ade were the-distinguishing and real evidences of 

linctness . He al o points out that the three clusters of characteristics 

ollow v r,y close~ th traditional stereotJ~es of blindness . 

In an earlier stu , a more negative picture of the blind was 

found by Schaefer, who studied the evaluations of su erintendents of 

chools for the blind with reference tote traits of the blinct. 39 She 

ound tnat de~ende ce , reticence , and cheerfulness, ~ere considered to 

be t.ne chief characteristics of blind persone . 

,;()Herbert Rusalem, liThe Environmental Supports of Public 
Attitudes l'oward the Blind 11 

1 OUtlook for the ~~ 44:277-88, 1950c 

JJF'cH. Schaefer, 'fhe 	Social 't'raits of the Blind (UnpubUshed 
M. A. thesis , Loyola Universi ty, Chicago, 1934;r-----­
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h the other and,. in a study o voca ·iona interests, St ong 

fo n that only s'xtecn per cent of hiss~ ple in caLe' s 'ke or 

blind people, while twenty-fiv~ per ce t reported 1 kin the • 

40Indifference wa~ expres•ed by th rem inr i ty-nine per cont. 

In a co parison of attitudes tow rd b indness an towar o her 

physical handicaps, hit an an Lu o f p rfonne three experiments o 

ep r te samp e of ..oci 1 wor st,udents. 41 In each exper en , tw~ 

compDr ble questionnaire forms, each iffering in the obj ct to be asress­

ed, w re randomize among the stu ent"'. Reactj ns to ''blindne .s'' w re 

compare •t re ctions to ''blind people" nd to "phy ica. handic p''; 

nd re ctions to " ind people'' ·ere compared with reactions to 

"physically handicapp d people" . They found that blindness was seen as 

·'lore un'quely destructiv than other physiCJll nndicaps, even though the 

trait~ of th blind and of the physically handicapped ere evaluated in 

a similar way. 

Althou h the above studies show variation in their indin ~, one 

from the other, s do provide evidence for the widespread be ief that 

sic,hte people evaluate blindness in a ne ative way. However, with one 

or two exceptions, they cannot be described as satisfactory studies of 

the y different uroups in the population feel a out blindnes or 

one thing, by t e current standards of social cience, their underlying 

metho olo ica approaches seem very vulnerable to criticis . For 

40 , K. ~trong, Vocational Interests of Men and "omen (Stanfords 
Stanford University Pres , 1943) . --­

41 r-1artin tihiteman and IrVing Lukof , " ttitudes tow r Blindness 
and other Physical Handicaps , " Journal of Soci al Psychology, 66:135-45, 
1965. 
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e b en concern ainl with th xt nt to hich 

c rt in o~inlon and b 1·er bout the blind--t st r tf o 

c r ct ri tic -- vail i arlous s 1 .hted persons. It 

r. i ht ha e n worthwhil , ·nstead, to con ider the ext nt to hich 

d b liefs about t e blin constitute a unit ry 

ttit riters , for ex le, v stre s d the n to me sur 

ind.ivi , al diff rene to rd blin es , by ns of unitary c le 

4~ 	e iully co ructed to eas re ttitude -tow rd-blindness . oth r 

v su..,.c. ot d th t a focus on th pr"'V lence of di crete opinion or 

p bl • f O'tr t itudinal c on nts are related to one anoth r, and 

how the~e relationshi var,y or re in co t nt in dif erent opul tions~3 

nile ~ lit ra~ure on the attitud s of the sighted toward the 

lind is no ver,y xtensive, that on the attitudes of the blind toward 

b.indn ss is even le so 

Voorhee 44 di tributed s ven hundred and fifty questionn ire 

to totnll blind ersons, of all a~e between sixteen and sixty, livinb 

h2 , . L. Underb r, and errillo, 'The Develop ent 
and eating of the ttitude to Blindn e, " Journal of Social 

~tchologz, 48:2~7-304, 1958. 


4~ • iteman and I.L. Lukoff,"A ctori 1 Study of Sighted 
People' t itude t ward Blindness," Journal of Social Psychology, 
6!·339-53, 1964 

1144Arthur I . Voorhees , ttitudes of the Blind toward Blindness" 
(t'roceedin s of he J.' enty-third ConventiOn of tii.'e'Aiierican As ociat c.n 
of ork rs for th B ind, ew Yor , 19L9; 1 pp . 5-7 
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in diff"'rent parts of l:ihe United Stet,...s Tn '11 s ~..,.., :ff'is of the r plies 

en in by thrc hundred and forty persons, he fo~~d trt only twen y 

three per cent preferred the co:vtpany of bl~nd rather than sightf' 

persons rhose in the profes~ions, S WP. ~s th youn est an o1 est 

Jroups of 1omen, expresserl even less of a pre erence (eight, tl~ ve, and 

sixteen per cent, respectively). On t e ot"lPr hand, o many as e ghty 

~even per cent believed that there were worse disabilj'ies than 

blindness, and only thirty eight per cent belie ed that many sighted 

peoile do avoid them. On the subject of marriage between blln~ rersons, 

the replies were evenly divided 

while his study represents a com:nendable attempt to secure 

empirical data, the responses which Voorhees r~ceived cannot be consid­

ered as conclusive, or as representative of the reactions of all totally 

blind indi.viduals in tho United States. 

Steinzor studied the attitudes toward h indness using two groups 

of visually handicapped boys and girls, one in an elementary school and 

the other in a jt.!llior high school, in '~ew York city. 45 In the elementary 

school, the a e ran...;e of the five boys and t.hree irls interviel-red was 

seven to eleven yea~ .. In~th! junior high school, the age range o the 

three boys and throe girls was twelve to fourteen years • 

For the visually handic~Jped children in the elementary ,school, 

being blind had the cormotation of a very negative stereotype., As one 

boy put it, 11 rhey think that they wanna call me blind, but I am not 

blind: I can't see.a On the other hand, those from the junior high 

4~Luciana Visentini dteinzor, "Visually • andicapped Children: 
their Attitude toward .Blindness , n New Outlook for the Blind, 60:307-11, 
Dec., 1966 - -­
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school showed a rec ~ition and awareness of their handicap, &md Wt.Jre 

able to identity wit.h people rather than with one section of humanity, 

b ind people. There was, however, the feelin~ that encounters with 

sight.ed people were made worse by attit.udes of superiority on the part 

of ~ae sighted. Unlike t.ho wishes of the youn er age grouP, which 

w:cre tor the ediate 1rar..ification o! their wanr.s, the m in wish of 

the older age group was for the sense of si ht. 

In her stud.{ of 1)arental attitudes, Sommerf.l also found that 

approx~~ately sixteen per ceut of her sample were most aware of their 

handicap in a situation where people referred to it, or i·elt sorry on 

accoWlt or it, or ~:..cied to elp too much. Lto • ftef!J.'i. · er cent uere most 

aware of it all sports and 6ames requirine si ht, )fhile about twelve 

per cent. referred to situat.iono like goin~ to, or eating at, strant,e 

places. Only ten per cent entioned situations like crossin_ streets , 

travellin~ , or Nindow shopp~. 

£he sit.uat.ions referred t.o abov \io6& ·t tU.t. th d... rivat.ion.s 

01 blindness are perceived primarily in terms of their physical-social 

meanings, with the second aspect receiving more ernphasis . 'rhe blind 

adolescents expre sed more concern at the stereotyped reaction of the 

ait,;hted t.han t the physical limitations imposed by blindn ss. 

One interesting fact which emer~ed from this study was that 

attending a residential school for the blind seemed to be positively 

correlated with feelin~s of ostran~ement and a sense of not bein~ 

understood or appr~c iated . 

http:sight.ed
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Jommers sug6 estad that tlU.s was o~ to the interruption of 

intimate family contacts tor an unduly long period. 4? 

As ca.n be expected, there is variation in tb.e valence of the 

attitudes expressed by tho blind toward other blind individuals. Ver.y 

rlen rally, a positive attitude seemed to be directed more towards 

another blind person successf"ul. in some field, than towards a "failure~ 

or towards the blind s a group. It would seem that a positiv att tude 

towards other blind persons is a function ot identi.fication with them, 

and that tbe latter is related to the degree of vision re~ining. rhis 

might explain t.he widely held belief t.hat those who have t.Uidint, vision 

are le s likely to consider theznselves as blind, thew those who are 

totally blin , In addition, a negative attitude to blindness seem t.o 

bo associated with a sensit.ivity to the physical and social restrictions 

Acceptance of J lt and nOOeptance ot vt.hers 

T ere o mar..y neon~ .:> in psycholot;Y who believe that. the level 

of an L~dividual's ~ lf-reLard bears a positive correlat on with the 

lev..U of ro& that he s ows for others. 'rhis idea is usually expressed 

in the form of relation hi b t ccn "self-ace ptance'' and '1acccpt t1ce 

for otho:rs 11 !'h ..se t.ro ri bles have been operationalized in a a.riety• 

of ys in ~t dies concern d uith showing the de~ree of association 

b tween th • 

U~ind scales to measure aelf-acccptancc and acceptance o others, 

"' er tcst.et1 t rr-1 £~ti . hi • l)e+ " ,.~ ", c; in seven 'r"''lPS 

41Ibid. , p. 25. 
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of persons: 18.3 da;y-session college students; 3.3 evening...sossion college 

students; 33 prisoners; ,38 stutterers; 18 adults in a class at a '1'o!-1.C.A.; 

1 speech problem oar:.H::t; in a rehabilitat-ion progranuue; and .3 eounselees. 4B 

He concluded t.hat. evidence for s positive correlation between 

acceptance of fH~li· and acceptance of others liaS d<.~finitely supported and 

strengthened by the results oi' hi~l study. 

In a study of t 0 cour1aelling cases, Scheerer found thJB.t there 

was a definite and substantial correlation botween attitudes of acceptan.. 

ce of and respect for self' and attitudes of acceptance and respect for 

49others . 

F'ey prepared scales to measure expressed attitudes of self-

acceptance, of acceptance of others , and of estimated acceptance by 

others.50 1'hese scales were then administered. to 58 third year medical 

studente . A sociometric device was used to provide the ditnension of 

actual acceptance of others . On the basis of his results, Fey concluded. 

that i .ndividuals with high self-acceptance scores also tend to aocfJpt 

others, to feel accepted by others, but to be neither more nor less 

accepted by others than those with low self-acceptance scores. 

48Emanuel fl. Berger, ''The Relation between expressed Acceptance 
of Self and expressed Acceptance of Others , 11 Journal of Abnormal and 
Social fls;r:cholo~;,lt 4.7:778-82, 1952. 

49BJ.izabeth r. Scheerer, ''.An Analysis of the Hela:tfi onsh:i.p 
betwr::en Acceptance and !iespeot .for Self and Aocepts.ncc and Respect f'or 
others in ·ren C:ounselling Gases, :• Journal of' Consultint~ ~sycholof?Z1 
1J:lo9-75, 1949. 

5o~'illia.rn F'. 'IffY, ''Acceptance by Others and its Halation to 
Acceptance of Self and others: A Revaluation, '' Journal of Abnormal 
~So~ Paychologz, 50:27L-76, 1955. -· · - ­

http:5o~'illia.rn
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Individuals with hiGh ace .ptance- of-others scor es al so tend t,o feel 

accepted by ot he s, and tend to (,e accepted by them. 

Our><take f'ound a simi l a r rnlnt.iom~hlp bet 1-reen a ·coeptance of self 

51 and acceptance of ot,he rs on t hr ee pers onality inventories. She 

concluded thnt th re 'as a marked r elat ionshi p bet tveen t he way an 

i ndividual sees h:l.msel f and the ·,m.y he s oes others: t hose who accept 

themselves also t end t o accept 	 others, and to percci.v~ other s as a ccep­

tin~ thail. l'hose ·w-ho reject. th~-,elves l1old a correspomtin~y low 

opinlon of crthers, and perceive others a 3 self - r ejecting. 

Sheerer, Berger, Fey, and Omwake, have all predicted on theoret­

ical grounds tru t acceptance of s elf should l e d to acceptance o 

other s. ~.;i thin their respect,ive inventories, their predi ct.ions have 

r eceived confirmation, .tcceptanc(~ of Self scor<~s being found to 

co1·r lata positively with Acceptance of' Others scores. l'"rom these 

four ~tudies, t he following two propositions have been e~tracted as 

bei ng of relevance to our study: 

(i ) 	 There is a positive relationship between self- acceptance and 


52 
felt, accop tn.nce by t')thcrs . 

(ii ) 'l'here is a positive x·elationship between sel.f-acceptanoe and 
c <· 

acceptance of others . ~J 

other studies have produced r esults which tend to support the 

seooLnd proposition. ~·or example, Crandall and Bellings found 

51K:at.herlne T. Om.wake , 11The Halation between Acceptance of 
Self and Acceptance of Others Shown on 'fhree Personality Invontories," 
Journal 2.£ Consulting .Psychology, 18: 443-h6, 1951+­

52 . Fey, op. cit. 

SJSheerer• Berger; Fey; Omwake; op . cit. 
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seli'-r tings &nd the f. vournbi.ii·~.Y of their ratings of a "novel il person 

who as bri fly ob::;erved . l'hel~ used. rating seal ., , hich were ba-ed on 

51one hundred adjectives. ~ 

ln another investit;a.tion, Snrnoff found thr·t, runong Je"Jish 

negative and fewer positiv attitudes tounrds self and pnrents, th"n did 

os with 	low anti-Semitism ccores.55 

fhe la t. of s uch studie to be menti oned is by ~·;yli . , who f'ound 

signi.f'icant correlations between self-r tin ··s and mean ratings attributed 

to others on five eva.luative trait scal es.S6 

lt mEJ.Y be stated ·with somf: df)gree of confide-no thnt the evidence, 

as a 'o>ihole , supports the hypotlu:sizcd nsaociation bet·,qc(~n an individual 1 s 

self-acceptance (or hi.th self re~ard) and his acceptance of others (or 

hit-;ll rei&ard for ot.hors) . D1·awing on this evidence, ~1e shall atte~pt. to 

test the hypothesis that a positive self-evaluation is directly related 

o a hi~h 	level of preferred interacti.on tdth other 'bll.nd persons in 

our 	sB.Jnple vithin the llesid"moe. 

Our a.tt,ention will now be direo·ted to a brief review of' three 

511v.J. Crandall and Ursula .Bell:ings , 11Some Relationships of 
Interpersonal and lntrapersonal Conceptualizations to .eersonal-Social 
Adjustment , " tTournal !!!_ Personalit;):) 2.3:224-32, 1954. 

5SI.Sarnoff, "Idf:m i.fication i-dth t.he A(mressor: Some 
l.leraona.lity Correlates of anti- Semitism among Jews . '1 Journal of 
Personalitl, 20:199-218, 1951 . 

56rtuth c . Y>:ylie, <~ ;)one Relationships between Defensiveness 
nd :··elf-Concept JJi..sorepancies, 11 Journal of Personality, 2~;6ou-l6, 

1%7. ­

http:interacti.on
http:ccores.55
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studies Hhich bear indirfJc":.ly or. our res~arch task. t>ch of t he11 

examines the r 'lationship bet>mt:n !>elf-concept· on and physical diBC\bil­

ity, and t w:ir findings all indicate that an intesral relationshi) 

exj.sts between these two variables . 

In a s tudy of on0 hundred hospitalized service amput.ees and 

plastic surt;ery cases, \'hite, ~<Jrj t,ht, and Dembo, found that the 

following self-feelings were associateri -w1.th disability: 

(i) fear that it is not l!me a a person, but my in,iury 11 that is of 

p r inary importance to the other; 

(ii) 	 fear that the injury devalues oneself as a person; 

(iii) guilt associated with the feeling that one is a burden; 

(iv) 	 conflict between the desire for dependence and independence; 


{v) feelings of self-pity• .5 7 


Shelsky expl ored the differential effect of dissimilar 

disabilities upon an individual's self-perception , and concluded?8 

(i) 	 that an overt or visible injury does not necessarily have more 

of an effect ·pon self-cone( pt than an i njury or illness tdlich. 

is not visible; 

(ii) 	 that amputees can more readily evaluate their abilities and 


disabilities than t hose who are tuberculous; 


(iii) that a physical loss seems to be incorporated into the solf ­

.5 7R. K. White , B.A. Wright , and 'r . Dembo , 11Studies in Adjustment 
to Visible In,juries : Evaluation of Curiosity by the Injured , " 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 43:13-28, 1948• 

.58Irving Bhelsky, "The M'feot of Disability on Self- Concept , 
(Unpublished Ph. D. Dissertation, Columbia University, 1957). 

11 

http:indirfJc":.ly


conce!Jt .~,ore udequat.cly, und d.th lesD 'u .. ttge , than an ~11-per-.rasive 

illne~s such as tuberculosis . 

In a study of on hundred orthopedically disableci. patients, 

fifteen years of age and older, Lh.man i nvesti •ated the rel atil">nship 

between a person • self-conception and hi res onse to a pro1~r<::ur;; of 

physical reha'bilitationo He concluded: 59 

(i) that resp nse t.o rehabilitation, as determine by a combined 

physic n and therapist evaluation was associ ated 'nth self-

conception; 

( ii) t hat , although it '"' s rel at ed to the patient 1s r esponse in a 

si .··nif icant way, rehabilitation potential was not related to 

self- conception; 

(iii) that progres ~ in treatment , as estimated by the att ending 

physician, was associated ll.r:i.th self-conception; 

{iv) thE.tt, althoueh self-conception and accopt ance of disability 

are directl y associated, patients whose self-conceptions are 

poor may or may not accept their conditi on. 

As we have seen, 3helsky has suggested that a physical loss 

seems to be incorporated into the self-concept more adequately, and 

w"ith less dama: e , than an all-pervasive illness such as tuberculosis . 

It is questionable , however, if this vJholly applies to blindness, 

which is a physical l oss of undoubted magnitude and undeniably 

traumatic consequences , in many cases. Likewise , Litman's fourth 

59crheodor J . Litman , !'Sel f - Conception and Physical Rehabili­
t tion. 11 rn Human Behavior and Social Processes, ed., A.H. Hose 
(Boston: Houghton, I.fiffl in Gompany, 1962) , pp. SS0- 74 . 
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finding above, that orthopedic patients ~.nth poor self-conceptions may or 

may not accept their condition, would seem to apply more to others suffer­

ing from a similarly limited loss, than to those who have suffered a loss 

as severe as that of sight . If, as we believe, to accept one's disabil­

ity is to accept one's self despite a disability, then it seems that this 

is a consequence of the individual's evaluation of his ca_t.lacities to 

attain certain ends given certain means . Accordingly, it is suggested 

here that those blind residents whose sel f-evaluation is negative will 

also tend to have negative attitudes towards blin~~ess . 

In this chapter, the discussion has centred around the general 

aims of the study, the sample and methodology employed,· and a brief 

review of the literature related to the subject of our investigation. 

In the following chapter, we shall provide a more detailed description 

of the sample, and an attempt will be made to analyze and relate their 

self- evaluations to their perceptions of the attitudes of the sighted. 



'i'H2 5 ,;·P.L:;, .;;.i::..L ;;)J!;Lr'-.!,\l;·d:,U.A'!'lO}.)::i 1 AND r.-LUi .f'~;.{Ci:i?! 10~~ 

OF T~1 ~ A1''i'I'fUDES OF 'I'H.8 SlGHf~;D 

i'he .1/ur'' sc of t. ~ present c· '"*P er is a three-fold one; to 

pr vide a brief descript-io. of ;m · t our respondents were like; to 

present an anvly;;ia of c. eir self-e•a. ua ono; and to relate the latter 

to tho wey t!wy ere •ro • e a titudcs of the Sit,hted l.iowards tht:~ blind. 

The basic question lihat this ch ~tor seeks o answer i s : do tnos who 

p rcoive the s it,.llte as Nject.i.nt,; (accopti.ng) in their at ituden a so 

tno..,o ~Jho evo.l ate hom elves nehatively (positively) ? 

'l'he Sar11ple 

The ScllllPle consisted of h3 blind individuals lrtlo lived at t.he 

Edgewood Residence for the Blind in Hantil ton, during the S'l.lMIQer of 

1967. Of the 45 blind persons who lived at t his Residonce, one r-fused 

to cooperate, and another was unable to co~aunicate, owing to a recent 

stroke. 'l'he resulting study group consisted or 16 males and 27 t·~mal~:~s. 

When they were classified according to their degree o£ vision, the study 

group foll into tvo broad categories: 16 persons, males and females, who 

were totally blind, and 2'1 who had guid.i.ng vision. 

ffhe median aee of our respondents was 77 years . As can bo seen 

f rom 'l'able 1, 84 per cent of the sample were over, while only lo per 

cent were below, 60 . In addition, although both mules and fa11ales had 

s imilar a1_;c ranges , the m.dian age for males was 74 years , while ·the 

median age for females was 79 . 

http:guid.i.ng
http:accopti.ng
http:Nject.i.nt
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Percentage of Cases 

l'lllleS Females 'rot 1 
J ge (na 6) (n=2'7) n•43) 

.30 to .39 12 0 5 
40 u 1•9 lj 7 ') 

.so 'I 59 4 2 

6o II 69 6 4 5 
70 It 19 44 37 40 
80 n 89 2!> h4 31 

90 I 100 0 4 ? 

Total 100 100 100 

Median age 74 79 77 

For all but on.e r esi dent, blirdness was an acquired los • As 

revealed b the dat in 'fable 2, t he medi an :age at which bl:tndness 

occurred for all residents was 55 :fP.Prs; for males , it wa!." 60 years, but 

for ternales, 49.. In addition , 79 per cent of all residents beca.111e blind 

aft. .r 69 year of a~e; for males and females, the pe:rce tage \Cr 

69 a • . 85, respectively. 

An inspection o£ Table 3 reveals that the majority of respondents 

had boen married before they became occupants of the He.·:i.donce . 1'hosc 

1ho ·>~er, widowed con tituted th·• l arci:est .. group , with the unm :rrled bei.ng 

· ocond, t he percentages being 58 and '.YJ , respectively. If the perc nt­

ages rel ting t o the Separated, the ~ 1idowed, nd ths Divorced, are 

combined, it is found tn t , 1'or both males and fei.• alee , the percentages 



---
Percentage of Cases 

-
I1ales F'e.;·na.les 'l'otal 

IAge (n=1 ~,) (nc27) rF43) 

under 10 


10 to 19 


20 ll 29 


.30 11 .39 

' I 40 49 


50 II 59 


60 It 69 


70 II 79 

80 89
" 

Total 

Median age 
--

19 1.5 16 

0 4 .3 
0 1 7 
0 7 5 
6 19 14 

19 1l.t 9 

25 11 16 

25 22 23 
0 11 7 

100 100 100 

60 49 55 

TABLE). 

HARIT AL s·rATUS OF R.r:SPONDiC:N'rS 

Percentage of Oases 

Hales Females Total 
Harital Status (n=16) (n=27) (n=h3) 

Single 26 33 30 
Harried 6 0 5 
Separated 6 4 2 

\·lidowed 50 63 58 
Divorced 12 0 5 

Total 100 100 100 
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are roll(;..hly equal, b~ing 68 and 67, respectively. 

Ii' it is true that the degree of involvement in me nin,t;ful 

relationships i h other p3rSO:lS is <:treater, on the a nra~e, for th 

ritarried than for the sinule, sopar· ted, lddowed, or divorced, then, 

according to our figures, the strength of tha relat.ional syste: is 

relat.ively lo for the r>reat r.ajority (Y5 psr cent) of the respondents . 

In addition, a p rc.intlhi. point to remE:rr:be1" is that living in the 

:tesidence implies, at the very minimum, a spatial sa Jaration from close 

f riends or rel.a.tiveo 1 and represents, to some extent, an aggravation of 

the problem of loneliness . 

Acadendc education 'vas classified according to both amount &nd 

type. l\10 frequent and interrelated reasons offered 'by re pondents for 

discontinuing formal education were: 

( i) .t<;conomic pressure for ea:ll'ly self- support or for contri.bu.ting to 

·t.ho family income. 

(ii) 	 The existence of greater occupational opportunities without 

formal education during their youth than today. 

As will be observed from. 'fable 1+, the majority of respondents 

(91 per cent) had , at least, some grade school education, while only 

one had some college education. Of those who had completed, grade 

school only, t here were three times aa many females as males, the 

percentages being 22 and 6, respectively. Only 9 per cent of the 

respondents had a non-academic education, primarily of a vocational 

nature. 

Data on the 'birthplace of the respondents revoaled that 60 per 

cent were born in Cnnada, 32 per cent i.n the United Kingdom, and 7 per 
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cent in r:Urope . 

Percentage of Cnses 

Hal Fe!!Ulles .Total 
l~duea.tion (n•16) (n•27) {n•43) 

Aeadcntc: 

Some {;r: d.e school 
only U1 

Fini ·hed erade school 
only 6 

~e college 0 

on-act~d · ic: 13 

Total 100 

67 72 

22 

4 

7 

16 

j 

9 

100 100 

Percentage of Gases 

Mala Females Total 
Church Attendance (n•t6) (n•27 (n• h3) 

Ev ry week 62 5 77 
1 to 3 times a month 19 11 14 
Seldom e 0 0 

lev r 19 4 9 

·rot 1 100 100 100 
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The predominant religious affiliation in our s t udy gr oup \ l'S.S 

Protestant: n per cent were Protest ant , 14 pt,r cent Cat holic , and 9 

per cent had no religion. 

In Table 5, data i.s presented on t e frequency with which 

reDpondents attended church. It "Will be observed that the t,reat majority 

( Y1 per cent) a'ttend church at l east once per month. 1'hose who did not 

express any belief i n religion constitute the 9 per cent o the sample 

who never attend church. It is interesting to note t hat the large 

,r jor ty of bot h males and females go to church at leas t nee a month, 

the percentages being 81 and 96 , respectively. In part, this involvrunent 

with religion ay be due to their search for a transcendent explanation 

of their situation, and , in part, to their need for social contacts 

which would n:d.tigate the loneliness and boredom of their lives . 

Self -Evaluations of the Resident 

·rhe d ~ t a on \ihich ur an lysis is base wer e i ved from 

answers to the int rvieH schedule , includj.no t e self-evaluat · on question­

naire • ()n he md.s of the re~Jponses to is question 1ai re , a ~ elf­

evnlu· t ion acore was computed for et>ch respondent by otalling the 

percent ages given in nsl-Jer t o the quest on.i . r e scores n 1.:.he 

self-evaluation seal ranged from 35 o ·40; the ri v score 

ns 413. From the individua to'als , dist.ri ution o cores 1t s 

conotructed, and those who scored benea.th the mean of this distribut · on 

wer considered to ·vo a negative self- evaluation. 'i'hose whose co es 

\Iere equal to, or gre ter than, the m an e:r _ rated as havint, a positive 

self'-e·r lu&t on . 

By sorting th sam}'le into va ·iou sub-~:..ou sand computing the 

http:benea.th
http:includj.no
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me n rating on e ~ ch ' t . l'rl.thin the dift" rent sub-groupB, it was pos"ible 

to construct a sries of profiles showing the mean self-eval ation for 

An examin tion of the mean elf-evaluation profile in Figure 1 

suggests that belief in th ir dependabili ty is the major characteristic 

of the sample, whil the capacity to infl uence groups has the lowest 

m an rating. 

In Figure 2, the residents ar sorted according to their degr e 

of vision. As before , belief in th ir dependability is t he major 

character istic, and the ability to influence groups is given the lowest 

mean rating . The gen r l shape of the two profiles i s fairly similar, 

e.nd sharp differences emerge only with respect to the ability t o 

ir.Lfluence groups or to exercise sound judgment. . In this respect, the 

totally blind h ve lower average rating. It may be that the totally 

bl ind live more rest 1•icted lives within the Residence, meeting fewer 

people from the outside, and finding themselves in fever situations 

requiring the making of sound decisions , than do those who have t!,Uiding 

Vision. ·rhis seems a plausible explanation in view ot the known 

restrictions that blindness impo es upon an an individual 1 phyaieal 

mobility . It is also consistent with our per sonal observations of life 

1within the Residence. 

1Similarities have also been .found in the general ehape of the 
mean self-evaluati on profiles of nonnal male college students and hospit­
alized psychotic maleSJ but the latter had a lower mean rating on all 
i tems , especi ally with respect to the abili ty t o influence ~roups , t o 
imPress others, or to achi eve goals. This similarity is interesting, 
sine the sample o~ college students had an advantage over the ps c otic 
males with respect to both intelligence and mental health. The situation 
of our total ly bl ind subj ect s and these psychotic males is similar in 
that neither group is seen as rtnormal 11 , nor has much interaction with 
1'normals 11 • See Diggory, op. cit., p . 374. 
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F'iLurc 3 is a representation or the mean r.:;eli'-evaluat.ion 

profiles of the rnale residents sepa.ra.ted according to degree of vision. 

Co:npured ,,.,ith those :nth gu:ldinf) vioion, totally blind m les •·mrc more 

likely to rate themselves lovrcr on alnost every it~)m. i1'tis is JUl' i.c­

ularly noticeable with respect t o their perce tions of their abi i y to 

influence groups , to be independent , or to have s ound ,jud~ment. t, can 

be arG:ued that, to be t otally blind as well as ~nale , in this R.es:i.dence, 

is to .find oneself thrust into the feminine role, the role of passivity; 

for, being severely limited in physical mobility, one's itoals are no 

longer those oi' providing for oneself or f r a far,1ily or, in other ;-m.ys , 

asserting one's male dominance . Rather, one •tl primary interests become 

those of oopir..g with a hi.ghly res·t::.rioted environment, t-v-here the opportun­

ities for self-realization are minimal , and where the aking llOurs are 

reculated by the sound of thE~ dining room bell. It becon1es un 'f.Jrstr.:n­

dable dhy t his enforced i nactivi'ty and domesticity generates , among 

tot~ally blind males, a relatively str on "er sense of being dependont~ on 

others. 

On the other hand, those ·~ ith guiding vision have a certain 

degree of visual contact 'ii'ith their environment, which makes for an 

increase in physical mobility. 1n tum, ·t.his seems to accentuate the 

difference in the number of roles avai.luble for them to play, Hith the 

oonsetwent larger differences in mean ratings on all items . 

l''i~;:;ure h is a representation of the mean self-evaluation profiles 

of the feznale residents separ ated accor ding to degree of vi s i on . It will 

be noticed that the general shape of the two profiles is similar, and the 

most noticeable di fference between them is with respect to the ability to 
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If a comparison is made of the f!6ures in the dif erence colwnns 

for both sexes , i will be seen ttat , with an increase in ision, the 

increase in m an rating"" on the first six items is .uch li t. 0r for les 

than for females ., It should also be noted ti:1at the overall mean self ­

evalu;;.tion of those -;.f.1.th guiding vision is higher for males than for 

fern.ales . These differences are consistent with wh.~t would be expected. 

in society where differences exist i n the rights , responsibilities , 

and r oles, of the sexes . In a male dominated society, it i s t ypical ·co 

http:i,nflue.n.ce


v:L.e·-1 :.an as t he e.ctive a.;ent, the ··;!J.rer of '~<'c: s ens., the ach .<'ver of 

. ooJs; wliile .··omar' 1'" se·.n as t !C e·.:bo im~nt 0!: p8S .:J i vity . 

I an in ·p cti on is \" nde of ab .e 7, :t t .ri.l l be ::>een t.h~ t, D..tT:on~ 

t hose with :,l.•.idin~~ vision, 56 per cent eval uate ther;.selves pos it, j val y ; 

t he eorreapond nt f:i ~....ure .for the tot ally blind i s sli6 ht y lo.-wr, 50 

·r ,LBLE 7 

~LA.:><)IFlJAri0N O.t•' lil'...:d.D::.Nt';;l Bi :3!";LF-EVALU;I.l'IUi~ 

AND DEGREE OF VISION 

Degree of Vision 

Guiding Vision '.L'otally Blind 
Self- EValuation: $ :t 

Positive 

Negative 

56 

44 
so 
so 

Tot a 
Number of Cases 

100 
27 

100 
16 

\Jben the saJnpl e was sorted into positive and ne[;ati ve self-

evaluation categories , very i nteresti ng results w;:--;re obtained. J•'ibu re 5 

pres nts t he profiles of the positive self-evaluatcrs sap rated 

accordine to t he degree of vision. It ·will be noticed that both t he 

t eneral shape and level of these profiles are very similar. In 

particular, the mean ratinds on ability to handle thing on one ' s o·m, 

to chieve important go ls, and to influence ~;:,roupG , al·c strikint:: lY 

hit h1 for both the totally blind and those with g ..dding vision. 

On t he other ha.nd 1 as could be expected, ti-:.e general l evel of 

the profiles for the ne&ative self-evaluators is much lower than for 
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v:·.~ ,tlrofilo::; i .. :,;:1., "lar :or ;.;i1e ~..ovu.d· li d anc.l t.hose wit.h t,Uidinr. 

vision, t.~1e t>endral le11el of t.he pt"ofi: .e for · e 1 t.er i hic,h · "' 1:.( 

for the forner, ~'he dat .... !:li& t, t at -t.hose residents who rt. o alzy 

1 nd -oval '· o s r c.hm. St.::lv vc :~· l w on 

ao:i.li't;t to imprass t.h •r~ or to chiove the ~::.oels. wnich are i ••1--or n to 

them. 

In 'i'ablc (,, it wus :zeen ha the ov~ra.ll ; · · e f-e ·1uluution 

of tho vri t, 0 Uidint; vicion .-:au it,her for itJales than for .i omnlcs, und, 

in rl'able 7' that those with guidin€, vision were sliuhtly moro likely to 

evaluat· th ns lvcs posi ' ively. .. siall now eonsid r t.ho ext. nt to 

·•hich perceiving the attitudes of the sit,hted as nc~:,.ative (or p()Sitive) 

may be relat d to these thr c v riables , seLf-ev lu tion, 5 x, or 

de:,;ree of vision. 

Perc •ptions of the Attitudes of 
tho Si~hted to ro.rds the Blind 

To unde .,tand the soci· 1 behnvicur of the rosidGnts, l.t is 

ecessary to understand them 1."1 the context o£ the \iorld in ':mien tney 

live. ·rhat 1.-Jorld has t o .najor and simultaneous aspects: heir relation­

shi11 to themselve~::~ , and their r elationshi s to those wit h whom ·hey come 

into contact. In this sect.ion, the discussion will centre around their 

perceptions of the att..itudes of tbe sighted towards the blind. /\ 

subsequent chapter will explore ·the extent of their reletionships w'ith 

their f llow residents . 

Por ea.ch resident, there is an indiv duali'1ed conception of what 

t he attitudes of the sighted are like . In part , this is owing to tho 

http:ov~ra.ll
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crucial role that one 1s self-evaluation plays in one's relationshi s with 

others. All form of behaviour towards other~ are impelled by motives 

which seek the attainment of specific purposes, ends, or goals . The 

individual also becomes aware that other persons are reactinG to him, 

and therefore, directly or indirectly, affectin the attainment of his 

particular ends . In this situation, the individual has to take himself 

into account, has to define himself, has to evaluate his cap cities for 

achieving his goals, In any socia relationship , therefore, one's 

self-evaluation is an important and inevitable factor. 

·rhere is also another reason why each resident would tend to have 

a different image of what the attitudes of the sighted are like. Thil is . 

simply because the attitudes of others are often difficult to assess , 

owint to the lack of clarity or consistency in either the verbal or 

behavioural cues reflecting the attitudes . Where this obtains, the 

objective meanin· of the other person's attitude cannot be crystallized, 

and a purely subjective interpretation of the other person ' s conduct 

emerges . This subjective interpretation is inevitably based on one's 

interests and expectations, which derive , in turn, from what one con­

ceives oneself to be like . This is especially relevant to those who 

are without sight , for visible cues reflecting the attitudes of others 

are now excluded from consideration. Their conception of the attitudes 

of the sighted towards them, therefore, will lways be the result of a 

process of interpretation, in which their expectations will tend to 

play an important part. 1~ese expectations are shaped, not only by 

their past experiences, but also by their self-evaluations. 

However, although no two of the residents may have exactly the 
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S<i:· conception of the sithted world, tr1ere 'tlould be many com.rr.on 

ch ractcr· sties in their perceptions of the attitude::> of th sig. ted. 

This is because , :os blind persons, t ey vTil.l have hc.d certain com1on 

experiences in he pa..t, and will be facint,; certain com...on problems in 

the present, en the;v conti~1ue to live on the pertphory of the ::>it;l-:!ted 

l•'or our respondents 1 th \rorld of the sighted is COffi.fJOSite of 

four t,rou_ps of peOjJle , oach of which is seen as having di.fferent 

t. i t.ud :;; to m.rds them and a diffcrential i .ni)act upon their lives. l'o 

all intcn· s unci ..-u1poses, thc5c four groups of people imply different 

r:ite ia for the rat:;ulation of their social rel ationships \d th the 

blind, and different types of experi.ences for the blind persons invol­

ved. 

rhc f irst group of sighted people consists of those person~ , 

friends and relatives, who are related to the resident throuf;h t he social 

structur e . 'fhey cons t itute the strongest l ink Wit,h t he ~-Torld outsl.de the 

Residence; for, in great measure, they are entrusted with the most 

intin~te thoughts , probl ems, and anxieties , of the residents. They a re 

seen a s compassionate and kind, t olerant and unders t anding, loyal and 

forgiving ~ Wit hin this >mb of relationships, the blind resident can 

regain measure of lost prestige , can r elive the experiences of his 

pr -blin identity , and can cease to be awar e of his differentness from 

others . For a brief period, he can perform roles Hhich are eva.lue:t.ed , 

not by cons iderntions of their functional importance to wider social 

end , but by mainly affective criteria. ife is treated, not as a blind 

per s on, but as a person whm is blind. F'or the above r easons, contacts 

http:eva.lue:t.ed
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;r.i h friends or relatives , ei ther in the fom of visits to the l~esidence 

or extended s tcys at th ·ir ho11e " re valu d hi 'l1ly. 'i'hey also provide 

an escap• i'ro • the ~kadenin"' mo .otony of' life in the llosidence ·.:here, a:J 

we havo indice.ted elsewhere, t he -viaking ho r s are r~gulat d by the sound 

of the dinint. room bell. In rotrosvcct , therefore, ·esponden ·c tended 

to rnt.~nify the virtues of this group of sighted people, and to minimize 

thei r faults. 

The second group of sighted people with whom the residents come 

into contact are those uho work in ostablinh..11entt;: uhieh cater either to 

the neods of t he blind direct , or r.mich actively champion their cause . 

'l'hey constitute the human core of the highly organized support t· hich 

exists for the blind. 'rhis group of s i t_: hted people provid~ the bl.' nd 

with n charter, which defines, not only the acceptable modes of reacting 

to the sighted, but aloo appropr iate attitudes towards other blind 

individuP..ls , towards hi."!lself , and towards blindness , in {;encral. They 

nre vi wed by the r e idents e.s dedicated and unremit..tingly kind, but 

in a.n official and impersonal sort of way. Their attitudes are 

interpreted by the rosidonts, not as acknowledging their separate 

identiti es , but rather as treating tho:m like a collectivity--the blind. 

In a uenso , their r elationship to the residents is in the nature of a 

contract. By accepting the rewards implicit in this contractual 

relationship, the resi.dents are exposed to the threat of vieHing 

t hemselves as o·thers view them--as being blind, a ti'ord t-thich has ut: lY 

connotations for them. 'ro the extent that they accept with gratitude, 

they beco .e the "adju.stedt' blind, an i n- group whose existence clearly 

depends on internalizin the definitions of others . I t should be noted 
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that the relationship of the residents to this group of si~;;hted people 

h s the character of a salt;: the ind::.vidual's life-situation is c::Jlarced 

in exchange or his confornity. The very real bEmefits that derive from 

this exch<me:,e serv'J ns the hasis for tho favourable att:i.tudes that the 

residents sho>f to'~>ntrds this L,;roup . 

A third group of sighted people with whom. the residents int act 

are the non-professional sympathisero, 'church people a . 'i'he najor 

con ern oi' this group is to keep the residents on the path of virtue, and 

to encourage them to bear the cross of blindness 1·dth fortitude. 1'he 

importance that the residents attach to relieion can be inferred from the 

fact that approximately ninety-one por cent of them attend church at least 

three times a month. For them, religion is most impoxtant nean of 

ad,justint:. to the fr"ustrat ions attendnnt on the physical and social los ses 

i nvolved in blindness . A blind person who has a negative attitude to 

blindness and regards it as an indescribable catastrophe is likely to 

feel that all effort is useless, that nothing is worthwhile, that life is 

wit,hout meaning. 'fo some extent, religious consolation anticipates and 

arrests such deviant tendencies. 'i'he blind individual can verbally purge 

himself of his frustrations knowing that, up to a pe>i.nt, his fellow 

church members will pr ovide a measure of social tolerance . Gradually and 

bently, he will be encouraged to face up to his disability, and to assume 

his normal responsibilities . Thus, as well as reducing or eliminatinG 

any tendencies on the part of a blind resident to deviant behaviour, 

religion exerciSt'lS a therapeutic effect on their lives: it assists in 

their social rehabilitation. It al~o does this in another way for, by 

attending church, our respondents can find relief from the oppressive and 
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stultifying routine >mich characterizes their lif e in the Hesidence . 

'l' 1ey can lso avoid, if only temporarily, the pres"'ncc of thoue residents 

whose multij?le }lrcble.tlS tend to generate a mood of C:icopondency ·n others . 

It is understandabl:;, then, that the residents tend to perceive the 

~ 1 church people 1 as kind, and, on the \v ole, :lelco;ne their presence. 

Hnint~nt.ion lly, however, some of these visitors often create 

problcll.;S for the residents by being inclined to consider their bll ndness 

as somehow related to oral turpitude . Often preoccupied .nth s in and 

eyil , some of theroH~ visitors come dDngerously close to disrupting a lor..g 

c.nd arduous proc"::!ss of psychological rehabilitation» when they attempt t.o 

instill a sense of GUilt , fear , and shame , in the re~idonts . In some 

cases, this could even rcsul t in a trauma for the blind ~ One poibnant 

cx~ple of this thoughtless attitude was related to the ITiter by a 

female resident . At a certain relit,ious meeting , the preacher became 

agitated and waxed prophetic. The content of his sermon ~-ms a denun­

ciation of sin in its many forms . His audience consi::.;ted mainly of 

senior citizens, many of \vhom ~ere also blind, and he urged them to 

repent i n order to avert the fires of Hell; for it was obvious that they 

had transgressed- -an insinuation that their blin.dness 1-ras the consequent 

punishment for ~ moral relapse . The constant repetition of these 

threats and admonitions resulted in one elderly gentleman becoming so 

terrh'ie. that he t·rept profusely for half an hour. It is doubtful if' 

fear and g,uilt are the most adequate bases f or the social rehabilita ion 

of the blind. · 

rhe fourth group of si ghted people with whom the residents 

i nteract is .referred 'to as the upublic". They are the re resentatives 
/ 
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o the wider ::>ociety, on ivhose ·no.r...ins the blind liv • :3 CLl.U.:JC th(, 

attitudes of th public towards th-: blind arc co:-aplox, ran...in... fron 

stereotyped ideas and beliefs to e:notionvl attitude:~ , our res}Jondonts 

tended to perceive them in different ways . ;)ome depJ•ccated the helping 

att,itu ien of the ublic; some, t.he C?ttitudes o.f 'i.ty; som.e, the stereo­

ty[Je•' and discrimination of the blind. i'Jhatever. their differences, 

ho>-Jeve ...· , the majority of our r sponc.lents , approximately seventy per cent 

of the sample, perceived the attitudes of the public as being essentially 

egative , ·nd based on a complete lnck of information as to the true 

nature of blindnes~ . 

l~e following quotations are ill ustrative of their comm nt 

Half of them don 1 t believe that -...,e have brai s or houghts or 
anything .. · 'i'hey don 1t want to see you when you're blind, don't even 
' :m· to lmow you. 

i'hey 1re oo sy;npathetic . "hey t . ink it 1s :;en ·er 'ul :when the 
blind can even sing. rhey think bli nd people are juat useless 
because of blindness, that they 1re a b m h of necr-do-wells . Joma 
even try to take advantage of blind sellers . 

They think we're a bunch of charltable people who are receiving 
cnarity . I 1ve h· u ox ~riences of it, nne I'm insulted by it. ii. 

f urrier I knew for years didn •t do some repairr; on a coat of mine • 
•h • I "..rent to see why he hadn 1t ,_\one it , e s~ id, 11 But you naven 't. 

the money irs . --; you live at that institution(thc Residence)." I 
said, ''That asn 1t anythi to do with it . I pay a lot of mone 
for my board and lodrJing . 11 He thought I was li:ring here free . He 
W~J. really rude . 1 .3aid I wo11 1t h ve , thint to do with him 
anytnorc . I told him if he felt I was so poor he shouldn't char~e 
me anything. 

feo.t-le t. ink if you're 1' . d• you're ~. different crec;.tu e, 
altotether . -vhen there are sight-seeint; .;roup:; l-Tho tour this 
buildl.no , hey behave as if you 1 re q1 cer and different J.>eO!Jle . 
Sir; te ;peoJ)le think >·w' l.?e frcal-cs, that v-re 1 re not human. A lot of 
eople reall.Y do think that way. "hey think you 1 r>::~ a different 

person because you're blind, but t hat ion t true . I've found so 
.na y vis· tors to this lace tal dorm to you e.s if · ou 1re not 
normal . 

http:buildl.no
http:crec;.tu
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Somo think we're a nuisance . Some are very nice and sympathetic . 
Some are just ignorant, and think we're dependent all the time. 

·rhey believe all blind peo)le are like. It makes me feel small 
the ;.;ay some people treat me . They believe you can 1t do the smallest 
thing for your~elf . And t.hey 1re so clumsy >lhen they try to hel , 
like pushing you along instead of let.tint; you take their arm. 

Some people f el sorry f r you . Others don 1t pay no attention; 
they're just not interested. Many think you 're just putting on an 
act to -ain sympathy. 

They think we ' re unable to do any thing , especially when they see 
a blind person fumbling around. They feel sad for us, so t hey think 
we ' re also feeling sorry f or ourselves . 

The public just don 1t give a damn! They know the blind ~w.nt 

looking after and t hings like that , but do they co e here and see 
them? No-o- o! 

'fhese remarks art~ of much interest f or , t o the extent that they 

correctly evaluate the atti tudes of the p blic , they indicate t at he 

latter have certain well-patterned ideas about the blind, that they are 

conceived of as a homogeneous group with certain co~~on characteristics , 

which derive f r om what i s considered the wor t imagin ble disabili ty. 

I effect , i t is the stereotype of the blind which serves a t h -, basis 

for the attitudes of the public . 2 \ major t eme in t is stereotype of 

the blind i that of the blind beggar. 1'ho blind are seen as people 

who live in an eternity of darlr.ness , have very quaint mannerisms , a d 

relieve their indigency by solicit ing alms from the nighted majority. 

In this otereo·type , the blind beggar is usually male, wears dark glass ­

es , and shambles along >d.th the aid of a cane. Ue carries a tin cup 

pinn ;d to a shabby coat , and e· her sings or plays an instrument in 

return !or a pittance. Associated vnth th "s image are ideas an 

2
See Joseph s. Him~s, Jr., 11Some Concepts of Blindness in 

erican cu l.iuro , !l Social ~se110 k, 31:41 -1 6, 19.50 . 
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beliefs which influence, in important ways , the nature of the response 

that the public makes to blind persons . Thus, as t he quotations indicate, 

a blind person is assumed to be incapable of doing anything at all. This 

places the sighted in a position of dominance in all social situations, 

and tends to relegate the blind to an inferior social status. As a 

consequence, the blind do not exist as competito~s of the sighted in the 

outside world, ar.1 they are treated as children or social inferiors , 

more with indulgence than with respect , more i'lith reserve than with 

friendship. Another belief that emerr;es from the quotations is that 

intelligence a.nd understanding are a function of viEmal perception. 

Therefore; a person wit hout sight must necessarily be limited in 

intelligence and understanding. This partly explains the zeal of many 

sighted people to be overprotective in their relations with t hose who 

are blind. In reality, the efficiency of one's sense of sight is , in 

3no way, a dete.rrninant of one ' a level of intelligence. \•Jhat is impor­

tant is to receive the appropriat,e sensory (not necessarily visual) 

stimulation so that the thinking, conceptualizing process can take 

place . 

A third belief contained in the quotations is that the blind 

are in a continued state of despondency, and are unable t o be happy 

because they are blind. 'rhis appears to be based on an exaggeration of 

the importance of vision in particular, and an indjvidual's sensory 

equipment in general, for the attairunent of happiness . The image of 

3t?or a. discussion of this, see Vw.rtin vJhiteman, 11A Psycholog­
ical Appraisal of Blindness . '1 In Social Case':rork and Blindness, ed . 
Samuel 1i'inestone (Netf York: At!Jierican Foundation fwthe Blind, 1960), 
pp . 47- 48 . 



se 
the blind as revealed by these quotations is a very distorted one, Hhich 

is not only incorrect, but also does not allow for individual differences 

either in thf-) degr·ee of remaining vision or in physical or mental capa­

bilities . An the analysis of the data on self-evaluation indicated, 

there is c nsider able variation in the perceptions that our respondents 

have of their abilities to attain certain ends. _Moreover, it is wrongly 

ussumed that there is a direct relationship between blindness and the 

stereotyped characteristics, that given the former , the latter must 

follow. 

More importantly, these quotations are of great i nterest , for 

they 'suggest that relations between the r esidents and the public are fill­

ed 1~th uncertainty, frustration, and anxiety, o~dng to the absence of 

clearly defined norms which could regulate the process of interaction. On 

the one hand, .t hey are told to see themselves as members of society, 

which means that they are "normal" human beings . On the other hand, they 

are told that the pel"'.ma.nence 1 the high visibility, and the highly 

obtrusi ve nature of bl~ndness, make them different, and that it would be 

foolish to deny this difference. In effect, they are asked to replace 

their self-def i nitions with the stereotyped picture that the public holds 

of them, and to accept gracefully the consequent devaluations in social 

status. In either case , the acceptance or re jection of t he societal 

definitions places the blind in a situation of conflict; for, in the 

former case,_they will have defined themselves by devaluating criteria 

not of their own choosing; in the latter case, the Yrldth of the gap 

betw·een their self-definitions and the definitions of others will heighten 

their feelings of marginality, and make them hyper sensitive to the 
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reactions of the Si[.hted. 

Undoubtedly, there is an element of realism in the recognition by 

the public of the lbtitations imposed by blindness ; for it does restrict 

the ·Obility of an individual co siderably. By decreasing an individual's 

control ove. his i.mediate and extended environment, it also generates a 

ide ranbe of insecurities , not only physical , but also social and 

psychologicaL S~parated from large segments of hi s environment., the 

blind individual's range of experiences is greatly narrowed , and this often 

becomes a major source of frustrationG Despite this , however , the 

attitudes of the publi c are, t.o a great extent, t he product of the values 

of a highly competitive and achievement-oriented society, where success is 

attributed to 11good 11 personal qualities and capacities, such as competence, 

4 courage , enterprise or, in religious terms , God 's grace . Since the blind 

do not show visible signs of material success , which is taken as proof that 

they do not poss~.ss the afore-mentioned qualities , t hey tend to be relegated 

to a mare;,inal place in the social structure . Thus , the blind, deprived of 

an occupational role, in premature retirement \nth an abundance of unwelcome 

leisure , and living i n a greatl y restricted social life-space, tend to be 

treat.ed more as societal wards than as nenbers of society 'With full and 

equal rights . 

'l'o some extent , also , the attitudes of the public may be a function 

of the unique organizational support which exists for the blind, a support 

~hich may be a reflection of the widespread perception of blindness as 

singularly disabling . This highly organized support i s reflected in the 

4see Kar en Horney, "Culture and eurosis,tr American Sociological 
Review, 1:221 - 35, 1936. 

http:treat.ed
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4lci.;.irJlation f o:t. l:i ec ·al ac::.istance to the needy' blind, income tax 

exemptions, specia1 arrart6 e .e. ·~s for vendin,. stands, sheltc:re workshops , 

schools an' !'<~si-lences for lhe blind, and other utterr:.ed activities 

devoted to · the exclusiv use of t.he blind. .fara-loxically, to cl1ieve a 

mea ure of equ· lity with the sit.hted, the blind must . ··ke case for 

positi'le dl:::crir:llnation. 

For our respondents , then, the public constitutes a very lar~e 

segment of the si.;hted world, whose modal attitudes arc ~ssentin.lly 

nebative in nature, and ranee from veiled indifference to overt reject­

ion. It is o.lso a se ment of society >d th which our re pondonts np[-ear 

t o have l:i.ttlc sustained interaction. This sugt;ests, in turn, that their 

perceptions of the a t.itudes of the public may, at some poin t. , contain an 

element of overemphasis and distortion which is cont;ruent wi-~h their 

emotions and wants . As Bruner has su~gested , perceiving begins in an 

organism oriented to certain f atures in the environ ent by a mental set. 5 

He ass es th t !l • ••• \ie are always to some extent prepared for s elng, 

hearin~ , stnelling, tast:i.ng so. e artieul r class of thin~):J• "6 for our 

respondents , then, what takes place when they interact with the si•hted 

arouses momental"J set s which influenc , in a selective way, their per­

ceptions of the attitudes of the ighted, and which help to re ulate 

the subsequent course of the i nter cti on rocess . Y.c'hat the residents 

elect out to recot:;;nize and ttend to is also a function of enduring 

5J . S.Bruner, ''Personality Dynamics and the Process of P .rcei­
ving . " ln R.P . Bl ake and G. V. ~.mn.sey , eds., Perception--~ ~pproach :to 
Personalitz (New York: Ronald P ess , 1951 ) , vp .121-4. 

6 
:bid. ' p . 124. 

http:tast:i.ng
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sets j which derive fro1:1 their personality or deep-rooted interests . 

Simil arly, a blind rerson's cmot.ions and wanes :nay act so as to select 

certain aspects of the interperson 1 situation, and to interpret these 

in cl manner 111hich is far fron correct$7 In effect , our res}Jondents may 

themselves be erceiving the public in a ers .Jective as stereotyped as 

that which the latter uses to evaluate them • 

.Perception of the Public's Attitudes 
Ana yzed by Sex and Degree of Vision 

In the receding ages , separate discussions have contred around 

how the residents eval uate themselves and hovr they interpret t,he attitudes 

of' the public . In t he follo.,rl.n~ analysis, an attem · t irl.ll be made to 

explore the relationship between these two variables . 

Of all respondents , 70 par cent perceived the att i tudes of the 

public as being essentially negative . s Table 8 shows , a majority of 

bot h sexes also do so, there bein slightly more females and ma es \lho 

were rated as seeing the public as r e jecting in its attitudes ~ 

'l'Ju3LE U 

P;'W,JgNTAGE OF EACH SEX \v110 
SEE: 1'HE PUBLIC 

AS REJEC'riNG 

Percentage who See the Public 
as R jecting 63 74 
Number of Cases (16) (27) 

1see A. Pepitone, "Motivational Effects in Social Perception, 11 

Human Relations , ) :57-76, 1950 . 
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vi .. ion, it was found that nl, ost e~-. ual perccnta;;.c i.n each vis.i ;m-..,;roup 

per , ved t.he ublic us rejectinu; in itv attitudes: 70 per cent of those 

nth buidint; v.inio:&, a nd 69 per cent of t hose ~.mo wer completel~'· blind. 

'l'1\BLE 9 

PERC~N'f.AGE Ot' KACH VI.~ION-IlttOUP 


WHO SES ?HE .PURLIC 

AS Ht:Jl~c.if!NO 

GUIDING VISION 1'0TAtLY BLIND 

Percentage who See the Public 
as Rejecting 70 69 
l'lwnber of Cases (27) (16) 

We have already seen that those with guiding vision a.lld th\>se 

totally blind tend to evalu te themselves differently, depending on 

whethsr they are male or female. ill s imilar differences emerge with 

respect to their perceptions of the public ' s attitudes? 

1'ABLE 10 

CLASSIFICA1'ION 0 RESIDF:NTS Bl SE.X, DEGR~E OF SIGHT , 

A D I'HEIR PERCEOTIONS OF 

THE PUBLIC ' S ATt"l'fUDE 


-----·----------------------------------------------­
·ALES i'"~:v, LES 

ierception of t 
Public ' s Attitu

e 
de: 

GV 
% 

TB 
% 

GV 
% 

B 
% 

Po itive 

Negative 
'fotal 

Number of Caoea 

27 6o 

73 40 

100 ioo 
(11 ) (!)) 

31 

69 

100 

(1b) 

100 

(11) 

18 

82 

GV--Guiding vision TB--Totally blind 
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A.•ong males and females, the percentages of those t-lith t,ui rling 

vision -ho pcrceived the pu lie 1~ t,t i · ude as pos ·. t i ve were rou[.hly the 

s ·me. Of those males iol'ho :..aw the public as acceptin£, , ther was · 

smaller perccntase with guiding vision than with total blindness. ~f 

females, t here una u slightly larger pcrcenta-e with guiding vis i on than 

1rr.ith total blindness 

Hales 'l.dth t{Uiding sight have a Greater contact ttith their envir­

onment and, therefore, tend to be more. active, participating in t he 

values of the dominant culture more as non-injured individuals than as 

persons who are blind.8 As an earlier analysi :i.ndicated, they tend to 

evaluate themselves positively. lis such, i t is more likely that t1ey, 

and not the totally blind, will find the selveel in constant o· osition 

to the socially devaluating de.f'ini tiona of blindness. This rr ght 

explain uhy those males 'Who salt the public as :rejecting co.mn predomin­

antly from among those with guiding vision, althoUtih our evidence is, 

of course, very meagre since our m.unbers re so small . 

With regard to females, however, the fiudings indicate that a 

majority or bot.h those uho had guiding vision and those who w-•re totally 

blind perceived the public as rejecting in their attitudes. It "ust be 

remembered that the socially prescribed position of women is wife, or 

r1other, with the emphasis on domes tieity. For our respondent~ , t he 

8s!Je, .fvr example , 7 l orentine itackbu...ch, · Psyc a o;.ical :~tudy of 
Partiall y Seeing and Children with ot.her Visual Problems," 1'he Sicht, 
S vin;,; ~1evie;, 20:1.r)7-62, 1950; 'lobcrt ~)i ver, ''Using ::•esi uel 'isian,~t 
NewOUtlook for the Blind, 59:93- 97, March , 1965; !1arjorie A. c. Young, 
!h!':. ~iu .ly Sc~p l~sycholo ...,ical '.:'.f ~cts £_ (He•r :'o : ~1. io ~l 
Society for Prevention of Blindness, 195.3); and Alfred A. Zimmerman, 
·•J.n 'pprainal of Part ial 1 sion: t~> f)ua r-~~ltu e ~nd Prob e:ns , '1. t·ew 
Outlook for~ Blind, 59:153-8, ~~y, 1965. ~--
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blindness not only restricts the uu:.~.ber of :·lalef.l '1-lil in.., o ·ui t£ bl to 

be mc:.r·ital ari.ners , but also .,;erves ·s the .:c:s n f·r ociuv.;t 1L "' c't 

(is t-',Jrov...l of "'UCL rf.!lationshi.VS o Lven to funct ·on fl'ective ~, in n 

un"llarried · s a t.e in the wider society, ould req :i rc adequa f .:.n<..nci· 1 

re~ourcos , which the majority of our female respondents d not tJossess . 

J.s one r e ...i d .nt p..1t it , "If you haven't a husband, yoJ ;1cven' t. ~ot a 

home . ·' Indirect y, therefore, it would ucem that the attitudes oi' the 

wider society, as refl oted in its attitudos to the role of rm.aen n 

t;eneral • nd to their marital tllliances in particular, are seen as 

negative by our blind fell ale r espondents . 

:.3elf- Ev.\Uuation and Perception 
of the Attitudes of t e I'ublic 

'.L'he followin discussion will explor the relationship betwe n 

the self-evaluations of the residents and their perceptions of t he 

attitudes of the public. If it is true, as the literature on self-

concept indicates , that those who are self-accepting tend to see others 

"'S also accepting of themselves, then it :i.s reasonable to assume that a 

larger proportion of the ne~ative self-evaluators, r ther than of the 

positive elf-evaluators, :ould see the attitudes of the i>Ublic as being 

es· ntially negative . Conversely, those who evaluato them elves posi­

tively should perceive these attitudes as being positive. These are the 

basic questions that this section seeks to answer. 

'l'he residents were fir t sorted according to the nature of' their 

l)erceptions of the public's attitudes, and then accordin6 to t l eir self-

evaluation • 

http:rf.!lationshi.VS
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~·!·HL'•: 11 

PERCT!~t..1'AGE OF •ACH S~a.. '- F.VALUATION Uli.OUP WtiO 

.Pn;RC.t-.:1 I!; i'r\l'; A'l'·i' i'rUD~ vi 'IH~ t'UBL:tG 


AS N.i£0AT1Vii: 


Positive self-e~ luators (n=20 } 


Ne(;l.ative sel.f- evaluators (n•23) 


Accordinb to ~he data presented in l'able 11: .:::. positive self-

valuator t..~s mo.. c likely than a negative self-eval u:ator to view the 

attitude f the public as ne5ativc. Our hypothesis of a rJirect. 

r elationship between theoe two variables is , thcr for , refuted by the 

dnta. 

~:rom the foregoing evidenc and the discussion relevant to it J 

i t is per haps r :lonable to conclude that the opportuniti .s for u...tained 

teraction with the sighted is determinant of how the r esid nts 

perceive the attitudes of the latter. '£he ··re tor the amount of i.nter ­

action, the greater th pos ibility that the attitudes r the public Will 

be een as negativeo hose •th f;uiding visi n probably or.;e for them 

selvo r oles that are mor congruent with their self-evaluati ons than 

wi h t he societal defini tions of blindness. In so doinJ, they ex·os 

t hemselves to the full impact of t 1e differine expectations and i nter ­

pr tation r egarding the sphere of activities co idered appropriate for 

t hose iih.O a blind. Inevita ly, the conflict ~ich is atent in any 

Sl.lStained i nteraction tdth t he sighted makes them h.,vPer senaitive tt) the 

r ctions or th l att er. 



CHAPTER III 


ATTITUD S TO BLINDN~SS 


In the p e·.rio s cha t r, it was stated that, to underst d the 

.,ocial ehavi of a blind erson, it is important ~o kno how h 

interpret · the at ·· itude"' of th sighted. As \tas Sl:.tg{,:e t.et! , the nature 

of the perc ption that a resident had of he attitudes of .he public was 

·hap J by h a,jount of contact he h wi h the public. Like any other 

human being, hi soci 1 experiences will largely shape hi pers lit.y 

and soci beh iour. His attitudes to his blindness n e, t en, a 

function of situation 1 f ctors , al o. More precisely, hi at itudos to 

his blindness are sh ped by the interaction of t o major actors: his 

pa t social axperi ces as a blind pars n, and his ·e ent i uation asr 

perc ived or defined by hi. • 

To the xtent th t blindness 1.r poses definite limHs on certain 

actj.vi i s and social relati nships , it will generat • a sense of 

f stration or d privati n . In such a situation, the lind p·r~on's 

f s rat'on re lect d , no o ly in t e exton o his so ial 

rela io hips , but also in his to i r 'c ch pter• 

i '"' , tee ore, an attempt to xplore he relatio ship of an individla.l 1 s 

self-~valuation and his attitudes to hi blindness . nderlyi 1g our 

appro ch i the a:;;surn t'on tha resident who eva u tes himself 

nee: i ely v.-111 also end to have negati~e attitude to h' blindness . 

~onve y, a eEi i ent who e alu te h. self positively wil t end o 

s o a positive c ttitude to1Nards his b indness . ttitude to blindness 

66 




67 

·nill be dcfi.ncd in tt:;m.s of the .~lCl'llin(; that the disability llaC for the 

resident. "'y co·:b:l.ning the response cnteLor es to the various questi•)flS 

u...r~d, it ao possible trJ rate the answers of eac~l r slJcndent as iridi::u­

ting either a posit..ive or net.,ati ve attitude. 

1'ypically, the people who lived in the :·.eGidence had not had . 

poaitivr~ df3sire to live there. 'fhe majority became residents o~Tin ; to 

circu'!lstan~es over which they hed little or no control. l'hese circurn­

stances , directly associated with their blindness, reflecte their 

increasin~ di ficulty in functioning as inde};endent !l'lC!'lbers in a 3ichtcd 

Yorld. Either they had no-one to look after t em, or their presence 

constH.uted a problem to their relatives. In either case, t.hey were 

reluctant to disr upt the established patterns or their life in exchan.;.e 

for 'l'IOmbership in a heterogeneOUS CO~.'llUnity or indiVidUlll.tl wtlose only 

common bond was that they were leta ly classified as blind. 1:-or those 

who had relatives , t he problems or blindness were compounded by the 

probl em1s of advancing age. In the home of an adult son or dau~..:hter, or 

other relative, an aging and blind person is likely to be regarded as a 

source of problems . or example, city apartments and modern houses tend 

to reflect the expectation that the only occupants would be a parental 

couple and their children, so tha,t actual overcrowding would result, in 

many cas .s, if the household were increased by tho addition of another 

dult. Another factor which complicates such arrangements i.s the 

~.rldesprcad mobility whi.ch tends to sop rate parento from their adult 

sons nnd daughters in styles of life, beli fs, values , and types of 

friendS . Thus, apart from the possibility of friction between the 

(;eneration · and the misunderstandint,s inherent in the interpe. soru~.l 

http:indiVidUlll.tl
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rc:!.ati ·:.md,l:i,t;s ~ eu men the bl' ud and tho si;}lted, tho residents f:.c d the 

rcalit.v t•1c.t society h...d not yet. provlded &dcquc·te r.,.,creatio:w:! or 1·: vin).) 

fa.cH:i.t_.ies for the a 0 in blind. Ir:deed, it :...· s l:.ot oven provid d c. 

, eanin...;ful ro e, for ei t 1er the aged o:r the :...lind •oJhich could i:nuuc t e 

individua \vith a sense of unction and va ue. n its essence, blindness, 

or old aLe, remains an unwelcome transition from -the position of an 

economcally or socially active person to the position of an f.'lConomic"" lly 

and socially non-active person. In addition , this transition to a social 

role involvin.; :1ajor changes in a person's position and atatus in soci.ety 

is, in no way, rescribe by any societal norms. 1'hl.s partly tl>;?lnins 

the equivocal attitudes to blindness or old age so widespread in society. 

h1rtly also , it explains the n.ed for, and i :.1portnnce of , residences 

devoted exclusively to the blind. futry into the Residence, thr:n, 

constitutes a public admission that one is blind, and that one is differ­

ent f rom the rest of society in some way. 

From the point of view of physical eatures , the •1csid nee is a 

lnyout of rooms thou~htfull des.gned and eo ortably furnished to meet 

the needs of ito non-infirm blind occupants . In addition., for ~fO!'len 

there a re facilities for lnunderini.{ t eir clothes and dre-.sint; their 

hair, a television roo. and a cor. . on sitti " room. For men, there is a 

combined television and sit.ting roor'l.. Apart from its physical cntures, 

however, the H.eo;;Jidence also constitutes a istinct social e p~ricnce for 

its occuyants. For some individuals 1 it means an insulation fro:n the 

strain 'nd conflict \-.Jhich result fror1 the definitions and oxpecta ions 

that society · olds of the blind and blindness . For othero , es ecially 

those who tenaciously orient t he. selves to the norms and values of the 
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sighted world, it is a form of self-imposed i olation which involves, 

not only a redefinition of their relationshil> to tho si ht.ed world~ but 

.lso a radical re-evaluation of their capacities as individuals. For 

both types or indivj_duals, the Residence •ener tes a stronger s nse of 

being blind. It does this in three major 'trays . 

In the first place, after the ritual of official investigation 

of the ~plicant , the social and physical !acts pertainins to each are 

record d, entaloeued, and filed. They are, now, available for ?fficial 

scrutiny whenever desired. The applicant for admission is now given the 

seal of approval which completes the transition to .full-fledged :uember­

ship in the blind community. The resident 's past and present are no 

longer private only t o himself. 'fhe copyright has been signed over to 

an official and impersonal or~ani2ation , which has now structured his 

life in terms ot categori s which seem to deny the totality of his being. 

Like the s i ghted, the organization perceives him as blind .first, and a 

person second. 

In the second place, the Residence rovideo the xn::nple of other 

blind persons cheerfully coping w1th their personal problems, and 

displaying an enviabl e independence of spirit and •. stery of their 

environment. For those whose loss of vision is recent or is steadilY 

deterioratint,> , such an experience can erode their belief in the stereo­

typed image of the blind, and can increase their morale considerably, 

especially •111hen they observe t he equan:imity and competence of so:ne who 

are totallY blind. Shame and guilt at being blind can be replaced by a 

new elf- acceptance as persons who are blind, a subtle but i mportant 

dis·t.inction. 
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-~"lsidcnce nakr:G for contac0s -, t 11 s1;:zy ;-1hoso at,t.J.t:.tc.es to bl~ndnebs D.rc 

accatl·;c. Constont <>XP ;tlurc to <:. continuous ...tre<J.'Tl o co:!_t)lnint.~ or !;IJlf ­

pi ty can jar one ' s nclf-confi ence, est:.rant;e one fro•f'l the bli nd a::; a t_; ·oup, 

and invite <1 corrcspondint.lY nc,ative attitude towards blindnes:.> . 

In each of the above cases, the resident ·beco"'leS acutely a ar oi' 

hilnself an of his involvemont u:i.th a cor.nunity of bl nd persons . 

In Table 12, ta io presented relatint; to the vie\<~-=> of t~1e 

resident o on whether they thought the Resi cnce broueht the:n closer to 

the 1ider society, or whether it kept them apart . 

'i'ABLE 12 

}J£RCENI'AGi OF rt~Sf\>ND .N·I'S ~HO S •'B rHE R~lOr~NC ~ 
AS BRli1GING '£Hu•i C:U,k1cl{ TO, OR S&ARAT G l'rll.i.l·· 

i<'H0 >1 , 'l'iiE ~ OU:R t»OCIE'I'¥(n=43) 

n. r:incs one closer to the wlder society" 
11 Keeps one apart frou1 the wider societ-y" 

Total 

It will be observed that a majority of respondents showed a 

favourable attitude to this spect of the Hesidence; only 44 per cent 

expressed a negative attitude. 'l'hese figures do not tell us, however, 

who the respondents were, whether ·t.hey had guiding sight or were 

totally blind. 'l'he same data is presented 1n '!able 13, but 'dth the 

respondents sorted acoordine to their degree of vi sion. 

According to Table 13, those W'5.th guiding vision ware t \dce as 

likely to have a negative t.titude towards the Hesidence as those who 

were totally blinde Of t he form.er, 55 per cent viewed the Residence as 

http:corrcspondint.lY
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of tho totally blind. 

T BLE 13 
!:".6:i\Oe:NTAG,t.; Ot' l!J\.CH VISION.,.GROlJf' rJHO S.U:E 'l'HE RESIDENCE 


AS RINGING THEM CLOSli.:R TO OR "EP R./fri~3 TliEM 

FROI4 THE WIDER SOCli!.'TY 


ov 
l.-)';; 

'l'B 
:{. 

11Brings 

r'Kceps 

one cl oser to the wider sooiety 11 

one e.p r t fro:n the wider nooiet II 

4~ 
c' J 
;,) 

7S 
2 

'i'otal 

Number of c ses 

100 

(27) 

100 

( 16) 

'fhese fi~""Urea are consistent with the attitudes expr ssed by th 

residents in informal convers tion. 'fhos mth guid.ing vision re more 

likely to ind life in the Resi dence irksome, and to aspire to gr•ator 

participation in the sighted world. Their attitudes were clearly 

dictated by thvir differentia l advantage over the totally blind, both 

with respect to degree of sight and physical mobility. Indeed, they 

often pointed out that the word "blindn was not quite appropriate t.o 

people with their degree ot vision, since it suggested a more or less 

total absence of sight. 

'I'o determine the relationship between self-evaluation and 

attitude to blindness, Table 14 was prepared. An examination of this 

tabla rove z that 27 par oent mora of those who evaluated themselves 

positively had a negative attitude to this aspect o;f the Residenc , 

compared ith those who evaluated themselves negatively, the percentages 
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being 57 and 30, respectively. 

TARLE 14 
f'li:RCt.t f G.!!. 0 CH S~Ll' - .EVALU IO OUt' i 0 S.ll:.r.. ·rH.c; ~lilLN 6 

.AS BRINGING 	THEM CLOSER TO OR KPARATING THEM 
F OM T WID S IErY 

SBLF-EVALUATION 
Positive Negative

% 	 ., 

''Brings one closer to the wider ociety" 43 70 
11 Keepa one apart from the wider society" 57 30 

I 

Total 100 100 

Number or cases (23) (20) 

The foregoing data provides no evidence to support our argument 

that self-evaluation ia directly related to attitudes towards thi aspect 

of life in the Residence. 

Judging from their remarks, the attitudes of the residents 

seemed distinguishable according to whether they viewed the Residence as 

insulating them from the frustrations involved in trying to cope with a 

hostile environment, or a imposing unnecessary restrictions on their 

inte~ersonal relationships with the sighted. The former tended to see 

the Residence in a more favourable light than the latter. Since a 

slightly greater percentage ot those with guiding vision and of the 

positive self-evaluators shoved a negative attitude to the Residence, it 

is plausible to argue that they were indirectly expressing their ttitude 

to living among blind persons. Their comments tended to support this 

argument. They often mentioned that they did not meet other people 
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unlr;;s::..; vhey !ud. vit.ltors or -vmnt outsjde th~; !-lcs i dfmce ., hat they found 

the continous air inr; of .Per sonal problemt:> by nome r esidents very deuress­

ing, and "0hat the Residence \·!as nore lik ~ an institution and lesE; like a 

home. On thP o-cher hand, thos•'! '.tho expressed a favourable attitude to 

t he :~esidence were more l i ke l y to me tion the aosenc of r•~latives on 

the outside who could care fo r th-Jn, or t~1eir :-ti.:;h t o av id the ombarr­

assmcnt of beinti dependent on others . 

'l'he folloHin~;.. quotat:i.ons are typical of thei r rcpl if3S: 

fho should m.ake it better for eople . 1' 's ve r"J Jull i"1e 'e . 
F'or rr;y part, I'm out so m' ch, people say, 1\Jhat 's the us of calling 
to see you, you're never there . 

It ::>eparates you from the tdder society very much . fhcy 1 re a 
little com.'nu11ity on their o~ , re(:,;ist_.red as bl:ind Hut thoy 1re 
really tot 1 strangers to one another. 

'Cou don't meet people outside, unless they come to sec you. But 
it's be·tter than livin·r uith my family . 

I t'link living here keeps you ap rt f rom the outr.;ide world.. 
l·ihen you form n group which are all pretty much the same, you don't 
depend on the outside as much. You do thin~s for yourselves . 

It isn 1t a. very good thing for the blind to mix onl ·lith the 
bl i nd. rrhay should have the opportunity to meet other types of 
people . In here, it is only visitors or organizations that "m come 
in contact ~dth as a rule . 

don't real y know. Not t.oo many t-~eople come here . 

:tou 're never alone ere . You can come and <.40 aG you l·ke here. 
People her e are kept cl ean and looked after. You don 1t have to 
depen on relatives . 

It oesn 1 t make any difference to me. I l ike it wherever am. 
I don 1t believe in living v1ith my relatives . It •s convenient for 
me her • 

l can't get, out by myself: that's v1hat bothers me . It' s a 
terrible thing to lose one's sight completely. 
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'.ivi nL hPrc :... i"l e;; yor r: bit. more contnct vii th the out:>ide l•TOrld. 
\vhy'? B(-:cause people visit this rte:3idence . At my age, I 1d have few 
visitorn in my O\-m a1)artment outside. 

'l'he Residence t,ives you H sense of security. The condltio1s 
here are satisf ac-c.ory. F.lut blindness means that many can't get 
around too far . And this lends to isolation. There are many here 
too resitned to their li 'e. 

i"fhen our r espondents \·re re askerl how tl1ey . felt about recr:d ving 

help from the public, the majority, 77 per cent , replied in affi rmative 

terms . In other l'mrds, those l · o •,.;ere rated as having a positive 

ttitude to receiving help l'Tere nore t,ha.n three times a large s hose 

who expressed negative attit 1d~a . 

A majority of t hose vrith guidin5 vision as well as those with 

total blindnesn had posit ive attitudes, the percenta~es being 7h and 82 , 

rest)ectively. The data provided no evidence that a direct relationship 

existed between n respondent's degree of vision and his attitude to 

receiving hel p frm the public. 

Simil arly, when the srun~le t·las sorted according to how they 

evalu~ted t hemselves, no direct relationship was found between self-

evaluation and attitudes to receiving help from the public . A ma jority 

of both the posit ive and net;;ative self-evaluators expressed a positive 

attitude t o receiving help, t he percentages being 78 and ?5, res1Jective­

ly. 

'fo illustrate how they f elt about receiving help, the following 

views were culled f rom the replies given: 

I con 1 t a s k for help , but. I don 1 t r'lind receiving it . 

Let e Give he help , not others . That's why I didn 't want to 
come t o live here . 
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I 1 : b<.. .:1~~·1 to ·cce~·t ·lel~> LIne~ .. ' it. ut ... o e .e 1"' 
try t.o help you even when you're helping yoursel.f. 

t~hen people try to help, it eans they' :re tryin~ to be kind. 

I don't resent it, but I don't want to feel that I can't o ny.. 
thin • I ·lon 1t know ·.Jhat it · oul · be lik if' I ·rore tot..,.ll.y )lin • 

I'm a very self-reliant person: 1 1ouldn' \, be willin.J t.o acce t 
help unleas it ;as nece:.>sar.r. 

I'n al· s t.r.ateful for any hel that ir> offered to . e .. 

I would accept help if it vere good help I m an if I reall · 
needed it. 

I <~ouldn 1t mind acceptint.; the ri..;ht kind of hel But I o 1t 
want sympat~v fro.11 people. Jhat I Hant is underst.andin...,. 

I would be willin ' to accept help , only if I couldn 1t hc:l > 
.myself. Blind people should be allowe to do thint.s for themselves . 

The .pl.rical findinc;s reported so far do seem to be co.1sistent 

with at is alreaqy known of the desire of the majority of the residents 

to be as independent of others as possibl e. From their t;cneral comments, 

it appears that they make a distinction between the good intentions of the 

public and t.he i ·licat:.ions of indiscriminately accepting their help . en 

th one hand, they aro grateful or any hel~.; wh:ich t.hey genuinely n<..)cd, 

and apJ?rcciate tho ki d mot.ives of the public in offerirlL it. Cn the other 

hand, they resent tho stereotyped ir..agc of the bli d that motivates many 

off r3 of heltl 1 and the implications of• dependency involved in indi. orim­

in to y accepting all offers of help Since different blind persons will 

have differont conceptions of what kind of help is in·ispennable to them 

in C•Jrtain situations, it 1ould seem t; t the cue for the public to of f er 

help is eith r a verbal request fro. the blind, or a situation ;•here 

continued movement by the blind would result either in social e~barrass-

ment or in p: ysical danger. :.:hat the residfmts partie arly objnct t o in 

http:tot..,.ll
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m:1stcr their environ::1~nt , as uoll as the irnplicit refusal of ;T.,~ '1Y si~.ht­

cd peo1)le to reco, ni~e that they can even ·w" lk in a ntra ght line . :'hi;::; 

car. take pl:J.ce in two ways: first, a blind person en. be _fer hel} to 

do the most elr.~mentary things tdthin his r1 nge of competence$ !his type 

of help iw specially objectionable , owinL o it ~nplications of depen­

d nee and social inferiority. Secondly, even 1here hel_p is ~~:enutnely 

'.·mlco1.le , as :i.n crossin a street, the blind person is seldom allowed to 

cross with diunit • Kore often, he is pulled like a doe on a leas , or 

p·ushed, like a r,tubborn mul In such a situation, the help becomes a$ 

r elationship between the com etence of a s ighted person and the pres~~ed 

incom'etence of the blind, that is, a relationship bet;-men a SUi:Jeri or 

and an inferior. While the general idea of help is welcome to our 

respondents , it is particular cases or it that en~ender conflict f or 

the;n. To be effective , help must be given on their own terms Q 

In the preceding pa.;e , the discus ion has centred around the 

attitudes of the residents to the Resi ence and to receiving help froili 

the public. ~Jhat is common to these two att · tudes is an implicit 

reference to social situations where the resident exposes hinself, or 

publicly acce ts an identity, as a blind person. A similar reference 

ex' ts ·.dt h ra" ect to the use of the white cane, the symbol of blindness . 

?o use the white cane is to define one~elf publicly as a blind person 

nd, therefore, to expose o eself to a wide range of societally devaluating 

aLt'tudes . tis rel evant , then , to determine what the attitudes of the 

resicLnts are to the use of the white cane . 

All but one of our respon en s expres ed ap roval of its usee 
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'.~.'heir viHliS con est be illustrat ed b - <-' few <iUOt' tions from their 

I use it at night or in strange pl aces . But in the city , I 
don 1 t, for I know Phere I a-q oing . 

It•s a ,...,rent help in many way.,. But it does nnke you conspicous . 

L.vcr,y bli:.d person out;ht to use the cane. It 1s a LTE'nt help . 
It's like_a vcr good friend. 

I t •a sheer pride not t o use i t . 

The can gives other peopl e a chance to know that you re blind 
a:1d to i ve you a breu.k. But don 1t get devendent on i t , don •t 1 · t it 
replace t he use of the human ann. 

t •s a ~reat hol p. One shouldn ' t tuke the privileges of the 
b ind it you 1re o.sha."!led to carry the cane. 

You can al eys find your Hay idth the cane. Othemse, you'd 
l k up to a 11 or something, and Sl!lash your face . 

From the mnpi r-ioal evidence pr esented so far , :lt will be seen 

tru.~.t a consensus of favour able opinion exis t s with r esp ct to livinJ in 

the Residence , accepting help f rom the public, and using t he white cane o 

'l'hes e three patt erns of behaViour are all as sociated with , o.n symbolize, 

blindness , in some way. for exa"lPle , livin~:; i n a resi dence which is f or 

th (~xclusive u.se of the blind is a :y ot relatin oneself both ·to t he 

bl ind and to the sit.hted ao two contraotins grou 's . In considerinr; thi s 

factor, we nssumed that how a resident felt about the Residence wo d ba 

a reflection of how he felt about his i nvolvement uith a co.mmunity of 

blind per sons . 3iPdlarl.y, i t was a··sumed that help was, in essence, a 

soci 1 relationship whose meaninc would var.y acco~lin to an indi idual •s 

attitude to blindness. In accepting help from the public, a blind 

person makes a onnal ackno; leeb ent of dependence upon t he s ichted in 



· <:-rtiicular situ-: ·Lions . In a sbti.lar we..-, b- -:Jsint, t 1e hitc can~::, 0!1(. 

u.c0epts o.nd de 'incs oneself , publicly, as differe:1v fro.'ll the sit-htf;d. )n 

tho basis of these assu..1ptiono , it would sec:n th!i.t our res >ondcnts, as a 

·whole , do not object to dcfinino themselves sociall' as blind. ouever, 

til' doe not mean that they are not critical of st,ereotyped evaluations 

of thei >rsonal capabilities or tr its made on the basis of their 

vi 1 disability, evidence for tmich i s contained in our discussion of 

their p rcoptions of the attitudes of the public. In view of the favour­

ab e a t'tudes which they hav e ressed so fur , is it le ·it.imute to 

assn;. t at the so ve positive ttitudes to their blindness? This 

is ·he central question or which an answer will now be southt . 

·.ro focus the discussion ore sharply on their attitude to 

blindnes , -c shall attempt to analyze their res onses to the idea of 

ma riage bet een the blind, and what they cons'der to be the worst 

disability for a arson to have. rhe fundainental assumption !'lade is 

hat a nega ive attitude to blindness will be reflected in a 1 ei;.ativE.~ 

tt• ude to the idea of marriage between tle blind and, also , ·n the 

citin6 of blindness as the orst disability. Conversely, it i s assumed 

t a positive ttitude to blindness will b reflected in a JOSitive 

"tude o t e ide of marriage between the blind and, also, i the 

absence of an referanae to blindness as the worst disabilit • 

Th following are some of thei r views on whether tle blind 

sho ld marr,y he blindz 

They'd have to be exceptional , ot erwise they ' d faco too Many 
problems , especial y money. And their childrea miclht suffer later 
on. 

I disagree with c. e idea, especially if they are totally blind. 
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i;ow can they h<..ve a s1 cces"ful marriage? And Nhut ab ut t.hr>ir 
children'( 'I'oo many children become blind as a r esult of such 
m<::rriages . 

J.t s~wuldn 't be allowed if t :1e couple are to V lly Llind. 
t'erhaps , if one had a little sit,ht. But. it st1ouldn 1 be allowed 
i f the children are goine to be blind. 

I would agree if they had a strong mind to get married and all 
that . But it's all wrong, if it's to get mar ied for marriage sake. 
I'he children can suffer, especially if the C:'USe of their blindness 
is hereditary . 

l strongly dis· gree ! Both would be helpless ~ J~ven those with 
partial sight lose their vision gradually. 

It wouldn't l.rork out . 'rhei.r pension wouldn 1t be big cnou6h to 
support them. They might start out as being ha})k!Y; but , ·nen, one 
uould gradually see the other as they are . 

I strongly disagree ! The Government shouldn't all wit . 0 ly 
if ,hey were artially si&hted. Hereditary factors are usually· 
involved. The children could turn out to be idiots . 

~Jhy would they want to do that! 'l'hey can 1 t see each ot' er , 
an ay . dow would they know what the other looks like? 

li d eople re more tidy and understanding . L1 rei'ore, blind 
t)oople , from this point of vie11, are more suitable as partners . 
But , generally, it ·Nould be difficult. 

It devonds on the ircumstancas . 'l'he e are s many causes of 
blindness . I "t~ras t.otally blind when I married a blind man. \~e 

·Tere responsible for our own home . 1·•e even gav my moth r r- rw;.1e 
when she needed it . 

\my shouldn't blind people marry if they want to? The big 
proble they 1 face is 1 c of money~ ',~tat 1 a 

One striking fact ~1ich emerges from the above quotations is the 

extent to TtThich disapproval is expressed of the idea of blind persons 

marrying one another . ·~Jhile the expressed attitudes of the residents 

ay reflect a realistic appreciation of the difficulties involved in 

such a marriage, their personal remar ks were often couched in language 

whose nature was such as to suggest that they were very conscious of the 
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of'f:,l-'rin..; ~-rere involved, to 1rovide t.he unrer:1!.. ttir~: care c r<• l n1 3tt,-m­

tion that infants and .;ro\•in.:,. c:1ildrcn need. 1'her·c were f.. re...;icLn~s 

·no re ,artkd ·the i ea of nar.:·ia..,;e bet~men two blind individuu.ls with 

ureat dis t,a.!lte , art).lin.... tha-v it was the chil:iren who , uffei er' !'lOSt . 1 ey 

imt>L.citly assumed that most for-ns of blindness were heredit.acy. ".i.'here 

;;ere others lho stipul.: t ~d the .>rt1Sence t>f a artm~r wno ':;a.~ . ,ot totally 

blind. '.Le• .. roued t' at si -ht was ilrJPortant to avert the , "UY daneers 

involved in the performance or the ntost clcmentarj 'louseho .1 chore:J, 

J.iko cooking, for exa..11ple. This was especially true, they t-~ointed out, 

since household facili.ties had not been desi~ned with the b ind in mind. 

the extent t o which negative attitud~s were predominant can be 

see.• from the fibures in Table 15, where our respondonts were sorte 

according to the valence of their att.itudes t.o marria e oetween the 

blind. 

1'Al3LE 15 
iUU.AG.I•: AND ~G 1'1. i': BLli~D (n"'id) 

. ~ercentu~ of $ample 

Pos "tiv 19 

Nc~a~ive til 

l'otal 00 

A.."l xamination of the above t ble indicates thet 'L 1ose uho 

expressed net,ative ai,titudeo were :nore t an four tiraes as nu:.~€'rou"' as 
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those \'tho expressed positive attitudes . In addition, of those who 

expr essed negative attitudes, it was found t.hat there were approximately 

equal percentages of males and !'"ema.les 1 the figures being 81 and 86, 

respectively. 

We shall now enquir e whether the degree of sight possessed by a 

resident shows any relationship to his attitudes . In '!able 16 , t#he 

residents are classified both according t o their degree of vision and 

t he valence of their attitudes. 

TABLE 16 


CLASSIFICATiotf OF RESIDENTS BY DEGREE OF VISION 

AND BY THEIR AT'ri'I'UDE TO MARRIAGE 


A.t:10NG THE BLIND 

Attitude to marriage GUIDING VISION 'fOTALLY BLIND 
among t he blind: % % 

Positive 18 2 


Negative 82 98 


'l'otal 100 100 

Number of cases (27) (16) 

It is interesting that the totally blind were a~aost unani mous in 

t heir disapproval: only one was rated as having a positive attitude. 

Degree of vision was not directly related to attitude to marriage 

a;'llong the blind: of those rated as having positive attitudes, there were 

only 16 per cent more with guiding vision than with total blindness . 

So far, the preeeding discussion has shown that neither sex nor 

degree o:f vision shows a direct relation to the attitudes expressed by 
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~:h.:t.. hcr 3clf-evaluation is si~.=,'1ificant!y ur>socictc6. :nth the attit'-1~~"-s 

questj_on \-lhi.ch tlds chapter seeks to answer.. 'r'ho e;npir:i.c~l fi~dinE_;!': in 

Table 17 show the relationship betuecn these t-vTO ~m.riables .. 

'fABLE 17 

CLAci.:liFlCAl' ON OF R~.::i.t.D.t<..N S BY ~.~LF-!.<;VALlJJf!' ION 


AND RY 'l'H.h;IR A:fl'ITUDE TO J!JARrUAGfi~ 


AHONG 'l.'Hf!. BLIND 


SELF- EVALUA:fiON 

At·t.. i tude to marriage POSI'l'l E VE 

among the blind: Percentage of Cases Percentage of Cases 

Positive 1L. 15 
Negat ive 86 85 

Total 100 100 

Number of cases (2.3) (20) 
-

An inspection of the above table reveals a similarity bet.:eon 

those who evaluated themselves positively and those rmo evaluated them­

selves ne~ativel : about 85 per cent of each category v1ere rated as 

having a nebative attitude to marriabe among the blind. 

i'he evidence presented j_n Table 17 does not support our 

assumption that a significant relationship exists between self-evaluation 

and a-!:.titude to blindness , as measured by attitude to the idea of 

marriage among the blind. Both those who evaluated themselves positi vely 

and ~hose who evaluated themselves negatively were equally likely to 

express neg- tive attitudes , and, at l east , five times as lik ly to 
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r'or the majority of our re... >ondents (-JS: er r;~nt), bl·n ·ness is 

se_:1 aG t:1e .1or..,t disability. )f th=- 16 rr:ales i t:.h!; sam: le, ol per cent 

rt.ent.ioned bli.ndness as the worst disabilit.y, COl pnre·i .•:!th ~5 er cent of 

toe 27 fe!'l:tlles . 3ince blindness inter eres '.Vith the successful perfor­

.•u.:1ce of the :>tasculine r•)le, i.t is un.dersta.ndable tilat a lar..,c pcrcenta.;e 

of .'lCles view it ne~ tively. · hese fit;ures, the , J!· y be a rcfl~ction o_ 

tho do·rjesticity and assivit.y which characterize the life of mo::;t nr..les 

\o~ithin the l~esidence , and 1.-hich is a direct conse( uence o. their blind­

ness. 

In ardor t.o estimate to Nhat extent a differential reoponsc :ms 

maJe by tho...e of different degrees of si·ht , the followinL tabl. o~as 

TABLE 13 

.PEHCb:tHA<m Oli' t;ACH VISIO - Gi-l.OU! VliwiNCI BLINDN.lilid 
AS TH;:.' WOR 'f DISABILIT 

GUTiHNG VISION 'l'O'i'ALLY BLil D 

The Worst uisabilitr: Percent t'ercenta•e of Cases 

blindness 74 50 
Other 26 50 

Total 100 100 
Nu."lber of cases (27) (1 v) 
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, consti.tu<~~o .. ~he ·mr t d~ su_ryi J 'ity: 

ct.!'neDs, for in::. ancc, ·-as of'ten Htcn ioned aR ~)eint: r.. t~rribl af 1i.ct­

ion. <·ince the ·0ta ly b ind ..re co pel: e to f;1cc t 10 rc:, l ity of 

t',e ·r co~plete 1 ss of sieht, hey had e rn d to m~ke -;reat.er use of 

t . eir remni. inc.; :: ns .s in orient ng ·hem elves to, an. ~~ ster n': heir 

env 'Y'On''lEmt. /.u. :itol"".f perception acqu r·d . new importnnee , or a 

ossi e 'n~dn y • rouuh the " nsc of hearing. ·ro 1( se t s ast 

meaning eontac ' · th the •ror d s, th rofore, " n or r.nter r 

,.any. 

Tho ma,jority of t ose with guiding vi ion were "'pontaneous in 

montionine blindness s the "WOrst dis bi. ity that cou d befa nn 

1 div ' dual. :1nly 2t· per ent mention d oth r d ti , ~ For ho c 

w1 h euiding vj s ·on, the possibil1 t. of los::ng t heir rcmain:i n.- sight 

~m.s a fear th t increased with t eir years. They h~ d e med to 

orient thew~clv·s to their environ~ent by means oft eir remainin~ 

vision, and were often car ful to point out that t ey ru not d.is­

~bled as those who or totally blind. Beine more active run the 

la ter, thcs th e,-uiding vi~ion tended to h etio 

Ni h the sight i world and, therefore, <:> greater ~osure to its 

prejudices and disc imin t ons.. For both both of the above easons, 

blindness 1va.s vie d as especially incapacitating: in the cas of those 

uith ,,u . ding vision, b,cau o its partial los h d enhance ts value; in 

the case of t he totally blind, because it ··enerated a sense of con i nuing 

frustration. 
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the assut:tption · <1at those who oyaluate tho:nsolvcs ne...,et:i.vely • ould tend 

to ne....1e t·lhllness "'S the ~mrst diso.bilit:r ~ The cmpiric[l.l fiadl.n;;,s ~re 

presented. in i'abl e 19. 

i'ABLB 19 

f t.ttCi 'TiiU; UF EACf:t S.:L..lt'-ti;lfALUJu'ION G. OUP 

VI 'WING BLINDNESS S THE 


ll'OHS'r lJ l SABl Lii'Y 


SELF- JWALUA'riON 

POSI'£1VJS 


'l'he .~orst Disabilit y: 'erccntage of ...;ases 

Bl ndness 60 70 
Other 40 30 

·rotal 100 100 

(23) (20 ) Number o 

Our hypo nests reoeiv s little co irmation rom the above d t a: 

only 10 per cent more of the nagative self-evalu tcrs , conp red wi th t.he 

pos:i.tive se f-eva uators, perceived blindness as the worst disability. 

The follm- ing <. uot t o poign ill str t ho represe ­

t tiv numb r of espondents felt about bein blind: 

I t hink bl indness is a terri ble thing . f eel s badly about it 
hat f elI ·u t can ' t be as I h uld be--I . enn, to be h PP '• I 

fe 1 very bad y about other who lose their sieht . lt 1s diff'icult 
to put ·nto ord what b in ~ blind h s don to , 1 f.~ . It hot"'ers 
m· an awful lot not bei ng able t o do t he things - would l i ke to, not 
b " ble ·t ;: for · lk • I 1m n t a. as I jh t o he . 
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:Ulindnezc Ll~·-:b.ns t;tat I llaVe to live in ;tare, that i. cu:~ •·~.o ~o 

lfihere I please , t hat I 'm cut of f f rom all t hat I used to doc 

I just dread the day '~hen I go totally blind.. 10 see thert 
.:'lli·lbli11._ with t-heir food: I miss all the vhjn s 1 used to do. 
l'iNe cLags, sitting alone in one's room doinr; nothing, just 
::.istenin' to tne r· dio You can't g,o anywherv: you j'u.st, ~,:;ot to 
havr:> help to get around., 

It would be t rrible to be totally bli.n ! I thank :.;od for the 
li.Ltlo vision that have . I ~-Jould be completely lost uithout it.. 

'.:hen you lose your sight , you lose touch with all tnc outside 
11arld. It 1s just like he end of 1. fe--cverything seems to drop 
··part . l'..aybc it 1s t«ont; , but 1 h ve no a."lbition to to on living 
at all--absolutely none. You can 1t do anything, you can 1t :a no 
t'lace . I can't t ork to . ake a. livincl, and ~ot to lJUt up with 1.-ihat 
vherc is .. You don •t t,et enou6 h money to rent nn apartment so t.h t 
JOU can look after our own needs and our own m,als, and to be in 
any-ways independent . It must be even worse 1·or those who are totally 
blind. 

It means that peo le are always treating me like a baby, trying 
to h(:il· me--and I don •t like it! 

It practicalLY ru ·ned . li e . H : can a blind m n su~~ort his 
family? i:ow, 'm coo ed up ere all day, ro. morning to ni,nt , 
:·mi in6 for visitor 

Bein blind has chanGed life co;~letely. I can 1 un r t a.nd 
•hy it has to happen to some people and not t o others . ou live in 

a compl tely diff ront world .. D ending on others , th t's <>o., t hing 
I ,just can •t st.and! 

It ' s a heavy burden to bear, a very heavy burden., But you got t o 
face u· to it . I can't do a h' b t ·t. I just huve to live 
with ite Suppose I was paralysed~ 

It has taken away very much from my lifee But I 1m elo.d that I 
an sti en y ~ t1ing • c n s · 1 h r . ~ ere o..1H who 

can't even ~ae or he r . 

I think of those who are worse off than me , and I thank God for 
it . ou ~; t have ai • 

'£o some extents the pattern of life in the Residence pr ovides t he 

basis for net;;a.tive attitudes to blindness . 1'he fact th t informal 

conversations with our r spondants cant i ned y unsol i cite r eferences 

http:Ll~�-:b.ns
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to i 1 ~;.:ness, lor elin ss, f elinLs of uortlll ssnoss, feeli~s oi' rejection , 

::c ~ ,)f t.otal blindness--thJ.c .·ms ar.t indication that 11ving condj_ti.on s 

a·· f<sou.rable as they re in the .tesidence, ere no t~uara.ntee of a 

.i:JOS:L ive · ttitude to blin ess . Indeed, these references ir olied t,w 

absence o · m a.ni..>1t;.ful social activities , und could be interprel:.cd a. 

S.}' -!)to,. s of a disrupted sen e of identity~ Since · an individual's orth i s 

~enerally measured by 1is ... oc ial usefulne.,s 1 blindness is reuu·ded as a 

s ate of uselessness and orthlessness . ·rhis is especi Uy true nnd 

frustratinJ for blind males , whose masculine self-~na e depends o 

maintaining vi our, activity, and independence . r'or :nen, earnint:. 

iv ng is an es ential ndition or a favourabl self-i ge. It i the 

basis by refer nee to which they are differentiated and eva ua.ted , 

their ~riends , rel ative , or even th.mselve • A ,, n's occu~ation is 

rue ·a l to his i.'!lage of h self. 'rhus , the bsenoe of con~:.,enial or 

profitabl e work tends t o unde rmine the per son 1 identity of the male 

residents . This p r oblem is understandably worse if they are totally 

blind$ Similarly, the s ocially prescribed position is th t of wlf , or 

mothor, fo:r. adult females . Each of these roles involves subordinat.ion 

to, or deJendence upon , a male , and ascendancy in the domestic sphere. 

reality, blindness effectively removes the possibility of playint 

either of hese roles . If con6enial neibhbours are also feiJ , t. en the 

life of a female r sident can be a virtual hell . As one put it: 11 lt 1s 

sickt:·nir4; here at times . All this moaning by the others . I keep ·t.o 

myself quite a l ot , be(;ause I don •t like trivial gossi p . It •s be-tter 

that. way. 11 

In the foregoi ng pa ges , we have expl ored t he atti t.udes of the 

http:interprel:.cd
http:condj_ti.on
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residents to blindness through: 

(a) 	certain patterns associated with blindness, like receiving help from 

the public, l iving in a r esidence devoted to the exclusive use of the 

blind, and using the white ca e; 

(b) what they thought of marriage among those who were blind; and 

(c ) 	what they considered the worst disability for a person to have . 

In exploring these attitudes , the hypothesis was proposed that 

there was a direct relationship between self-evaluat,ion and att::l.tude to 

blindness: t hat a negative self-evaluation would be associated tdth a 

negati ve attitude to blindness, and, conversely, that a positive self­

evaluation, with a positive attitude to blindness . 

OUr empirical findings did not support this hypothesis . Compared 

'rlth the positive self-evaluators , there were 20 per cent fewer of t he 

negative self-evaluators who saw the public's attitude as rej cting; 27 

per cent fe-v1er who vielfed the Residence as keeping th&.zn apart from the 

wider society; 3 per cent more ·mo had a negative attitude to receiving 

help from the public; and 1 ' per cent more who favoured the use of the 

white cane . 

With regard to marriage among the blind, it was found that a 

large majority of our respondents did not approve of it . This was 

particularlY true for those who were completely blind, 98 per c~nt of 

whom. were rated as having negat.ive att itudes. Self-evaluation was not 

found to be related to attitudes expressed on this i ·tem, almost equal 

proportions of positive and negative self-evaluators having negative 

attitudes . 

Lastly, blindness was rated as the worst disability by the 



majority of respondents . NHgative attitudes were shown by 24 per cent 

more of those with if:uidint, vision co:npa.red t.;ith t.he totally blind, and 

by W per cent more of those ..rit.h a negative, ruther than positive, 

self-evaluation. 



CHAPrER IV 

GROUP AF?ILIA'I'IONS 

The explanation of s ocial groupings and their behaviour as groups 

is usually seen as the fundamental problem of sociology. From the exten­

ded interaction of individuals, t here evolves a group structure, which 

differentiates its members, not only according to which sub-groups they 

belong to, but also to which social positions they occupy in the group as 

a whole, and in any of t,he sub- groups to 1-rllich they may belong. 'rhus, the 

resultant group structure tends to define the relative status of each 

member in the group hierarch.y . Qnce evolved, the group serves the indi­

vidual by providint, him with tra.ining , with support, and. tdth the 

opportunity for intimate relations . It also generates differentiated 

in- group and out- (i;roup attitudes among its members . 

\·ihile the above remarks may be regarded as truisms, it is of 

interest to chart the pattern of relationships that exist within tho 

Residence, and to discover the bases for -the formation of any in- groups 

or out-groups . Accordingly, this chapter is an attempt to determine the 

bases and extent of group formation within the Residence . 

There are three questions which wi l l concern us here: 

(i) 	Does any relationship exist between an individual's self-evaluation 

and the extent of his/her preferred interaction pat terns '!' 

(ii ) Is .there any relationship between the degree of blindness and the 

extent of preferred i nteraction within the Residence? 

(i:i.i) Is there any r elatJ.onohip between spatial factor s and the number of 

90 
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in"'t~roup choi<~ee on auy of :the !oui• sooiorttetric criteria to be diseussed'l 

fhe 	Sociometric Schedule; 

ii f·loreno tt::chni<iUe, the soci ometric 1'est ;;.;as administered to the 

residents ~ Cnreful ~:tt tent,ion was paid to the basic fo:rnl!l of social 

int ercourse \:flth..i.n the HesL ienoe, and four cr:U:.erion questions •were a sked, 

re le;.t,ing to: 

(a) 	persons preferrezl ~l.S chatting companions, 

(b) 	p\!!rsons p referred to s:uare an ,..partroent with , 

(e) 	pereons preferred to form a eo:t~>111t.tee ·to nw.ke ::J. fo.rm.al protest to the 

lil.dministration, and 

(d) ptlrsone preferr~d a.s the general spokes:rwn for all t.lle residenttJ.. 

On each aoc:io:uetric quest:ton, re:Jpondents were asked to indicato, 

ini t:it~lly, three ehcices . ..:U'ter this ~ts done, they '~<iare t hen asked to 

s tate hoti man,y other choices they could make . lf .t'e;-rer than throe choiot:?s 

wereJ g:i.ven, no r~ttempt was r,;ado to secut•e additional select.i.ons . 'l'his was 

t o avoid weakf.min.g the validity of the responses. 

lt must be recognized, of cc>urse, that tha results obtained and 

analyzed belo\f arc merely verbal stn:te.ments voluntarily contributed by 

t.i1e i!1dividuals intarvie\>..-ed . In those circu:mstances, it. i.a possible that. 

info:rnw:tion l.oi'ould be ~IIitheld on illicit friendships 1 love td"f'nirs ~ and 

othnr attaeh:rJonts ei ther embHrrassing to th(il respondents or disapproved 

of by tho a1.h!dnistratlon -or the oom;nu.··Jit.y. Again, no a ttempt, ua.e made to 

secure nega t ive pattc::tt•m;;, for fea::: of oomp:romisi~ the success of the 

v.rhole stud;y . 1 b!;;.lieva tlla:t the results secured may be said to regresent 

a f'airly reliable account of the proferenoes of the b l it.td occupants of 

http:fo.rm.al
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this Hesi dence in the summer of 1967. 

ANALYSIS OF TH!!: DATA 

Sociometric lmalysis of 
r'referred Chatti.ng Compa.nions: 

As can be observed f r om an inspection of I~igure 7, the residents 

form into t.wo large groupings based on sex. within each sex-group, the 

amount of interaction appears to be moderate , and, bct·woen the two 

groups, there is o.nly a limited number of relationships. 

In the case of t.1ales , the majority of choices is directed to No. 

41, a negat.ive self..evaluator. l•ii.th regard to females, the n1ajority of 

choices were received by No. 19, a positive seli'- evaluator . The third 

most popular pe1•son is No. 14, female and a positive self-evalua.tor. 'i'he 

f our·t.h most popular person is No. 16, female and a neeative self.,. 

evaluator. ~·Jith respect to the last mentioned three ladies, it will be 

not.od that two ~valunte t hemselves positively, Nos . 14 and 19. 

There are no apparent in-groups formed on the basis of self-

evaluation, and there is a fair amount of interaction between the two 

i,roups of self -evaluators . 

In order to determine the extent to which self-evaluation might 

ha.ve served as the basis for the .formation of in- groups , the observed 

f'rquencies of cha.ttine choices within and between groups were compared 

with t he frequencies which might be expected to result f rom a purely 

random select ion.. The assumption here is that , if there were uo 

cleavag~s , the total number of chatting relationships would be divided 

between the two groups of self- evaluators in proportion to the nmnber of 

individuals in each. 'l'he empirical findings are prt3sented in 'l'able 20 . 

http:Chatti.ng
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'l'."'BLE 20 

L·;xp,~;GTED AND OBSE:RVi.i.:D CHOIGii3 I<'OR C~IA'l''I'ING C!Oi~FAN!ONS 

BY s:·;Li<'-EVALUA'I'ION 

Direction of Choice F.xpected Choices Obst~rvod Choices 

s to s 15 10 

s II s 2) 28 

s H s 20 25 
s It s .31 26 

S --Negative self-evaluator S--Positive self-evaluator 

im inspection of the above table provides no evidence of 

in-c:;rou:p formation on the basis of salf'-eva.luation: for both groups, ·the 

number of observed choiaea was smaller than what. was theoretically 

ez..1::>ected. l'he data sugr:ests a fai r amount of interactior1 between the two 

groups of sel f-evaluators . 

Is there any difference in the amount of preferred :i.nteraot..ion 

shoHn by these two groups of self-evalua·t ors? 'i'o answer this question, 

.sn index of interaction was computed for each group, as shown in Table 21 , 

'i'ABLE 21 

SKLF'- f£VA LU.A. 'l'lON 

Positive Negative 
{n=23) (n=20) 

Number of Choices !'1ade 38 

'I'otal Possible Choices ( 3n) 60 

Index of Preferr ed I nteraction 63 
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An e;-:a.11ination of '.table 2·1 indicatos hat the level of prcf!rrred 

interaction was high tor both groups, and slightly higher !or the 

positive than for the negative self-evaluators. 

'i'o determine tho extent to itf.lich t he degree of blindness 'YtaS 

relatf~d to the choices 1nade on t his criterion, the residents uere sorted 

according to their degroe of vision, and their selections were then 

computed. 'i'he results are presented in Figure 8. 

An inapection of this figure does not ~uggest the existence of 

any in-groups structured on the basis of degree of vision. 'fhcre 

appears , al o, to be a fair amount of inter ction between the two vision-

groups . 

ro assess the extant iio which the degree ot vision served as the 

basis for the formation ot in-groups , the observed frequencies for 

chatting, wi'thin and between the two vis ion-,sroups, ware compared tdth 

the frequencies that mif!ht be expected to result from a purely random 

selection. Our findings are presented in Table 22 . 

EXJ=·~~Gt~'D AND O:BSEHT/:?.D CHOICI~') Ft:>R CHA'l"l'll'lG COi:.WMUONS 

BY Uf~GRBE OF $1\JH'.C 


Dir.ction of Choice Expected '}hoices Observed Choices 

rB 
ra 

()V 

QV 

to 
u 

tl 

II 

113 

ov 
iJV 

1'8 

12 

20 

35 
22 

12 

20 

J5 
22 

l'B--'l'ot.ally Blind GV--Guiding Vision 

Fro.m an examination of Table 22, it will be observed tbat there 
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is no i.n...group tend.ency present: the pnttern of observed choices :l..s 

identical with what was theoreticallY expected. 

\Vhat are the relat.ive a.'l'tounts of' interaction shown by the two 

vision- groups·? 'i'o answer this question, an index of' i."ltero.ction uas 

computed for each. 'l'hia was done by dividing t.ho number of observed 

choices for each group by the total nurnber o.r possible choices (Jn) for 

each group, and multiplying the quotient by 100. The analysis was 

further extended by subdividing each group according to sex. 'fhe data is 

presented in ·rable 23. 

TABLE 23 


PR8FE;RRE0 INTr;iUCTION BY SI~ AND DZOR!EE O!i' SIGHT 


Indices of Preferred Interaction 

Totally Blind Guiding Vision 

.H.ale 10 65 
l''emale 60 79 

!'!.ale and 1-'emale 67 70 
·-------·--- ­

'i'able 23 indicates that the levels of' inter~cti.on are almost 

equa.l and fairly high for the two vi.sion- groups as a whole . The same 

holds true when each sex- group is sorted according to <1egree of sisht . 

l''igure 9 is a representation of the chatt ing selections on the 

first floor of' the .tesidenee . As can be seen, tha sexes occupy different 

wings of the building. The diagram suggests the absence of a hit;h level 

of interaction within eith.er sex- group on this floor. It also reveals 

the absence of any inter- sex ct10ices . Given the fact of sexual 

http:inter~cti.on
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segregation, '>!hnt arc "the relc:tive amounts of preferred i nteraction on 

the criterion of chattint; companions for each sex-group? An index of 

interaction w~s cor.1puted hy dividint thH nmnber of choices made Hithin 

each s x...er oup by the r,otal number of' possible choices (3n), and then 

Multiplyini.:. the quotient by 100 . The results are given in 'fable 24. 

'J.'ABJ.,ii: 24 
PRE~'F'EH.HED IH'fF.R.AC'riON HITHIN EACH SEX- GROUP 

ON 'l'HJJ; FIRS1' l''LOOR 

-------------------------------------------------------------·--------­
Males 
{n=5) 

Females 
(n•9) 

---·---------·~---

{mnber of Choices With:i.n 
Each Sex-Group 

Total Possible Ghoices (3n) 

IndeJX of Preferred Interaction 

5 
15 
33 

11 

27 

41 

The indices in the above table show that the level of interaction 

is slightly higher for females than males . 

Are spatiftl factors on the first floor related to the selections 

made on this criterion? To answer this question, it ~ma assumed that 

each resident had three nearest neighbours; so that, for each sex-group, 

it was possible to calculate the probability of selecting at leas-t one 

11nearest neighbour. 11 For our purposes , the t,erm 11 three nearest neigh­

bours 11 refers to the two neighbours whose rooms are ad,1acent to a.n 

individual's room, plus the neighbour directly opposite. v~ere 

determining the third nearest neighbour involved choosing one oi' two 

neighbours diagonally opposite an individual (each of whom had an equal 

probability of being chosen), the choice 111as f!lade by tossint, a coin. In 
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all other cases, the three nearest-neighbours chosen were those whose 

rooms were nearest, in terms of physical distance. For males and 

females , the probabilities of choosi.ng at least one nearest-neighbour 

were . 52 and .32, respectively (see Ap!)endix B for our method of 

arriving at these probabilUies) . By expressit"lg the observed number of 

nearest-neighbour choices as a percentage of' t.;w_ total number of choices 

made within the particular sex-group, it was possible to compare this 

percentage with what was theoretically expected. In this vrey, we 

arrived at a measure which related physical proximity to the nmnber of 

selections made . 'rable 25 presents the f indings with respect to the 

interaction patterns on the first floor of the Residence . 

'fABLE 25 

EXPECTED AND OBSERVED NEAREST-NEIGHBOUR CHOICES 


Nearest-Neighbour Choices 

.fi..:Xpected Observed 
d/ cT
/b '" 

Males 52 80 


Females 32 36 


The data in the above table suggests a greater tendency for 

spatial factors to be related to the number of selections made by males, 

as compared ,,lith females . 

Figure 10 is a representation of the chatting choices on the 

second floor of the Residence . As before , the sexes are segregated. The 

diagram suggests a greater amount of interaction within, than between, the 

two groups: of the 61 selections made, only two were between the sexes . 

McMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY 

http:choosi.ng


101 

7 
I 

I 

I 
i 

J.WJ--t----41iit-"r 
~-- I 

[ 
_ _j 

(1(. 
( 5') 'f ' 

I 
I 
I 
~ 
I': ... 

LO 

CHIITill'l& CHOICES ON 

11-u: ~Ec.oN:l> Fi..o~R. 

-- ., ,''~ 

:· oR :' ·.._ FiRSI FA-o oR .. -.. ~ :--- -.­
~~5tJ;>E/VT 

"------+ ro, RsT CHo1cc 

----+SeC.OND OR. lHI~ 
CH o 1 CE 



102 

l'he relative amounts of interaction within each sex-group can be seen 

from the f ollowing table . 

l'i\BLE 26 

PREFEHH.ED IN·f EH;<.C'fiOl'i vJI'rHDI EACH SEX- GHOUP 

ON 1'HE SECOND FLOJR 


Hales Females 
(n= l1) (n=18) 

Index of Preferred Interaction b7 56 

--------------------·----------·---~--

'l'he above table shol-TS a slightly hi.gher level of in- gro1.1p 

interaction for males than for females , and a higher level of inter­

action on the second floor as a whole , compared with the first floor . 

A comparison of the indices for both floors s1.1ggests that , while 

the sex of a resident seems related to t he choices made , it does not 

bear any direct relation to the amount of preferred interaction within 

either sex- group. 

Is there any relationshi p bet1een spat ial factors and the 

number of selections made on the second floor? The ansrrer to this 

question is given in the following table . 

'fABLE 27 


EXPECTED AND OBS.b'RVED NEARES'I'- NEIGHBOUR CHOICES 


Nearest- Neighbour Choices 

Expected Observed 
% % 

Males 52 45 

Females 32 23 


http:in-gro1.1p
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Table 27 sho'i>JS t hat, for botl: sexes, the percent8.gE: of observed 

nearest-neigh our choices t..ras less than what was theoretically expected. 

This indicates t hat spatial factors were not related to the selections 

made on the second floor. 

Sociometric Analysis of 
Roommate Choices : 

Fi 6 ure 11 i s a repr esentation of the d·ta r elat ing to persons 

preferred a s roommates . I t r eveals that the patt ern of grouping i s ,,ery 

different from. that based, on chatting cho: ces , there being apparentl y 

much less inter action l..rithin c~ach sex- gr oup and none bet1J(!en them. There 

j_s a large number of isolates on this criterion, 8 persons Who neither 

make nor receive any choices. Of these isolates, 6 are fe1 ale and 2, 

male . It is interesting t hat 4 of' the iso].at es are negative self-

evaluators . 

In both sex-groups, there are no ap_pa.rent in-groups based on 

self- evaluation; a fair amount of interaction is indicated for both 

groups of self-evaluators . This point receives support from the data in 

Table 28. 

'rABLE 28 

EXPEC·rgo AND OBSERVED ROOHl-iA'rE CHOICES 

Direct.ion of Choice ~~xpected Choices Observed Choices 

8... to s 8 5 
s tl s 14 17 

s I I s 11 14 

s II s 20 17 

S - - Negative self- evaluator S --Positive self-evaluator 

http:percent8.gE
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10.5 

'.i.'ablc 20 shov.s no evidence of in-groups formed on the basis of 

self-evaluation: for both groups of self-evaluators the obserted 

choices are vnry sll.ghtly fetrer than th e:xpeete.-1 choices. It also 

sug,,ests a slight t ndency or each group to choos~ the other. 

'fo asBess the level of preferred interaction ±'or both 6roups of 

self-evaluators, their indices of preferred interaction ere computed 

and cornpared. 1'he results <.1re givan in ·rable 29. 

'f BJ,i!; 29 

Positive Negntive 
(n""23) (n 20) 

l.n ex of Pr ferr d Interaction 45 3"/ 

·rhe above data indica .es tha :., w.ile t 1e amount of int raction 

wa..; not very high for either uroup, the positive self-evalu or... ~low a 

Slit,htly hi r:.her 1 wel of inte action ·than th ~ net;;· tive self- evaluators. 

J.s t,he degr e of sif,ht which a resident possesses related t'' his 

ind v dual pref erences on the criterion of roomrnate companions '( Figure 

12 prc.:Jcnts the roommate choices sorted a ccordin; to the degree o s i ght . 

·.rhere are no apparent in-?,ro ws structured on the basis of degree 

of vision, nor does there seem to be any great difference in the a.-nount 

of interaction shown by either the totally blind or t hose ~d.th guiding 

i.,ht. 
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To obta. n · more ;rcc:t ;;e i<iea ot' the extent to hich dn..;ree of 

sivht .nit;ht hnv aerverl us the~ basiC> fori,he format :i.on of i n- .;;roups , the 

observed frequencie of roommate choice \tere co;npareci •1ith the frequen­

cies which mi ght be expected to result from a purely rando~ selection. 

The findings are presented in fable JO . 

'l'ABLE JO 

F;XP~Cl' t•;D At l) Ol3$EttVl~D H.00\'~'1'E CHOICI<;;; 
BY DECtREif; OF SIGHT 

Direction of Choice Expected Choice Obsened Choices 

TB to TB 7 8 

·ra ll GV 15 14 

GV ll GV 20 21 

GV ll TB 11 10 

l'B --TotB.lly 'Blind GV - - Guiding Vision 

The above t able provides little evidence that det;ree of si.;ht 

serves as a basis f or the formation of in-groups: for both e; roups, the 

observed in-group choices are very slightly larger than the expected 

choices. 

~!hat are the relative amounts of interaction shorm by the two 

vision-groups? 'i'he indices of interact i on presented in Table 31 p ovi de 

the answer. An overall comparison of the t wo vision-groups indicates 

t hat those ""1.th guiding vision had a slightly lower level of interaction 

than the totally blind. Hales with guiding vision show a slightly 

higher level of i nteraction than the rest , while females ith guiding 

vision show the lowest. 

http:format:i.on
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'fABLZ 31 

Indices of Preferred Interaction 

'fot.ally Blind . Oui.ding Vision 

¥.ales ho 52 
Fomales 48 26 

Males and emales h6 38 

'l'o evaluate the role o.f spatiol fact;ors in the mn dng of room­

mrite choices, ~ieure 13 was prepared, s howing the roo~~nte preferences on 

the first floor. The diagr m does not indicate n high level of interact­

ion within either sex- group . ·ro obtain a more precise idea of the arnount 

of interaction withi n El..ach sex-group, the dat in i"igure 13 was expressed 

i n a quantit ative form. 

'fABLE 32 

P.Rii;FERR.!!:D INl'FJU\CTION wi'f fliN EACH S&;X- CtH.OU.P 
01 THE • IH.S'l' FLOGR ____________________,...________ 

r.!ales Fe1aales 
(na5) (n"'9) 

Ind<)X of Preferred Interaction 20 41 

'fhe data in the above table shows that the amount of i n-group 

interaction recorded for females W'dS roughly twice th~~~. for males . I t 

also supports our earlier observation t hat the level of int eraction 

within either sex-group was not high. 

Are spatial factors on t he first floor related to the selections 

made on the criterion of roommate companions? 'l'able 33 presents the 
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data relevant to th.s.s ··uesti.on. 

TABLg .33 

S.X.l:'EC'l' ~D AND OBi:H.ill V!i:D NE.ARES'l'-NEIGHBUUR CHOIGES 

Nearest..tleiii;hbour Choicee 

expected Obser ed 
~
"'/ % 

t-1ales 6'7'2 
F'emales 32 36 

The findings indicate a. slight,ly greater tendency for spatial 

factors to be related to the number of selections made by males, as 

compared with females . 

l.''igure 14 represents the pattern of selections on tr1e second 

floor. 'fhe diagram does not indicate a high level of interaction within 

either sex~group. It does seem, hoW'ever, that there is a higher frequen­

cy of interaction for males rather than for females . 

·ro have a more precise i.dea of the amount of in-group interaction 

for each sex, indices of interaction were computed and co:mpa.red. The 

results are given in Table 34. 

'fABLE 34 

PREl<~ElUib'D lN'fEHAC'riON l'i'I1'HIN EACH Sl!:X- GHOUP 


ON '1'HE SECOND FLOOR 

~1nles F'emales 
(n=11) (n=1 8) 

Index of Preferred Interaction sa 22 

http:uesti.on
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Tabla 34 reveals that the amount of in-group interaction for 

males was more than twice that for females. 

A comparison of the indices for both floors indicates that, while 

the sex of a resident seems related to the choices made, it does not bear 

any direct relation to the amount of preferred interaction within either 

sex-group. 

Is there any relationship between spatial factors and t he number 

of selections made on the second floor? The data in Table .35 suggests 

the answer to this question. 

TABLE .35 

EXPECTED AND OBSERVED NEAREST-NEIGHBOUR CHOICES 


Nearest..Neighbour Choices 

Expected Observed 
% % 

Males 52 47 

Females . .32 25 


For both sexes, the percentage of observed nearest-neighbour 

choices is less than what was expected: spatial factors do not seem 

related to the number of selections made . 

Sociometric Analysis 
of Committee Membership Choices: 

The two sociometric criteria discussed so far, chatting and 

roommate choices, were intended to indicate the clique structure of the 

residents, and to determine the clique leaders . The evidence reveals 

that while there are certain individuals who can be said to have a high 
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nociorr.ctric stDtus, u ~ : . ni_: f:r-o~n the nu.,1her of cr.oiccs 1ir,....ctc tc t •u:.m, 

clique for, lf• U.on ito lf was ·nininal. Tn : (;:di.t.ion, · ·th'~ ...uo ~ocionetric 

crit.eria. have not indicated who the leaders of tiL ·:ePid(~nce are ., 

In .sn attemJ,t to discover t hese le~ders, an ima~iu-l:ry situation 

wa' described t o t.he residents , whore increasin~_;ly bad food ... eces"itated 

t.l-te formation of a committee of t hree residents to grapple 1<ith the 

sit uation. The sociometri .. data relat.:l. t o thl.Z criterion con be seen¥ 

in Fiture 15. 

An n' l ysis of the data in Ii'i~;ure 15 reveal the existc ce of 

ive leaders i n the Residence. NUtnber 19 i s the t op leader >ri.th 15 

s elections , 10 of whi.ch were first choices . Nu.'ilbe r 41 is the ...ale 

leader wi th 15 selections , .3 of l:Thich \.Jere fir st choices 

The other three leaders , Nos . 9, 1, and 1L, received 6, 4, and 4, 

selections, r espectively. 

In an at.t.empt to un.derstand more clearly the reasons for the 

selection of these individua~s , respondents mare asked to state their 

reasons for their different choices . 'fable )6 represents a bre;.,.kdo\m of 

t he ans••ers given: 

·fABLi~ 3 6 

Rl\ASONS FOR THg SEL\!:CTION OF COHNIT'l'EE t.ffi'4B ~R 

.ii.easons for Choice Frequency of ~ention 

"Level-headed 11 2 

u·would have good i deas !! 2 
11;!ould get things done" 2 

11 Able to t hin , fo r t.hem elves" 3 
11 S nsible 11 5 
ur 1J.ke them11 5 
"Know how to speak up u 10 
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h1 in;_ r: sensible, as well ns con ·cninl, person nre ir:po "'~nt nu•~litioa . 

lt chould he noted that, on this criterion, t.here are 7 isolates, 

w-ilo ncithe make nor receive an:;r choices. · 'hey- are all femal , a11d 4 of 

theM nre n gativo self'-e,raluators . Of the $ leo.~1era of tho !:t.e~:~idence, 

only 2, !los . 41 and 9, a.re nef;ativ self ...eva.lu tors. 

't'o evaluate the extant to w'hich the two c r oups o self-ew luators 

tom in groups, ·t.he expected an obuerved frequencies of committee 

ne: bership choice werf. computed ond compared . l'he re ults a c t;iv n. in 

BY SELF- V t.I.U 'l'IO!'l 

. 1 ·eotion of Choice !~xpected Choices Observe 

-s 
to -<.'\..J. 

s 
12 

22 

1l 

23 
1$ 16 

" 27 2b 

s - -Negative self...evaluator S --Positive self-evalu tor 

!!'or both groups of self- evaluators, the in.-tfl~oup choices are very 

slieht,l;y fewer thaJ'l would be expected, · f a process or chance se action 

operated. 

Is th re r lation h p betw ftn ~ rq idAnt•s elf- v uation 

and the amount of interacti on shown on this criterion? "!'he ra ev nt 
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findings a.re contained in 'l'able 38. 

TABT..E: .38 

l'REF'ER.l{JtD IN'l'BR.ACTION BY SEI.R- EVJ,LUAriO 


Positive Negative 
(n•23) (n•20 ) 

Index of Preferred Interaction 61 57 

The above table indicates a slightly higher level of interaction 

f or the positive, than for the negative, self- evaluators . 

Is the degree of sight which a resident possesses related to his 

stated preferences on the criterion of committee membership? The answer 

is contained i n Figure 16. 

An examination of this figure reveals that , of the 7 isolates , 2 

are totally blind. il. striking fact is that the most highly chosen person 

in both sex- groups i s totally blind. The other three leaders, Nos. 1 , ll~, 

and 9, all have guiding sight . There appears to be a fair amount of 

interaction within, as well as bet een, the two vision- roups. The data 

gives no evidence of the formation of in-groups on the basio of degree 

of sight. 

To assess the extent to w"'hich degree of vision might have served 

as the basis for the formation of in- groups, the observed frequencies of 

choices for committee members were compared with the frequencies which 

might be expected t o result from a purely random selection. The findings 

are presented in Table 39 . 
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TABLE 39 

iikt'r~.Ji' r..:D ANL 08 3 Efi.1 fill GHOJCBb fOH. GU1'-1i"l 1l'1'·~~ 1 ~;·!Bc.tt.::> 
BY nJiX};{f<~E OF ·n:mrr 

Direction of Chol ce Expected Choices Observed Choices 

'fB to TB 13 12 

'l'B II GV 17 18 

GV l l GV 26 25 
GV n TB 20 21 

rB --rotally Blind GV --Guiding 7ision 

There i s no evidence in the above table that degree of vision 

serves as a basis fort h0 development of in-groups . For both groups, the 

in-~roup c oice are very slibht~ ew r than would be expected, if a 

process of chance electi n operated. 

l'o as ess .ore precisely the relative amounts of interact ion 

shovn by the totally blind and those with guiding vi ion, a comparison 

was made of the indices of interaction for these two groups . I'he f:tnd­

ines are resented in Table !.0 . 

TABLE 40 

Indices of Preferr d Interaet:ton 

Totally Blind Guiding 'ision 

lfales 47 76 
l"em lea 70 44 

d r'eme.les 6) 57 

Oompartng the two vision-groups as a tihole, 1'1:. is found that the 
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totally blind shov :1 slightly greater a:Ilount of intA~ract:lon thun those 

witn ~uiding vision. '1'abl6 hO also indiea.tes that slightly lo'tf<~r and 

and hi;..,her levels of inter•H~ti<m are recorded for those 

vision, .i'ernales nnd rnalcs, respectively.. 

Fit,ut·e 17 i.s ft representation of the selections made b'.f tho res­

:i~..ent.o. on the fir t floor of the Residence. It reveals that an almost 

eqttf.l nlll'llber of choices · atJ :1ade of ~· sidents on the SEH!ond floor as \<1ere 

nmde ot t.hose on he first fl •;or. and only t.t-so individu:.~ls, Nos .. 13 and 

no inter-sex choice • 

'ro dt>t,emine the a.m.ount of in-t,rotij) int.eraotion show by t.ho two 

P!tS 'i;/lHJ~D lN i'HJ·tAC'i'It.>N vlll'HIN K;F'H g;;;.;-c- GHOUP 
or~ !'ii!~ ·~msT "'UJ:JR 

i'lales Jle:r.alea 
(n•S) ( .n•9) 

Index of Preferted Interaction 20 26 

l'able 4l reveals that females shoued a slightly larger amoul'lt of 

in-6 rou.p interaction than males, and that the l evels fo r both sexes >lere 

not high. 

Are spatial factors on ·this floor related to the sel ct.ions 

Inude on the criterion of commit ee r.Jembership':· l'he answer to tnis 

question is contained in fable 42. 
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'l'ABLE ·42 
BXPEC1'ED AND OBS.!'.AW'ED Nl':AiBS'I'- NEIGdBOUR G1iOICES 

Nearest-Neighbour Choices 

Observed 
<tl 
.10 

----~---------------------
t1ales 52 67 

Females .32 86 

The evidence suggests a relati onship bet~1een spatial factors and 

the number of selections made, and a greater tendency for this to occur 

in the ease of f'emales , ra:ther than males . 

Figure 18 is a representation of the sociometric patterns on the 

second floor. Of the 57 choices made , 6 ere between the sexes on this 

.floor, and 1 was a first choice to another male on the first fioor . 

Hmi do the sexes on thi floor compare ~lith respect to the amount 

of' preferred interaction on this criterion? The fin(lings are shown in 

Table 43. 

'rABLE 43 
PttE.ft'EiiRED IN'l'!~H.AC'l'ION WlJ:aiN EACH SEX- GROUP 


ON THE SECOND FLOOR 


Hales Females 
(n=11) (nc18) 

Index of Pref'erred Int,eracti.on 13 48 

An inspecti on of Table 43 reveals that males show a greater 

http:Int,eracti.on
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Figure 18 
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amount of in-group i.nter ction than e111ales ., It should be note that 

t1e level of interaction on this floor is hil:{her than that on t he first 

floor . A co:n arison o the i ndices for both floors suggests that t here 

is no direct relation behreen sex and the amount of preferred inter­

action shown by either sex-group. 

Is there any relati onshi p betwe~m spatial factors and t he number 

of select.ions for committee members made on the second floor? The data 

in 'fable 4~ provides the answer. 

TABLEI.i4 

:xPECTElJ AND OBSERVED NEAR l~ST-NP;IGHBOUR CHOICES 

Nearest-Neighbour Choices 

Expected Observed 
% % 

"!ales 52 25 
Females 32 15 

For both sexes , the percentage of observed nearest-neighbour 

choices is roughly half what was theoretically expected. 'rhere i s no 

evidence that spatial factors are related to the number of choices made . 

Sociometric Analysis 
of Gen r al Spokesman Choices: 

'fhe last of t he sociometric criteria to be discussed r efer s to 

individuals most often chosen to be the general spokesman for all the 

residents . Figure 19 contains the data relating t o this criterion. 

http:TABLEI.i4
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neither urke ror receive any choices. ~•1th he ... xcoption of• tlos .C?1 and 

33, they -;.;ere a.lso isolates on t~o crit rion of coHunltt~. '!;c:nbers . - ~f 

t.e 7 isolates, only 2 are positiv . e f-evalu tors, and all, except 

.t..o. J}, are fc.:uc.le . 

l'he most pop lar choice s t;eneral Stloke"·man for nll the reGi­

dents i !Jo. 1 9, positive self-evaluator, with l\os . 9 and ul s~::.con:J and 

tnird, :respect.·vely ~ Of the } indi iduals mo~rt i'a11oured for the role of 

senernl SJ;okes£nan, 2 ~•re ne,;ativ self- eva.lu.atoro . JLS in the case of 

the other sociometric criteria, interac ion between the sexes ap11 ars to 

be m.iilimal . 

'i'o evaluate the extent. to ··hich the two groupf.> of self-evnluators 

form in-€-.roups , the observed frequencies of choi ccs on this crii..,erion 

were comf~red with the theoret.ict.lly expectec~ fre~wencieo for euch t:.roup • 

.-'he re~·ulte ara given in 1'a'ol 45. 

'' ,r~r ·:· 4·5... ; J ..J-"4 

_;x..\Jl·>;.cE·n i\NO 0l3:~;~i!\r ·:~} c~~-;.i..:;·~~ 1~·urt ...~ (r-;~.J~~{L'\.L ~:ii))r~:~s~1~lx 

BY .S.'!;l,Jt'- :NALUAriON 

Direction of Choice li:xpected Choices Observed l!holces 

s to ~ 12 11 

II -..! 1 .,;;. v ld 

II 
~-" s 1.5 lb 

s !I s 2?. 21 

sal.t'-evaluator s --Positi re self-evaluator 

1'he above table indicat ~s that, for bot.h !ir ' u;Js, tht~ in-c~roup 

cnoices are very slie;htly fewer thtm would be expected if n process of 

http:fc.:uc.le


----------------------------------------------------

126 

'i'MJLz, 46 

Po:;itive ~:cgative 

(n 23) n""20) 

------------------ ·-------------·--------------· 
Jndex of Pref'erri~d Jntoraction 54 4a 
----------------------~----------·----------------------

There is litt.le evinence that self- eva.l a t ion is ral.Dtocl. to the 

arnount of preferred internetion: for th positive self-evaluutors, the 

level of i nteraction iill.S only slightly higher than that for the no&ati ve 

solf-evalu.n'-ors . 

'l'o understand more clearly the reason for the selection of the 

vt"'rious individuals to be the general spokes:11..an for all the residents, 

ro::}spo dents t-Tere asked to state the reasons for their choicos . i'able 47 

con'tains <a listint, of th~:~ :reasons of those respondents :rho rei'lied. 

A study ,o '!'able 47 reveals thtrt the majority ot' choicf!S were 

... c.de on t o bnsis of prcst;,::ncd pcroonll qut.litics . 'X'hc ubility to .;c 

outspoken nnd to cxpro ·J on<melf ucll is vnlur:d hi;;hl.y; next in 

i:n})ortance are ' ba'n{' a sensible person and having good idens . 
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'rJ'.'~ LE 47 

REl\SOl S r'"'OR 'l'HE SELEvTION Olt' A GENERAL SPOY.~SHAN 

------------------·--------------------------------­
Reasons f or Choi\le Frequ ncy of I·!ention 

"I like t hemn 1 

ttWould ~:! '!JIS ~00d O.dViCG II 1 

~~".-.ould be uprit,;ht and truthfu1 11 1 

"Can handle r..hem~elvcs" 3 

nnave a £POO personality t 4 

"i-!ave eood i deas tJ 4 

uvery sensible people 11 5 

"Can tal.k, and not afraid to speak up 11 '1 

Fi gur e 20 presents the sociometric patterns with the residents 

s rted according to degree of vi sion. It shows that the three p rsons 

most favoured for t he role of general spokesman include t wo totally blind 

persons , one male , t he other female . \~hilf} No. 19 , ·r:.he female , is chosen 

by n n and 1:roman alike , Jo.41, the m.ala, is chosen · y men only. Of th 

6 isolates , 4 have guiding vision. 

In order to determine the extent to tcmich in-groups nre fon11ed on 

t he basis of degr ee of vision, the observed frequencies of choices for 

ea.c vision-gr oup were compared w-1th ·the frequencies which might be 

expected to result, fro a purel y random selection. 'rhe empirical 

findings are contained in l'able 48. 
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'rABLr: 48 

~XPEC'l'F;n AND OBSEHVE.O C'iOICi~S FOR A Gl<:l.JERAL SPOKI\SMAN 


B:l .i,)tiX1rl.8r.; 01" SIGd'i' 

--------------~-·-----..--..­
Direction of Choice ?~1tpectecl Choices Observed Choi.ccs 

'fB tr; ·rB 10 9 
!ITB GV' 14 15 
!Im GV 25 24 
IfGV 'l'B 17 18 

GV --Guiding Vision 

·rhe data. provides no ::.upport for the v:i.ew thnt in-groups are 

structured on the ba.sia of degree of Si!i,;ht: t•or both vision-t,rou.fX3 , the 

in- group cholees arc very slightly fewer than uould be expect.ed , if a 

process of chance sel ection operated. 

\'.;'ha.t are the indices of interaction for these two groups? Table 

49 presents the relevant data. 

'!'ABLE 49 
PRi~Ji'lsRRED IN'I'KR.ACTJON BY SEX AND DE'JREE OF' ~:liGH'i: 

----------- ---------------·---·--·-------·- ·-· 
Indices of Preferred Interaction 

'rotally Blind Guiding Vision 
-------------------~-

Hales 58 

55 48 
N.ales and Females 50 52 

-------------------------------------------------=-·-------------~~---

'I'c;ble 4-9 reveals that the two vision- groups are roughly equal in 

the amount, of interact ion shown on the critE)r:ton of choices for a general 

spokesman. It al5o uhows that the difference between the levels of 

http:expect.ed
http:i,)tiX1rl.8r


130 

.i.li.tu;.'actio::l for ~hG totc.lly blind ?.nd thl)se · r:i_ t, h ;;uiding vision was 

greater for males than for females. The dat provl•:I}S no support or 

t he view that dctrce of vision is related to t 'le lev,l of preferred 

int eraction on thir- criterion. 

l"i6ure 21 represents the soa iometric p· tterns on thr~ .t'irst floor. 

Of the i l choices made, i u-as a cross the sex liiles on t his f l oor, and 6 

H ·r e directed tcJ ,Jther rf~sidcnts of the ser:!ond .floor. · 'he amount of 

in-group interaction does not appea r to be hi r tl . 

To have a more precise iden of the r e l ative anount of in-gr oup 

interaction t:hown by t he t wo sexes , the d · ta. in F'i g11 r e 21 •·r s put, in t he 

form ot the following t able. 

PRE:""ER.REt UHJ!RACTION ·,·n·rHIN EACH SI+;X-G!WUP 

ON THE .ft'IRST FLOOR 


}iales li'emales 
(n=.5) (n ...9) 

Index of r ref erred Interaction 7 11 

l'he data in the above table shows that males had a slightly 

lo'imr level of in-group interaction than f em.al{;s . It also confirms our 

earlier :i.l"pression that t,ne amount of in-group interaction was not high. 

Is ther-2 any relat.ionshi.p between spatial factors and the numbe 

of choices made? The relevant evidl'!nce is prt~·~ente· d. in ·rabl e $i. 

An i nspection of t his table i ndicates t hat, for both sexes , the 

percentage of obs6rved nearest-neighbour choices i s greater than that 

theoretically expect.fJd. . The evidence suggest:3 a r~lationship between 
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FIQURE 21 

CHOICES FOR A GENERAL SPOKESMAN 

ON THE FIRST FLOOR 

0 Female 

6 Male 

Second floor 
resident 

First choice 

- - - - ~ 	 Second or 
third choice 



1.32 

s mt,ial factors a.nr t.he tunber of selecti ons n,•1de., 

TABLE 51 
tUrl!:O'!' ~U AND OB:3t:!!V!.ill NE'.AHES'l'-!dElGHBOUH CHOIUC:S 

Nea.rast- ~eighbour Choices 

l~xpected Observed 
;; ~; 

Hal es 52 "100 ___________________________Females 32 67 ,__,______ 
F'igure 22 is a representat,ion of the sociometric patterns on t he 

second floor . Of the 55 choices made,, b ,.,ere between t he sexes on this 

floor, and 2 were to the same resident on the first floor . The diagram 

suggests a fair amount of in-group interaction for both sexes . 

In order to f orm a more pr ecise idea of the amount of in-group 

interaction for each sex, the following table was prepared: 

'£ABLE 5i? 
PR.'J;FEH.:a.t.'D !NTEr1A C'fiON \4l 'fHIN BACH SEX- GHOUP 

ON TIH~ SECOND l''IJJOR 

Hales Females 
(n=11 ) (n=18 ) 

Index of Preferred Interaction 52 56 

An inspection of the above table reveals that there is very· 

little di.t.".ferenoe between the le·lfels of in- group int eraction s hown by 

bot 1 sexes . 
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FIGURE 22 

CHOICES FOR A GENERAL SPOKESMAN 


ON THE SECOND FLOOR 


0 Female ,/ 

6 Male 
....., ,....., " 	 First · floor
~~6) 1 ~ _) oR,~_'\ 	resident ~.,- · 

First choi ceI 
I - - - ~ 	 Second or 

third choice 

-=---· 
 ..... ­
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A c<n~)o..rL.~·n of the indices for both floors ind .cnLes that, the 

level of int-9r~c 1 ~m if; hi...,her on the second flqor t~ an on t11e first. 

Is ti1nre e..ny elationship between s mtiul actors and the number 

of selecti ons >:lade on the . econd floor? ;rho rel evant .findin~;~ are given 

in Table 53. 

TABLL 53 

----·----------·-------------~ 

Nearest-Neighbour Choices 

Expected Observed 
% ,.., 

-~' 

Males 

Females 

52 
32 

35 
13 

For both sexes, the percentage of observed nearest-neighbour 

choices is less than what ''~as theoretically expected. Thera is no 

evidence of any relationship between ecological factors and the 

number of selections made .. 

To complete our sociometric analysis, we shall consider whether 

the three most highly chosen persons on any criterion are the same as 

those on the other criteria. 1'he empirical findings are presented in 

Table·54~ 

m examin~ti..::r of Table ~4 indicates a greater consistency of 

selection of individuals for the three top rank positions on the 

criteria of cor11mi.ttae membership and general spokesman, than on ·those 

of chatting and roommate companions . 

http:c<n~)o..rL
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,.fOSl' HIGHLY 'HOSt:ll PERSONS ON SOCIOMB RIC CRHERIA 


•tank >:ositions 
--- · 

\.looiometric Criteria 	 1 :2 3 

Chatting Comp nions : 

Number of Individual 41 19 14 
Of All Choici:G '-!ade, 
Percentage Received (9) (8) ( 7) 

Roommate Co, pa.nions: 

Nwnber of Individual 18, 13 40 ,30 , 
1 ~, 7 

41 , 38,34, 
15,11,8 

0f All G'noic;es Made , 
Pe rcent t,e aecohred (6) (o) i.t) 

Co:ns11ittee H.e:nbership: 

Number of Indi.vidual 19 ~1 · 9 

Of All Choices f·1ade , 
.eercanta.:;e l eceived (20) (1 ) (d) 

ae e al Spokesman: 

Number of Indi vidual 19 9 41 
Of Jill Choices !-ade, 
Percentaee Rec ived (21) (14) (9) 

/1 further inspection o_ fable 5~ revoal"' that the individuals 

most consistently chosen for one of the three top rank posiM.ons are Nos . 

19, 41 , 14, and 9. 'l'wo of thes are positive self-ev· lmrtors ( li.J"os .. 19 and 

1h) 1 and t, o re t ta y lin (No • 19 and ~ 1 ) . 

ro recapi tult't.e the ontent6 of t.hi h<::r; ter, e. H .re ·lo chnique , 

t .e sociometric t t in the forn of an intcrvie;.z schedule ~a adminis­

tered 	to t.e res~dento in an att :npt to answer tihree a(:lic questiuns . 

'l'he fir•·t question was: 11 Eloes any rela t-ionship exi~t be &~teen an 



individual's self-evaluatio ard the 3xtent of his/her re:erro i er­

ac'Lion · atterns·:·' ·rhe evidence nho•Ted a very sliJ,htly higher lc el of 

interaction for the posit ·.ve, a:J com1)ared uith the ne.;ative, self.. 

evaluators , on all four sociometric criteria. 

1-1th reference to the second quest.ion, 11 Is there a relationship 

bet..-een degree of vision and the extent of preferred interaction wi·t.hin 

the Residence?!' , the . indj.ngs indicated a slit;htl;y higher 1 vel of 

int raction for the totally blind, as compared with thos. with JUiding 

sight, on the criteri<J of roommate companions, commit·tee members, and 

general spokes an. There lfas no evidence of the structuring of 

in-~roups on the basis of degree of vision. 

'fhe third question was: "Is there any relationship between 

spatial factors and the number of in-group choices on any of the 

sociometric criteria?•f The data indicated a relationship between 

spatial factors and the number of in-gro~p choices made on the first 

floor for the four sociometric criteria, but none for the second 

floor. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Purpose of the Study: 

The purpose of' this study was to discover \vhether any relation­

ships existed between the self-evaluation of the residents and their 

perceptions of the attitudes of the sighted, ·their own attitudes to 

blindness, and ·their group affiliations within the Residence . In 

pursuing our ob,jective, the following hypotheses \'Iere formulated and 

tested: 

(a) 	those residents who evaluate themselves negatively will tend to 

perceive the attitudes of the sighted as negative; 

(b) 	those who evaluate themselves positively will tend to perceive the 

at.titudes of the sight ed as positive; 

(c) 	those who evaluate themselves negatively tdll t.end to have: 

(i) 	a negative attitude to blindness , and 

(ii) a low level of preferred interaction within the Residence; 

(d) 	those who evaluate themselves positively will tend to have: 

(i) 	a positive attitude to blindness, and 

(ii) a high level of preferred interaction within the Residence. 

Results and Conclusions: 

The results of this study 1-rere obtained by the following 

procedures: 

(i) an interview schedule administered to all the residents . This 

schedule included a self-evalua.tion questionnaire and a 
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sociometric test. 

(ii ) participant observatj.on. 

'l'he self- evaluation questionnaire revealed that there were 2'3 

positive and 20 negative self-evaluators among our respondents. ha es 

'ttrith guiding vision were found to have larger mean ratings than totally 

blind males on all the items in the questionnaire, save that of achieving 

goals . On the other hand, the mean self-evaluation ratings of those 

females who had guiding sight and who were totallY blind were broadly 

similar, except with reference to the ability to influence groups, where 

the former showed a higher mean rating than the lat.ter. In addition, a 

comparison of the two sexes revealed that the overall mean self-evaluation 

of those with guiding sight was higher for males than for females . Among 

those with guiding sight, there was a slightly larger percentage who 

evaluated themselves positively, when compared lith the totally blind. 

Contrary to our expectations , ~te found that the restdents 

perceived the world of the sighted as a composite of four groups of 

people: friends and relati ves , those who work with or for the blind, 

non- professional symf)athisers, and the public. Each of these groups was 

seen as having attitudes to the residents which vari.ed in their content 

and in their impact upon their lives. Of these four gr oups, it is tne 

public ~~:hose attitudes are perceived as being ess~mtie.lly negative, 

ranging from veiled ·i'riditfel enc:·e • •t;o ,.<rve~ trej'ee.tion. 

\l'ihile a majority of both sexes perceived the public as being 

negative in their attitudes, the data suggested that those who were more 

likely to do so were males with guiding vision, or females . On the other 

hand, those who were more ·likely to perceive the atti tudes of the public 

http:observatj.on
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a.s P('>Siti•ofe were totally blind males. In addition, of those totally 

blind residents who eaw t.he public a rejecting, t here 1<!2lS a greater 

percentHgc oi' i'enwlee than rr.ales . In eJ...'Planation of t he above findings, 

:i.t was suggested that males with guiding sight ha.Ye great r contact ·w:t.th 

their environment and, therefore, tend to be more active , participating 

in the values of the dominant culture more as non-injured i.ndividu£1ls 

than as persons who are blind. As such, they are more likely to find 

themselves in constant opposition to the socially devaluating 

definitions of blindness. On the other hand, it was suggested that total 

blindness, by imposing greater restrictions on physical mobility, 

considerably narrowed the range o.f exposure to the discrilainations and 

prejudices of the publi.a, and thus made tor fe\11er neg.....tive attitudes to 

blindness . ~dth respect to the perceptions o£ our .female respondents, it 

was noted that the social ~.xpeatations surroundj.ng the role of women 

imply marri.age, dependence upon a mala , nnd an scendancy in the domestic 

sphere . On the other hand, society tncitly disapproves of marriages '!.dth 

blind women, thus placing the lat·tar in a frustrating situation. It was 

suggested that the perception of the public's attitudes by t he female 

residents were shaped by this conflict. 

'fhe hypothesis that t hose \1ho evaluated themselves negatively (or 

positivelY) would tend to perceive the attitudes of the public as 

negative (or positive) was not confirmed by the data. An overwhelming 

majority (8.3 per cfmt) of the positive self-.evaluators Here rated as 

perceiving the public's attitudes as rejecting. The corresponding 

percentaae of negative self-evaluators ~~o did so was only 55• 

. 'fhe data further indicated. that those who evaluated themselves 

http:surroundj.ng
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positively, and 11i1o al s o percei ved t he publi c as re j e ctinc in i ts at.ti.­

tudes, were t.tdce as 1 ikely to have t,-uiding vision as to be totally 

blind. On the other hand, those who were posi t i ve sel f-evul.uat ors, and 

who also percei ved the public as aocep·t.ing in i t s att i t udes, were t hree 

t imes as likely to be totally blind as to have gui ding vision. 

The analysis of the empirical evidence on t ho attitudes of the 

r esi dents towards blindness revealed a consensus of favourable opinion 

with respect to living in the Res idence, accepting help from the public, 

and using the white cane. It is interesting to note that, of those ho 

Xpressed ~ n~gatitre ,;att:!..tudes, there was a larger proportion of those 

tdth guiding vision than With total blindnaoa. On the other hand, 

disapproval of marria&e between the blind was wi espread among t he 

r esidents .. In addition, a Inajorlty o1' respondents vi <awd blindness as 

the 1-1orst disabilit y . On the basis of the findings, it uas concluded 

that neither sex, de{:;ree of vision, nor sel1~-evaluation , vas directly 

related to the attitudes ot the resi dents towards blindness. 

In ortter to determine the extent of. group affiliations nithin 

the Residence, a sociometric test based on four questi ons relati ng t o 

chatting companions, roommate pref ere oea, committee members, and a 

general spokesman, was ad>11inistered to t he residents. 

•Je 
1discovered no definitely structured cliques: on every criteri­

on, the.re was a mini mum. of mutual choices and a maximum of choices 

directed to a few key individuals. 

our hypothesis t hat self-evaluation was related to the level of 

preferred interaction received very little support from the data: on every 

criterion, t ho positive self-evaluators showed a very sli~Jhtly higher 
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leve of i!1ter~cti·:m than the ne0:?.ti v:; m::lf-evaluators ~ rht:' .-e >l<.-.3 no 

evidcnc of in-6roup fonnation on the basis of self-evaluation.. 

-l'he findings revealed no structuring of in-(>roups on the basis 

of degree of vision, and there was a fair runount of interaction bet een 

the truo vi ion-Groups . The data a.lso indicated a sli5htly higher lev ,l 

of interaction for the totall y blind, as compare~ with those :.oJ..1.vn 

5uiding vision, on the criteria of roommate companions , co~mittee 

members, and a gener l spokesman. 

Lastly, our evidence j_ndicated a relationship hetween spatial 

factors and the nur!lber of in- group choices on all four sociornetric 

criteria on the fir t f loor; none existed on the second floor . 

Strensths and i~eaknesses of the Study: 

The chief s trength of t his study is probably t,hat it explores 

relatively new ground . To our knowledge , the present study is the f irst 

empirical investigati on of tihe occupants of any residence f'o ~ the blind. 

It i s also the f irst study v-Jhich has at,tempted to explore the rela i on­

ship bet ween the concept of self-evaluation and certain perceptions , 

attitudes , and interperson 1 relationships of blind i ndivi.duals . 

Finally, i t shows the most di rect evi d nee ye publi h d of th ex ent 

of group formation within · rosidenc f"or the blind. 

On t he o her nd, the chief eaknes o this study derives f"rom 

the fact that it concentrat es on one particular residence , r ather than 

comparing different residences . The residence i tself \-:as selected 

because it was sufficiently willing to permit the exploration reported 

here . The consequence of this decision is thEJ.t vie have no idea. how far 

our findings oay be genera ized to other residcn es or to other tim 
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periods. Indoed1 we suspect that so:ne of our conclusions are a,Pplic ·ble 

to other residences for Lhc blind, but 1111e can oi'fer no sy ter:mtic 

C:.JPirical support. <>r t hat clai! • 

One fc.ture of the study mich some readers may find dis ppoint­

in~ is that the f indings derived f rom t he st·tistical part four 

analysis 'ere not subjectec to statist ical tests ·o±" :si6nificm\ee. The 

chief reason or this lies in the small size of the sample; s-i:.utement 

about statistical signific cc i s a stntomont about srunpling error and, 

since sampling error is a function of s~plo size, such a statement is 

lso a nnction of the sarnpl size involved. Thu."l, the sr~taller the 

saznple (and, other things being equal, "the larger tho sampling error) , 

the smaller is ' the·· chance . that2 a~ .difference -::ofr.aU;iv.en .-_ size"tidll"be 

found statistical ly significant. 

J\ more general caution against the u e of significance tests is 

that an effect that has been shown to be statistically si~nif'icant .may 

yet be so small in magnitude ·t.hat it is of no substantive interest to 

1the researcher. Conversely, i f the test has a ne ative result, one 

oucht not to conclude that the effect has no importanc or reality. In 

t he f inal analysis 1 what i s really of iJ portsnce is ·t.he magnitude of 

effects rather than a test of whether the difference is statistically 

significant or not. 

~•hila it must be borne in mind that t. ere are particular 

l imitations imposed upon the research by the sample studied, the f i ndings 

provide some evidence for a few practic l suggest ions . Accordin to the 

1see a fuller discussion of t his point in C.A.Moser, yurv2l 
Methods .!n Social Investigation London: Heine.'llann Lt d. , t 955 . , p . 294.. 
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~s of this tudy, one of th-- probl ..ms that the blind face i s -the 

n t,at 'vc r..ttitudes of the pub7..ic, which reflect \.he st rcotyped pio·t.ure 

of t 10 blind s hon l ssly unproductive , useless to themselve··· or to 

others, and im ortunate in their requests for fin~ ncial aid '~'he 

answ~r t o this problon nould seem to l ie i n tr,ying to change these 

attitudes. One Hay in which this mi~,;ht be don is by di"'semiJrting 

t.. re t.er amount of information bout the blind, by means of the mass 

l!le ia, lecture courses , prl!'lted literature, and so on. 'i'he mblic 

mi·,ht th n be brout;:ht to a true underst,anding of tha li.rnitations, 

problems, .nd potentialities, o t hose who are blind. In particular, 

ere is a e r eat opport unity for inculcat ing more positive attitudes to 

the blind t hrough the educational systeo. lf' oducatlon in a dan;.ocraoy 

means anything, i t moans a training for effective participation in a 

community of equals . At the v ry minimum, thi s implies a reco~n:i.tion of 

the need to provide an adequate support to individuals or roup in order 

th· t they y play t heir part in society. There is no better time to 

le rn the principl es of liberty, equality, and fraternity, than when 

young, and no better place to learn thern trum at school or in a home 

f oWJded on such principles . 

To conclude this chapter , there are a number of interesting 

aspects of our study problem. wh:lch, 1e think, merit furtho.r inv .stit;a• 

tion. In the first place~ t he objective of this research could be 

pursued, more intensively, by utilising a research desiti,.n which not only 

included a much larger sample of' adult blind persons , but also which 

paid a fuller attention to such important variables as sex, ag , degree 

of blindness, self- ev lua~ion, and social interaction with the sighted. 
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In addi t i on j a. st· dardizcd, re.f:in d s cale could be developed and mse<.l 

to pr v:Ldc a valid m.ea~Jure of atti c.udet5 to bl · ndrl.~.o:.>.. 

Secondl y , a ont, i t udinnl st11d:f· could be d ~~iu,ucd t o analyz . a nd 

m~)asure what cho.n.:.,en t a ke plt!Cc over t i me •lith res ect to thes e 

variabl es and t,hcir rel ationshi s , one to .another. 

Lastly1 it is important t o know Hhat ersons or i,rou s uill 

ferve as a reference gr ou for a given blind indivi dual i n residence 

for t e bli nd. iJit h r1hose evaluntions uill ho be concerned, f'or example , 

in forming his ocial perceptions-.,!ill i t; be the stnff 1 other r esidents , 

f<:.:'11ly, f r i ends1 or the !l ~ ;eneralized other"? 

In conclus ion, alt.houa;h the exnpirical findint:.. have not confirmed 

the hypotheses "&-Thich uere formulated to serv-e as the basis of thi s 

i nvestigation, they have, also, not vitiated the force of the aruurr~nts 

for errtploying the theoretical Pf..'lrspective of symbol:te interactionisn to 

explain t.he meaning of blindness. Indeed, the nbove suggestions for 

f uturo research constit ute a re-a.ffi:rmation of our belief in its 

tremendous utility and importance. 
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Interview Schedule 

~.Sex: 1.M 2.F1.11ame and Room No.-------------- ­
J.Age ______________ Date of birth ___________ 


4. Marital status: 

1.Single, never married 

~:Married 4.Separated

3 1/Jidowed 5.Divorced 


).Degree of blindness: 
1.Totally blind(Acquired) J.Guiding sight(Acquired) 
2.Totally blind(Congenital) 4.Guiding sight(Congenital) 

6.St ate of health: Treatment for specific physical and r_nental diseases. 

1.Very good J.Average 

2.Fairly good 4.Fairly poor 5.Very poor 


7. (a )Rel atives alive: 1.No 2.Yes 

(b) Rel ationship with close relatives: 
1. Very friendly J.Average 
2.Fairly friendly 4.Fairly unfriendly 5.Very unfriendly 

8. r11here were you born? 
1. Canada 	 3.Europe 
2. United Kingdom 4.0ther 

9. How long have you lived in Hamilton? 
1. under b months 
2, 	 b & II 12 II 


11
J. 12 11 18 :r 
11 114. 18 	 :r 24 

5. 24 #nd 11 over 

10. 	And in t his residence ? 
1 • under b mont he 
2. 6 II II~t 1 2 

II II II3. 12 18 
II II II4. 18 24 

5. 24 	 and over 

11. 	 How much formal education do you have? 
1 • Some gr ade school 
2.Finished ~rade school 6.College graduate 
.3 . Some grade 13 7. ·rrade school 
4.Finished grade 13 8."Business school" 
5. Some college 	 9.0ther 

12. 	 What religion are you? 
1 • Protest<mt 3. Jewish 
2.Catholic 4. Jther 

13. dow often do 	 you attend church? 
1. Every week 	 3.Seldom 
2. 1 to 3 times a month 4. Never 
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14. 	 whenever people meet, they tend to form impressions about one another. 
From your experience, what would you say are the more usual reactions of
people towards you? _________________________________________________________ 

15. 	 There are many situations where one has to handle things on one's own 
without help from others. Tell me, 

(a) how often do those whom you know believe you can handle things 
on your own? 


1 • Regularly 3. 0ccasionally 

2. li'reouently 4.Seldom 5.Never 

(b) How do you explain this? _____________________-,-___ 

(c) 	What about people meeting you for the first time, how often do 
they 	believe you can handle things on your own? 

l.Regularly J.Occasionally 
2.F'requehtly 4.Seldom 5.Never 

(d) How do you explain this?----------------------------- ­

16. 	 There are often times when one has to make a wise and careful decision 
before 	doing something. Tell me; 

(a)How often , do you think, those whom you kn6w believe you canmalfe~. 'SQ~~d 
1. Regularly 3. Occasionally judgments?
2.Frequently 4.Seldom 5. Never 

(b)Is there any explanation for this? ___________________________________ 

(c) 'Nhat about people meeting you for the first time, how often, do you 
think, they believe you can make sound judgments? 

1. rtegularly 3. Occasionally 

2.Frequently 4.Seldom S.Never 


(d) How do you explain this? _________________________ 

11. 	 Some people .say that others go out of their way to mix with them, or to avoid 
them. 

(a) How often,do you think, ' . people go out of their way to mix with 
you? 


1 • Regula.rly 3.0ccasionally 

2.Frequently 4 • .3eldom S.Never 


explanation for this? _________________________(b) 	 Is there any 
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18. (a) And how often, do you think, people go out of their way to avoid you? 
1.Regularly J.Occasionally 
2.Frequently 4.Seldom 5.Never 

(b) Is there any explanation for this? _____________________________________________ 

19. 	 When two people meet for the first time, they tend to be aware of 
something about the other, for example, the person's sex, or age, or 
education, or personal qualities, and so on. Tell me: 

(a) 	what do you think people are most aware of when they meet you 
for the first time? 
1.Social class 4.Personal qualities 7.Sex · 
2.Heligion 5.Age 8.Blindriess 
J.Education 6.Dress 9.0ther 

(b) Do you think this matters a great deal in how they first treat 
you? 
1.Definitely yes 4.Probably noJ.Don't know2 .-t'robably yes 	 5.Definitely no 

20. 	 (a) How about a prospective employer, what do you think he would be 
most aware of? 
1. Social class 4.Personal qualities 7.Sex 

2.Religion 5.Age 8 .Blindness 

J.Qualifications 6.Dress 9.0ther 


(b) From his first impressions of you, and from the point of view of 
doing the job, what standards would he think you are capable of? 
1.Very high 4.Fairly lowJ.Average2.Fairly high 	 5.Very low 

21. 	 On the ba-sis of their own experience, or hearsay, people also tend 
to form views about what personal qualities others may, or may not, have. 

(a) From your experience, how often, do you think, people believe 

you have unusual qualities? 

1 .Regularly 4.Seldom
J.Occasionally2. tt:requently 	 5.Never 

(b) 	 what are these qualities? ________________________________________________ 

22. 	 At one time or another!JI most people feel that they would like to 
change, in some way, the society in which they live. Now, suppose YOU had 
the power to change people's at~itudes, which three attitudes would you cha~e? 
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23. 	 I am now going to ask you a few questions, all of which can be answered by 
a single number. Zero would be "never'', and 100 would be ''always". You 
can choose any number you like, so long as it's closest to how you feel. 

1. 	 When you do those things that interest you most, about what per cent 
of the time are you satisfied with your performance? 

2. 	 And when there is a group of people of which you are a member, about 
what per cent of the time, do you think, your ideas influence the 
group? 

3. 	 Now, suppose it's up to you to do something without the help of others, 
about what per cent of the time can you handle things on your own? 

4. 	 About what per cent of the time are you able to m?ke a good impression 
and form good relations, when you meet people for the first time? 

5. 	 In those cases where others trust and depend on you for something, 
about what per cent of the time do you live up to this? 

6. 	 When you face a situation where you have to make a wise, carefuJ. 
judgment before doing something, about what per cent of the time do 
you make sound j udgments ? 

7. 	 About what per cent of the time do you feel you have really succeeded, 
when you try to reach goals, of any kind, which are important to you? 

24. 	 Of the following four statements, which do you think comes closest to 
your feelings about you~self? 

1. 	 There are many things about myself I'd like to cahange. 
2. 	 There are some t,hings about myself I 1d like to change. 
3. 	 There are only a few things about my_self I 1 d like to change.
4. 	 There is hardly anything about myself I'd like to change. 

25. 	 ~Vhat would you say have been the main satisfactions in your life ? 

26 . I suppose everyone has had some disappointments. What have been the :nain 
nisappointments in your life? ___________________________________________________________ 

21. 	 During the past three years, have you lost anyone who meant a great deal 
to you? 

1. No 

2.Yes, less than b months ago 


II 	 II II3. 6 to 12 
II II II II4. 12 18 
II II 1_1 II5. 18 24 
II II II II6. 24 30 
II7. 30 II 36 II II 
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28. 	 On the whole, do you think that people are able to make what they want 
out of their lives? 
1• t)efinitely yes 4.Probably no

3.Don 1 t know2.t'robably yes 	 5.Definitely no 

29. 	 1\'Iost people feel aware of something about themselves, when they meet 
others for the first time, for ex~e, their education, dress, age, sex, 
personal qualities, and so on. What do you feel most aware of? 
1.Religion 4.Age ?.Blindness 
2.Education 5.Sex S.Other 
3.Dress 6.Personal qualities 

30. 	 Quite often, people try to help others, sometimes with good , sometimes 
with bad, results. 

(a) 	How do you feel about being offered help? 

1.Very willing to accept 

2. vJilling to accept 4. Unwilling to accept 
J.Don't know 5.Very unwilling to accept 

31 • 	 There is no general agreement on this. Different people have different 
views. Tell me: chatting 

(a) How easy would it be for you to spend an evening with a group of 
siLhted people you have just met? 

1. Very easy !l. Fairly difficult 
2.Fairl easy J.Don't know S.Very difficult 

32. Of your five best friends, 
1• None 3. THo 
2.0ne 4.Three 

how many are 
5. Four 
6.Five 

sighted? 

~. I would noi-J' like to ask you a few questions about the other residents. 
The questions aren't concerned with their private lives. They are intended 
solely to identify those persons you would most prefer to do certain things 
~~th, like chatLing, and so on. 

If, in answer to any question, you are unable to name anyone, please 
say so. 

3). 1. (a) People often get together and chat, say after lunch or dinner. 
Perhaps, you yourself like to do this. If so, of those persons you 
would most prefer to chat with, who would be: 

Your first choice? ------------------------------------------------- ­
Your second choice? 

Your third choice?~----------------------------------------~-
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1. (b) 	How many others do you chat with regularly? 

2. 	 (a) Sup~ose there were apartments in this residence, and you had the 
opportunity of sharing one with a resident. Who would be: 
your first choice? ________________________________________________________________ 

your second choice? ________________________________________________________________ 

your third choice? _______________________________________________________________ 

(b) How many others would you share with; please give their names? ----------------- ­

3. 	 Now, suppose that the food is becoming increasingly worse. rhe situation 
soon becomes unbearable. A meeting is held by all the residents. It is 
there decided to select three from among your number to represent you on 
a committee formed to do something about the food situation. vJho would be: 
your first choice?------------------------------------------------------------------- ­

your second choice? 

your third choice? ----------------------------------------------------------------- ­

(b) \','hat are your reasons for choosing these persons?---------------------------- ­

(c) Are 	 there any others you would choose, apart from those you have
mentioned? _______________________________________________________________________ 

4. 	 (a) Suppose it had been decided, at a meeting, to choose someone from among 
your number to be the t:;eneral spokesman for all the residents. 
Who would be your first choice? 

your 	second choice? 

your third choice? 


(b) 	what are your reasons for cnoosing these persons?------------------------------- ­

(c) Apart from those you have mentioned, are there any others you would 

choose? -------------------------------------------------------------------------- ­

l'o conclude the interview, I would now like to hear your views 
on a few other sub:iects. 
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34. 	 At what age did your eyes first Qegin to trouble you? 
1 • under 10 years 

II II2. 10 and 20 
II II II3. 20 30 
II II II4. 30 40 
II II IIs. bO 50 

6. 50 and over 

35. 	 Apart from vision, in what ways do you think a blind person differs from 
most people? 
1 • Very little difference 
2.Little difference 4.Much difference 
3.Don 1t know 5.Very much difference 

36. 	 What do you think of the idea of blind persons marrying one another? 
1.Strongly disagree 4.Agree 
2.Disagree 3.Don 1t know 5.Strongly agree 

37. 	 Some people feel that one should be proud of the achievements of one 1 s 
fellow blind; others disagree. How do you feel about this? 
1.3trongly disagree 4.Agree 
2.Disagree 3.Don 1t know 5.Strongly Agree 

38. 	 (a) What do you think is the worst disability for a person to have? 
1 • Total deafness 3.Loss of a hand 5.Blindness 
2.Total dumbness 4.Loss of a foot 6.0ther 

(b) 	 'tihat makes you say so? 

39. 	 VJhat about living together in a residence, do you think this brings one 
closer to the wider community, or do you think it keeps one apart? 
1.Brings one very close 
2.Brings one fairly close 4.Separates one a fair amount 
J.Don 1t know 5.Separates one very much 
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40. 	 Some people prefer tm use one or another of he following terms: 
visual disability, visual loss, visual impairment, defective vision, 
blindness. 

(a) Which do you thimk should be used, generally? 
1. Visual disability 3. Vi sual impairment 5.Blindness 
2.Visuel loss 4.Defective vision 6.0ther 

(b) Why do you think so? ___________________________________________________ 

41. 	 If a friend became blind, some persons would recommend the use of the 
white cane, on the ground that it is a great help; Others disagree, 
saying that it makes one conspicuous. How do you feel about this? 

1. Would definitely recommend 
2.Would probably recommend 4.Would probably advise against 
3. Don't know 	 5. \vould definitely advise against 

42. And what about dark glasses ? 
1. Would definitely r ecommend 
2. Would probably recommend 4. Would probably advise against 
3.Don't know 5.Would definitely advise against 

43. I wonder if you could tell me, in your owm words, how you feel about 
blindness. What does it mean to you?------------------~-----

(b) You mentioned a mimilte ago what blindness means to you. Could you 
tell me what experiences of yours have led you to think like this?-------- ­

44. 	 (a) And t o ~·~'~' how do you think they feel about blind people?
What 	 are their usual beliefs? _________________________ 

(b) What do you think makes them have these ideas? ---------------- ­



A?PENDIX B 

CO a'lJTATICt,j OF' PHOBABILI'I'Y OF CHOOSING AT L2!\3'f 

ONE NEAREST-NEIG:IBOUR 


~;e coraputed the probabil i ty of choosing ut lc st one nc<. rE-)::3t­

noi0 ' bour by he follo~rlng procedure: 

(i) '!'here r~ere 16 males in our sample, and , for ec ch one, there w-ere 

5 pc~ ible m le neighbours . Of these 151 3 could be reJarded as 

nearest- neighbo rs , while 12 could not . 

1b e probability of not selecting any nearest-neighbour was, 

therefore, the number of 'tvays of selecting 3 neighbours from the 12 who 

wer e not nearest-neighbours (i.e., 
12c } divided by the number of vmys

3 
of selecting any 3 neie;hbours from the possible 15 (:i .• e. , 15c )

3 

Similarly, the probability of selecting 1 nearest-neighbour was 

the 	quotient of the product of the following two combin,'l·tions: 

(a) 	the nlli~ber of ways of ~electing 1 out of the 3 nearest-nei6hbours 

3(i.e . , c	 ) , 1 

( the ml.'itber of ~mys of selecting 2 out of the 12 who were not 

. hb ( . 12,. )nearest -ne1g ours 1.e., ...2 , 


divided by a third combination: 


(c) 	the number of ways of selecting any 3 neighbours from t he possible 

15 	 (i . e ., 15c3 ) . 

The different probabilities are presented on the following page . 



~to. of Ueard~t-Nei.:;hbours i'robability of 3f~leoting ..( 
Selected Nearest-Neighbours 

X p (:<) 

0 	 12(! 
.~3 1 15

03 • 2201455 = .4835 

3 1 1$,.,1 	 0 120 19 /455 .. .. 4351'1 2 '"'J 

Jc ·t2c I 15c2 	 = 361455 ••07912 1 J 

Jc I 15..,3 	 • 11455 c . 00213 1.13 

.At least 1 . 4351 + . 0791 + . 0021 ... . 5163 

(ii) Likewise, for the 27 females in the sample , ther were 26 

possible female neighbours for each. 01' t hese 26 , J could be considered 

nearest- neighbours , While 23 could not. 'rhe probabilities of selecting 

X nearest-neighbours are given below: 

No. of Nearest-Neighbours Probability ot Selecting X 
Selected Nearest- Neighbours 

X p (X:) 

23 1 26
0 	 0 0 • 177112600 • •68113 3 

Jc 2Jc I 26r.1 	 75912600 = . 29191 2 "'J 

2 	 3c2 23c1 I 26o3 • 69/2600 u . 0265 

J 	 3o3 I 26c3 • 112600 '"' .0003 

At least 1 	 . 2919 + . 0265 + . 0003 .Jt 77 



APPENDIX C: 'fHE SET'riNO 

Built in 1959, the Edgewood Residence for the Blind is an 

attractive building overlooking Hain Street West, with vacant land at 

the hack and on both aides. In the front or the building is a well-kept 

semi-circular lawn with a mast from which flies the Canadian flag; there 

is also a driveway which convenient~ serves as a bus terminal. The 

driveway continues along the e st eide or the building, and beside it is 

a piece or l and which serves as a lawn, and which is attended to by 

landscape gardener during the summer. The land is actuallY owned by the 

Hydro-Electri c Company of Hamilton , but is leased by the Canadian 

National Institute for the Blind. 

'What impresse the visitor on entering through the front of the 

Residence ie the subdued activity and quiet efficiency of the three 

young ladies in the office. To the uninfonn.ed observer, their tasks 

appear routine. In effect , these ladies are part of that highly 

fficient corps of dedicated workers who con titute the CNIB. Their 

work is immensely important 1 and can be measured in t nn.s of the social 

profit that accrues to society, a a result of the rehabilitation of the 

blind. 

The head ot this small administrative machine is the Field 

Secretary- of th CNIB. A slim man with a brisk walk, he has a quick 

smile and a genuine friendline s which immediately puts one a·t ea.ae. He 

is legally blind, fact which it is difficult to inter from either his 

speech or manner. He is a ve17 highlY specialised social worker, a 

157 


http:uninfonn.ed


1sa 
graduate of the CNIB•s own training programme, and his responsibilities 

are varied and extensive. He not only superintends the administration 

of the Residence and the occupational shop, which is located in it , but 

also performs the roles of counsellor, case-visitor, and general friend 

to the blind-- in tbre counties: Wentwor1ih, Keele, and Halton. He is 

a very active public speaker, and discharges hia multiple responsibili­

ties with an enviable competence. 

Like his superior, the Assistant l''ield Secretary is legally 

blind, and occupies an adjoining office. He is affable, generous in 

his h lp, and is primarily concerned with casework in the city of 

Hamilton. He, too, engages in much public speaking, and is the official 

responsible for the provision of recreational facilities and other 

progr8mtlles f or the local blind registered with the CNIB. 

The Field Secretary's right hand is his secretar,y, who shoulders 

his responsibi lities in his absence, and acts as t he work manager of the 

office. The services provided by the of.t'ice range from reading material 

in the form of touch-type and recorded books, recreational facilities , 

home study courses, vocational guidance, theatre passes, fare reductions, 

games and appliance , to the running of the 11GU't Shop!' (adjoining the 

office and visible from the outside ) , which offers for sale, t attractive 

prices, variety of goods made by the blind. 

Opposite to the office is the auditoriUlll, spacious and well­

furnished. Held here, and open to all registered blind persons, are the 

m etings of the Canadian Council of the Blind. It is also the location 

of t hose indoor activities like dominoes, shufflebo rd, and tea parties, 

which are provided for the blind. For those who resi de in t he building 



and who ere unttbl e to attend church services outside, t he auditorium i· 

converted into n church by variou religious deno~linations on different 

C.3unday nights . Thero are tuo armual functions of much interest to t he 

r•~eistered blind which take pl .. ce in the audit oriurn~ The first is 

~hildren's party, which features games, prizes, free refreshment , and 

general entertainment to everyone present . The s~cond i s the "aurnmer" 

picnic", an adult version of the Children's party. After the su..'it.'!ler 

picnic, the guests are usun.lly in a very convivial mood and tlith a. 

hearty appetite, from their unaccustomed exertions . They are , then; 

ta en by chartered bus es to Fischer's Hotel in Hamilton, 1t!h re the 

climnx of the evening is a sumptuous dinner. 

From the waiting room, next t o the office, there i s a corridor 

l...rhi.ch leads into the centre of the building. At. the "i'nd of the corridor 

is the dining room, spacious and furnished with separ ate tables for four 

persons esch; and opening into it :ts the kitchen. 'rhe Hatron supervises 

its detailed running, and her staff consists of a cook, an assistant 

cook, and five maids, all of whom work .a. paid forty-hour week. In 

addition; there is usually opportunity for girls {usually grade 13 or 

uni eraity students) to earn mo ey by ,.,orJdng part-time in evenings aa 

maids, doing H.ght cleaning w-ork. The heavy cleaning work is done by 

profeaaional staff. The Matron's r sponsibilities extend to ensuring 

the personal comfort of her guests ; and t o ascertaining what ev,r problems 

they may be fac:1.ng. For the genera.l oper ation of this aspect of t.he 

Residence, she is personally account.able to the Field Secretary. At t.he 

end of the day, her work is continued by two female supertTisors, one 

working from tour in the afternoon till ten at night , the other working 
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from ten th:ro~hout the night. Their rork tends 

l mited mainly to the answe ing of the telephone 

Since ClUB residences are not ''Homes '1 in t he instit tiona.l sense 

of the word, one finds t hat its residents live in comfort and at a 

moderate cost, permitted and encouraged to live their own lives. The 

lounges and rooms ar ' attractively f urnished, and flowers .re supplied 

by funeral homes free of charge (flowers which have been used durin th 

funeral rites, and \vhich are no long r needed aft.er t he completion of 

the burial ce~emony). Concern tor the welfar or t he residents extends 

even to their bathroom facilit i es, which ar e especially deaiene to 

r. j.nimize accident or i nconvenience. 

In the basement of the Re idence , there is an ocau t i onal shop, 

r hich provides some part-time employment for the blind. The majority of 

its employe s live outside the Residence . The work s maL~ l i ght 

~ssembly in nature, and the small :income provided goes to supplement the 

government allowance to the blind. The detailed administration of this 

important service i s t he direct responsibility of the Field Secretar,y. 

This has been a sketch of the setting within which we conducted 

our study. It will be seen t hat lfhile the Residence may be one thina to 

its suests, to the CNIB it is a base from which t o direct its many and 

varied activities on behalf of those who are losing or have lost thei.r 

sight. 




