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Abstract: People with disabilities face numerous social barriers,
including prejudices, defined as hostile and aversive attitudes towards
members of a stigmatized group. The prejudice’s perception among
people with disabilities may be a function of sociodemographic
variables, however, only a few studies have deepened such differences
in the experience of people with disabilities, especially in the Mexican
context. The present study examines the opinions of 5145 people with
disabilities through the Encuesta Nacional de Discriminacion
(ENADIS) 2017 (National Survey about Discrimination) by age, sex,
socioeconomic level, location size and the Human Development Index
(HDI). The confirmatory factor analysis shows two factors: in-group
and out-group prejudices. Results in the comparisons reveal that the
elderly, people with low sociodemographic status, and those living in
locations with low HDI face higher means of prejudice on the total and
in-group scales. The impact of aging and the availability of social
services on the perception of prejudice by people with disabilities is
discussed.
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Resumen: Entre las barreras sociales que enfrentan las personas con
discapacidad se encuentran los prejuicios, definidos como actitudes de
aversion y hostilidad por la pertenencia a un grupo al que se le adjudican
caracteristicas indeseables. La percepcién de prejuicios puede estar
determinada por factores vinculados a variables sociodemograficas; sin
embargo, pocos estudios se han enfocado en diferenciar las experiencias de
las personas con discapacidad, en especial en el contexto mexicano. Se
examinaron las opiniones de 5145 personas con discapacidad, a través de la
Encuesta Nacional de Discriminacién 2017, comparando la percepcién de
prejuicios de las personas con discapacidad a través de la edad, el género, el
nivel socioecondémico, el tamafio de la localidad y el indice de desarrollo
humano (IDH). El andlisis factorial confirmatorio arroja una estructura con
dos factores: prejuicios endogrupales y exogrupales. Los resultados indican
que los adultos mayores, las personas que pertenecen a estratos
sociodemograficos bajos y quienes habitan en localidades con un IDH bajo
enfrentan mayores prejuicios en la escala total y en prejuicios endogrupales.
Se discute el impacto del envejecimiento y la disponibilidad de recursos
sociales en la percepcion de prejuicios de las personas con discapacidad.

Palabras clave: discapacidad; prejuicios; discriminacién; actitudes; estigma
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Resumo: Entre as barreiras sociais enfrentadas pelas pessoas com deficiéncia estao os preconceitos, definidos
como atitudes de aversdo e hostilidade por pertencer a um grupo, sob as quais sdo atribuidas condigoes
indesejaveis. A percep¢do do preconceito das pessoas com deficiéncia pode ser determinada por fatores ligados a
variaveis sociodemograficas como idade, género, nivel socioecondmico, tamanho da localidade e indice de
Desenvolvimento Humano (IDH), porém, poucos estudos tém focado em diferenciar as experiéncias de pessoas
com deficiéncia, especialmente no contexto mexicano. Esta pesquisa analisa as opinides de 5,145 pessoas com
deficiéncia, por meio da Encuesta Nacional de Discriminacién (ENADIS) 2017, usando analise de varidncia. A
analise fatorial confirmatéria produz uma estrutura com dois fatores: um endégeno e outro exdgeno. Os resultados
indicam que idosos, pessoas que vivem em estratos sociodemograficos baixos e que vivem em localidades com
baixo IDH enfrentam maior preconceito. Discute-se o impacto do envelhecimento e da disponibilidade de recursos
sociais na percepcdo do preconceito das pessoas com deficiéncia.

Palavras-chave: deficiéncia; preconceito; discriminagao; atitudes; estigma

Historically, people with disabilities (PD) have been a group excluded from accessing their fundamental
rights to actively participate at an economic, social, political and cultural level (Ainscow et al., 2014;
Comision Econémica para América Latina y el Caribe, 2021; Instituto Nacional de Estadistica y Geografia
[INEGI], 2019; Organizacion Mundial de la Salud [OMS], 2011; Organizacién de las Naciones Unidas,
2015; Pena & Estay, 2019; Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015). However, in recent years a paradigm shift has taken
place, recognizing that disability is not reduced to a condition, illness or personal affectation (physical
or psychological), but rather arises in the interaction of the individual with his or her social
environment, when there are no sufficient conditions for their full inclusion (Garcia-Vasquez, 2015;
Mexico, 2011; Oliver, 1998, 2013; Rembis, 2010; Shakespere, 2006). This paradigm, which is known as
the social model of disability, has generated notable progress in terms of civil rights for this group,
although physical, social and attitudinal barriers still persist.

In most cases, institutions (e.g. schools, universities, or government buildings) are not prepared
to include PD, especially when they come from less economically privileged backgrounds (Cruz &
Casillas, 2017; Garin & Suarez, 2016; Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015). The existence of prejudices associated
with the abilities of PDs to work, participate in competitive activities and acquire skills, are some of the
causes of the invisibility of this group (INEGI, 2016; OMS, 2011; Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015). In this sense,
prejudices are defined as attitudes of aversion and hostility towards a person for belonging to a group
and/or having a certain characteristic, under which undesirable conditions are assigned to them.
Prejudices usually spread in the form of socially accepted and justified opinions about PDs, which
ultimately affect their social relationships (INEGI, 2016; Rodriguez, 2006).

The literature on prejudice and group analysis has documented that there is a tendency to
favorably rate people who are considered close or familiar compared to those who are perceived as
distant or strangers (Allport, 1954; Babik & Gardner, 2021; Harder et al., 2019; Nowicki et al., 2014;
Pettigrew, 1979). According to the theory of ultimate attribution error, Pettigrew (1979) points out that
the negative attributes of the group of belonging (ingroup) are normally attributed to external,
situational and temporary factors, while the negative attributes of external groups (outgroup) are
conceived as internal, dispositional and immutable. This implies that the negative evaluations made of
PD at a global level tend to be perceived as permanent, immutable and even natural. For their part,
according to the stereotype content model, Fiske et al. (2002) postulate that stereotypical beliefs are
based on two dimensions: competitiveness (ability to advance in the social hierarchy) and warmth
(ability to damage or disturb the status quo). From this theory, the PD group is perceived as warm and
uncompetitive, which usually translates into paternalistic and condescending attitudes (Nario-
Redmond et al.,, 2019).

Currently, a distinction is made between classic prejudices, which refer to openly hostile
expressions about PD, and modern prejudices, which are manifested in a more subtle way (Akrami et
al., 2006; Nario-Redmond et al., 2019). On the other hand, a distinction is also made between explicit
prejudices (manifestations over which the person has voluntary control and are those that are typically
measured through self-report questionnaires) and implicit prejudices (which are manifested
involuntarily or with little control) (Harder et al, 2019; Nario-Redmond et al, 2019). The
presuppositions and cognitive biases, as well as the prejudices and discriminatory acts faced by PDs,
have been defined as “ableism” (Dunn, 2019; Nario-Redmond, 2020). It is important to note that PDs can
also hold prejudices towards their own group, since they tend to internalize discriminatory narratives
in their environment (Nario-Redmond et al,, 2019).
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Although PDs are commonly referred to as a monolithic, homogeneous group, the prejudices
they face can vary considerably depending on their individual characteristics, personal history, and
social environment (Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015; Rembis, 2010; Rodriguez, 2006). Social and territorial
variables directly or indirectly affect the degree of social exclusion of the DPs (Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015).
The literature suggests that, among PD, the perception of prejudice is related to contact with others with
the same condition, their educational level, gender, ethnic origin, type of disability and age (Alvarez-
Galvez & Salvador-Carulla, 2013; Harder et al., 2019).

In relation to gender, the explicit prejudices manifested by PDs vary depending on the
measurement method. For example, Harder et al. (2019) concluded that men with disabilities prefer to
spend more time with people without disabilities, while other studies suggest that women with
disabilities show a greater inclination toward “feeling discriminated against because of their disability”
(Branco et al., 2019; Dammeyer & Chapman, 2018). Regarding age, a large percentage of PDs are also
older adults (INEGI, 2019; OMS, 2011). However, there is little knowledge about the impact that age has
on the perception of prejudice (Ruggieri & Cuesta, 2018). The available evidence seems to indicate that
the perception of prejudice among PDs increases significantly as they reach old age (Alvarez-Galvez &
Salvador-Carulla, 2013; Branco et al,, 2019; Harder et al., 2019).

On the other hand, the prevalence of disability in younger age groups varies internationally from
0.4 % to 12.7 %, depending on the study and the evaluation tool (OMS, 2011). In Mexico, it is estimated
that 8.8 % of the population between 5 and 19 years old has some disability (INEGI, 2019). It has been
observed that children with disabilities are more likely to present socio-emotional problems, low levels
of social integration with their peers and poor attention in schools (Anatolievna, 2020; Rosa & Menezes,
2019; Santa Cruz et al,, 2021). When analyzing the situation of the PD according to the size of the locality
in which they live, it has been pointed out that in the large cities of Latin America there is no clear
strategy regarding the design of public space and accessibility (Linares-Garcia et al., 2018; Rairan et al.,
2017), however, the extent to which this may affect PDs’ perception of prejudice remains understudied.

Empirical evidence shows that the most consistent predictions of social achievement are made
based on class situation and the residential area where one lives (Rodriguez, 2006). Consequently, the
socioeconomic level represents a determining aspect of the self-determination condition of the PD
(Alvarez-Aguado et al,, 2021; Alvarez-Galvez & Salvador-Carulla, 2013). A considerable percentage of
poor people in developing countries are also PD, and households with PD are at higher risk of poverty
(Elwan, 1999; Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015). In part, this is explained by the fact that PDs will not achieve the
same levels of well-being as a person without disabilities, even if they have comparable economic
resources, due to the costs derived from their specific needs, such as therapies or medical treatments,
etc. (Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015).

In addition to the above, PDs generally have lower levels of education, lower insertion in the
workplace and lower access to health services, factors related to the Human Development Index (HDI).
The HDI is an indicator formulated by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), and represents
a synthesis of the status of a given locality based on the analysis of three dimensions: health, education
and income (PNUD, 2014). The HDI allows us to appreciate a general overview of the level of
inclusion/exclusion in which its inhabitants find themselves in general, and the PD in particular. (Pena
& Estay, 2019). The level of human, social and economic development of the place of residence
influences the type and quality of opportunities and services available to all members of society,
including DPs (Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015). For example, it has been found that PDs with high levels of
education (Harder et al,, 2019) and who live in countries with more developed health systems (Alvarez-
Galvez & Salvador-Carulla, 2013) show a lower perception of prejudice.

According to the social model of disability, the prejudices faced by PDs are related to the barriers
found in their social environment. From this perspective, people with similar deficiencies may find
themselves in different situations of exclusion, depending on their opportunities to access services such
as health, education, employment, etc. On the other hand, the literature indicates that age and gender
can also make important differences in the perception of prejudice in PDs. However, there are few
studies that examine these differences, especially in the Mexican context. To help fill this gap, the present
work answers the following research question: How does the open and hostile expression of
internalized prejudices by PDs vary based on personal and social variables? As a hypothesis, the groups
that are at greater risk of discrimination and that, therefore, could face greater prejudice are: a) women,
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b) older adults, c) people of low socio-demographic level and d) people who live in small towns with low
rates of human development. To test these hypotheses, the average score of these groups was compared,
using variance analysis, based on the responses collected in the National Discrimination Survey 2017
(INEGI, 2018; 2019; 2023) in Mexico.

Method

Sampling

The ENADIS design presented a probabilistic, two-stage, stratified and cluster sampling, taking
into account the 32 states of the Mexican Republic, seeking the representativeness of the sample at the
national level. In its design, four socio-demographic strata were formed into which all the sampling units
of the country were grouped (that is, the homes that were the subject of the study). This stratification
considered the socio-demographic characteristics of the inhabitants of the homes, as well as their
physical characteristics and equipment, expressed through 34 indicators (INEGI, 2018).

The states were grouped according to their HDI based on data published by the UNDP (2015),
which is represented by a score that ranges from 0 to 1, with the world average being 0.700. The
calculation of the HDI of a locality was carried out based on the following indicators: life expectancy at
birth (health), average years of schooling, expected years of schooling (education) and gross national
income (GNI) per capita (income). The classification was done in four levels: eight states were classified
as very high HDI, with a score between 0.759 and 0.830 (Baja California Sur, Baja California Norte,
Coahuila, Colima, Mexico City, Nuevo Le6n, Querétaro and Sonora), eight were classified as having a high
HDI, with a score between 0.743 and 0.758 (Aguascalientes, Campeche, Jalisco, State of Mexico, Morelos,
Quintana Roo, Sinaloa and Tamaulipas), eight were classified as medium-low HDI, with a score between
0.721 and 0.742 (Chihuahua, Durango, Hidalgo, Nayarit, San Luis Potosi, Tabasco, Tlaxcala, Yucatan) and
finally eight states were located as a low level, with a score between 0.667 and 0.720 (Chiapas,
Guanajuato, Guerrero, Michoacan de Ocampo, Oaxaca, Puebla, Veracruz and Zacatecas).

Participants

The database with the participants was taken from the official INEGI site (2023), corresponding
to the module 2 questionnaire, whose target population is people with disabilities, that is, those who
indicated having any of the following characteristics: 1. Difficulties walking, going up or down steps
using their legs; 2. Seeing, even when wearing glasses; 3. Moving or using their arms or hands; 4.
Learning, remembering or concentrating due to an intellectual condition; 5. Hearing, even when using a
hearing aid; 6. Talking or communicating; 7. Bathing, dressing or eating; and 8. Carrying out daily
activities due to an emotional or mental condition. The characteristics of the study sample can be seen
in Table 1.
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Table 1

Description of the sociodemographic characteristics of the study participants
Category n Percentage
Total 5,145 100 %
Gender
Men 2,045 39.8%
Women 3,084 60.2 %
Age
12-21 years old 257 6.20 %
22-31years old 189 4.55%
32-41 years old 299 7.21%
42-51 years old 439 10.59 %
52-61 years old 715 10.59 %
62-71 years old 1,379 33%
72-81 years old 1,189 28.68 %
82-91 years old 590 14.23 %
92-97 years old 88 212 %
Sociodemographic Level
High 419 8.1%
Medium High 1,455 28.3 %
Medium Low 2,777 54 %
Low 494 9.6 %
Classification according to HDI
Very High 1,051 20.4 %
High 1,143 222 %
Medium 1,572 30.6%
Low 1,379 26.8%
Location
Cities >100,000 inhabitants 3,238 62.9 %
Cities 15,000-99,999 inhabitants 637 12.4 %
Cities 14,999-2,500 inhabitants 637 12.4 %
Rural populations (<2,500 inhabitants) 633 123 %

Note. Based on INEGI (2019)

Instrument

The ENADIS 2017 consists of three instruments (General Questionnaire, Opinions and

Experiences Questionnaire, and Module Booklet). Its purpose was to collect

basic information about the

selected home and the people who make up the household, as well as explore the opinion and
experiences of discrimination of the target population (Indigenous people, people with disabilities,
religious diversity, older adults, girls and boys, adolescents and young people, women and experiences
of discrimination), which is collected from the module booklets. The present work only took up the
module 2 booklet, aimed at people with disabilities, recovering the responses of the participants

regarding the prejudice section, evaluated through five questions (see Tabl

e 2). The selected questions

can be characterized as expressions of classic and explicit prejudices towards people with disabilities.

Table 2
ENADIS 2017 questions included in this study

Perception of prejudice

People with disabilities are unable to take care of themselves.

People with disabilities are of little help at work.

People with disabilities are considered a burden by society.

People with disabilities are rejected by the majority of people.

People with disabilities are treated with contempt by the majority of people.

g~ wWwN -

Yes/No
Yes/No
Yes/No
Yes/No
Yes/No

Note. Based on INEGI (2016)
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First, the reliability of the scale was evaluated using McDonald’s Omega coefficient, obtaining a
reliability index of .75, which is considered acceptable. Next, the construct validity was evaluated
through a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), based on the hypothesis that the five prejudice questions
are grouped into a single dimension. The extraction method was diagonal weighted least squares, as it
is considered appropriate for dichotomous variables (Cheng-Hsien, 2016). The model was evaluated
using the following goodness of fit indices: chi square with associated probability (X?, p) greater than
.05, general fit index (GFI) greater than .95, root square error of the mean of approximation (RMSEA)
with values between .05 and .08, square root mean squared residuals (SRMR) close to 0.05 (Valdés-
Cuervo et al,, 2019). Given that the goodness-of-fit indices showed unfavorable results, it was decided
to test a two-factor solution. The presence of a factor with two items is justified as long as the correlation
is high between them and low with the rest, and the interpretability of the factor is maintained
(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The first factor was named ingroup prejudices, since it represents
judgments that the PDs make about their own abilities and was formed by questions 1 and 2. The second
factor was named outgroup prejudices, since they represent judgments that the PDs attribute to the
society or other people, and was made up of questions 3, 4 and 5. In this case, the correlation between
items 1 and 2 (ingroup) was moderate (.57), while with the rest it was low (between .38 to .18). The
literature indicates that the X? test can lead to rejecting reasonably appropriate solutions when working
with large samples, therefore, upon observing that the rest of the indicators showed a good fit, it was
decided to retain the model. The results of both models can be seen in Table 3. The structure of the
bifactor model, the standardized covariance between the factors and the explanation coefficients for
each of the questions is seen in Figure 1.

Table 3
Goodness-of-fit indices of the unifactor and bifactor models
Xz P gl CFI1 RMSEA LO HI SRMR

1F 822.10 .000 5 91 17 .16 .18 0.14

2F 139.67 .000 5 .98 .07 .06 .08 0.06
Note. The extraction method used was diagonal weighted least squares. 1F = unifactor model, 2F = two-factor
model.
Figure 1

Structure of the bifactor model of prejudice, factor loadings and covariance between factors

People with disabilities are unable to take

care of themselves 63

Ingroup
People with disabilities are of little help at
work

People with disabilities are considered a
burden by society

People with disabilities are rejected by the
majority of people 86

Outgroup

People with disabilities are treated with
contempt by the majority of people

Procedure

For the present study, the data obtained in the ENADIS 2017, carried out by the INEGI (2016),
were used. The interviews were carried out face to face following a protocol, taking place between
August 21 and October 13, 2017. The ENADIS 2017 study population was all people in the household
with the following characteristics: 12 years or older of age, indigenous speakers or self-identified, 12
years and over with disabilities, 12 years and over belonging to religious diversity, 60 years and over, 9
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to 11 years of age, 12 to 29 years of age and women 18 years and older. A total of 39,101 homes
participated. The present study returned to the participants who indicated that they belonged to the
group of people with disabilities.

To download the database, the authors entered the official site of the INEGI (2023), accessing
the Encuestas [Surveys] section, then the Especiales [Specials] section, where finally the Encuesta
Nacional de Discriminacion (ENADIS), version 2017 [National Discrimination Survey (ENADIS), version
2017] section is located. Once inside this section, the Datos Abiertos [Open Data] section was accessed,
where a button to download the database is found. By pressing the download button, a zip file was
obtained with the name “conjunto_de_datos_enadis2017_cvs.zip” [enadis2017_dataset_cvs.zip], which
in turn contains 14 folders and a CVS file named “0O_indice_tablas_enadis2017.cvs”
[0_tables_index_enadis2017.cvs]. This file indicates the name of the questionnaire that corresponds to
each folder. Next, the folder named “tdiscapacidad_enadis2017” [tdisability_enadis2017] was extracted,
where there are five more folders: “catalogos” [catalogs], “conjunto_de_datos” [data_set],
“diccionario_de_datos” [data_dictionary], “metadatos” [metadata] and “modelo_entidad_relacion”
[entity_relationship_model].

The database with the responses of the participants in this study was found within the
“conjunto_de_datos” [data_set] folder. Once the database was obtained, the modifications that were
considered pertinent were made to the names and labels of the variables, resulting in the version that
was finally used to perform the statistical analyses. In addition to the above, the participants were
grouped by age (in 10-year intervals), and the groups belonging to the different levels of the HDI were
created based on the state of the Mexican Republic in which they are located.

Data analysis sequence

First, construct validity was evaluated using the CFA method. Next, the reliability of the scale
was evaluated using McDonald’s omega index. Subsequently, the Student’s ¢ test was used to compare
the participants by gender and the one-way analysis of variance (One Way ANOVA) was used to compare
them by age group, sociodemographic stratum, level of human development and size of the town. It is
assumed that the analysis of variance is sufficiently robust when large samples are available (Page et al.,
2003). Prior to the analysis, it was verified that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met,
through Levene’s Test. In turn, the effect size and statistical power were calculated (Cardenas &
Arancibia, 2014). On the other hand, Scheffe’s post hoc test was used to visualize the groups between
which the difference was established. In the case where the assumption of homogeneity of variance was
not met, the ANOVA test with Welch correction and the Games-Howell post hoc test were used. The
analyzes were carried out in the Rstudio software version 4.2.0 (R Core Team, 2023), using the packages
DescTools (Signorell, 2023), lavaan (Rosseel, 2012), MSchoR (Mair, 2020), psych (Revelle, 2023),
RcmdrMisc (Fox & Marquez, 2023) and rsatix (Kassambara, 2023).

Results

First, descriptive analyzes were carried out with the full prejudice scale, as well as with the
outgroup and ingroup prejudice variables. Full scale scores indicate that participants answered “yes” on
average to 3 of the 5 statements, suggesting a moderate level of internalized bias about people with
disabilities. The outgroup prejudice score is above the theoretical mean, unlike the ingroup prejudice
score, which is below. On the other hand, the skewness and kurtosis scores suggest a normal distribution
(see Table 4).

Table 4
Descriptive statistics of ingroup, outgroup and total scale prejudices
Min. Max. M SD Asymmetry Kurtosis
Full 0 5 2.94 1.51 -0.79 -0.30
Outgroup 0 3 2.03 1.08 -0.73 -0.83
Ingroup 0 2 0.88 0.82 0.21 -1.50

Subsequently, comparisons of means between groups were carried out for the complete scale
and outgroup and ingroup prejudices, the results of which are detailed in Table 5. Regarding the results
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by gender, although significant differences were obtained both in the complete scale, as in outgroup and
ingroup prejudice, with a higher score for women (which indicates that in general they perceive more
prejudice) the effect size did not reach the minimum acceptable, which means that it has no practical
value. Subsequently, the participants were compared by age. Significant differences were obtained for
the full scale and ingroup and outgroup prejudices. However, the effect size only reached a practical
value for the total scale and for ingroup prejudice. The post hoc analysis showed that there are
significant differences between multiple age groups, with the constant that prejudice increases with age.
The differences between groups can be seen in Table 6.

In relation to the size of the locality, significant differences were found in the complete scale and
in ingroup prejudices; however, only practical value was achieved for ingroup prejudices. The post hoc
testreveals that it is in small towns where PDs show greater prejudice. Regarding the sociodemographic
stratum, significant differences were found in the total scale, outgroup and ingroup prejudices; however,
a practical value was only reached on the total scale and ingroup prejudices. Post hoc tests revealed
differences between multiple groups (specifically: very high and low, very high and medium low, and
medium low and medium high). The trend was that groups with a lower sociodemographic level showed
higher scores on the prejudice scale. Finally, regarding the HDI, significant differences were found for
the total scale, outgroup and ingroup prejudices, but no practical value was found for any of the
variables. Due to the above, Student ¢ tests were carried out, comparing only the scores of the groups
with the largest difference.

The following results were obtained: Total scale t =-6.20; p <.001; d = -0.25, outgroup prejudice
t=-4.12;p<.001;d =-0.16, and ingroup prejudice t =-5.98; p <.001; d = 0.24. Practical value is observed
for the total scale and ingroup prejudice, with higher prejudice scores for participants who are in
locations with a low HDI level.

Table 5
Descriptive statistics and variance analysis for the prejudice score and socio-demographic variables of people
with disabilities

Factor Group Complete scale Outgroup prejudices Ingroup prejudices

M SD t/F p df M ___SD ___tF p df M ___SD t/F p df

Masculino 278 151 -566 .000 -16 193 110 -533 .000 -15 .84 81 -3.31  .000 -.09

Gender .
Femenino 3.02 1.49 2.10 1.06 91 .83
12t021 218 128 2584 000 .19 176 103 927 002 .04 42 64 6399 000 .29
22t031 247 132 193 1.06 53 74
32t041 247 143 196 1.10 51 .72
42t051 269 138 210  1.03 59 .78
Age 52t061 291 143 211 1.03 80 81
62to71 292 150 202 1.08 90 81
72t081 317 151 207 1.09 110 .79
82t091 323 158 205 111 117 81
92t097 331 168 197 122 134 .75
>100,000 286 150 676 .000 .06 286 150 009 755 - _ 082 082 2109 .000 .11
99,999 to
Sive of 12000 295 148 295 148 090 82
locality fgggéo 312 148 312 148 .03 80
<2,5000 303 154 303 154 104 .82
High 262 145 1704 000 .10 196 110 383 009 .05 065 .78 1099 .000 .15
Socio- Medium 277 149 199 1.09 077 .80
demogra- high
St};fmm fgsvd‘“m 307 154 208  1.06 094 83
Low 308 154 196 112 110 .79
Veryhigh 268 151 1383 .000 .09 190 108 391 .000 .09 078 .81 4276 .000 .09
DI High 290 152 207 1.09 083 83
Medium 297 147 206 1.07 091 81
Low 307 150 208  1.07 098 83

Note. Statistical power was > 0.80 in all cases.
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perception from disabled people

Table 6

Results of the post hoc test when comparing the mean in the perception of prejudice on the total scale by
age groups of people with disabilities

Confidence interval 95% p value
Mean
Group 1 | Group 2 difference Lower limit Upper limit
12 to 21 22to 31 0.29 -0.10 0.68 .345
32to 41 0.30 -0.06 0.65 .205
42 to 51 0.52 0.19 0.84 <.0001
52to 61 0.73 0.43 1.03 <.0001
62to 71 0.75 0.47 1.03 <.0001
72to 81 1.00 0.71 1.28 <.0001
82to91 1.05 0.73 1.37 <.0001
91 to 97 1.14 0.51 1.76 <.0001
22to 31 32to 41 0.01 -0.39 0.40 1
42to 51 0.23 -0.14 0.59 575
52to 61 0.45 0.10 0.79 .002
62to 71 0.46 0.13 0.79 .0005
72to 81 0.71 0.38 1.04 <.0001
82to91 0.76 0.40 1.13 <.0001
91 to 97 0.85 0.21 1.49 .002
32to 41 42to 51 0.22 -0.11 0.55 485
52to 61 0.44 0.13 0.75 .0003
62to 71 0.45 0.16 0.74 <.0001
72 to 81 0.70 0.41 0.99 <.0001
82t091 0.76 0.43 1.08 <.0001
91 to 97 0.84 0.22 1.46 .001
42 to 51 52to 61 0.22 -0.05 0.48 213
62to 71 0.23 -0.01 0.47 .075
72 to 81 0.48 0.23 0.73 <.0001
82t091 0.53 0.25 0.82 <.0001
91 to 97 0.62 0.01 1.22 041
52 to 61 62to 71 0.01 -0.20 0.22 1
72 to 81 0.26 0.05 0.48 .005
82to91 0.32 0.06 0.58 .006
91 to 97 0.40 -0.19 1.00 45
62to 71 72 to 81 0.25 0.06 0.44 .0009
82t091 0.30 0.07 0.54 .003
91 to 97 0.39 -0.20 0.97 473
72 to 81 82t091 0.05 -0.19 0.30 999
91 to 97 0.14 -0.45 0.72 .998
82to 91 91 to 97 0.08 -0.52 0.69 1

Discussion and conclusions

According to the social model, disability is not limited to an individual deficiency, but arises in
the interaction of the person with their environment, when spaces (material or symbolic) are
constructed from a normalizing perspective, which imagines and idealizes an average person (Cruz &
Casillas, 2017; Oliver, 2013; Shakespere, 2006). From this perspective, prejudices become obstacles that
naturalize the situation of exclusion of PDs. However, although it is common to refer to PDs as if they
were a univocal group, there are personal and social conditions that impact their experiences of
discrimination (Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015; Rembis, 2010; Rodriguez, 2006). This research shows
significant differences according to age, social stratum and characteristics of the locality (size and HDI).
On the other hand, the CFA of the prejudice questionnaire, proposed by ENADIS 2017, shows the
existence of two underlying factors: outgroup prejudices, which represent the perception that PDs have
about how they are seen by society, and ingroup prejudices, which represent judgments about their own
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capabilities. From the theory of the ultimate attribution error (Pettigrew, 1979), this differentiation is
explained by the existence of intergroup biases, thatis, a tendency to judge differently what we consider
close or distant from ourselves. Ultimately, the present study shows that the differences found seem to
refer to the judgments that PDs make about their own capabilities (ingroup prejudices). These
differences are discussed in detail below.

In relation to differences in perceived prejudice by gender, the results support what was
described by Branco et al. (2019) and Dammeyer and Chapman (2018), noting that it is women with
disabilities who report greater discrimination compared to men. Added to the problems associated with
gender roles (gender violence, wage gap, allocation of care for others, etc.) are attitudes of paternalism,
infantilism and ableism regarding disability (Cobefias, 2018; Cruz, 2004; Morris, 1993; Pinilla-
Roncancio, 2015; Rodriguez, 2011). However, it is necessary to point out that the statistical power
turned out to be very low, which calls into question the validity of these results. Various authors
(Cobeiias, 2018; Rodriguez, 2011) affirm that the differences between men and women tend to become
invisible if a gender perspective is not adequately introduced in the methodological design, so it is
possible that the questions used in the present study fail in pointing out relevant situations to
understand the prejudices that women with disabilities face, for example, when recognizing their right
to exercise their sexuality, study or carry out independent activities outside the home, etc.

On the other hand, differences were found between age groups. In general, the older you are, the
greater the prejudices. This contradicts what was found by Harder et al. (2019), who point out a non-
linear relationship between age and the perception of explicit prejudices about disability. The results of
this study show a trend that is increasing, and at no time decreasing. Possible explanations for these
differences could be attributed to the measurement instruments used, cultural differences, or the fact of
studying only people with disabilities. With all this, the hypothesis is reinforced that older adults with
disabilities face a greater risk of exclusion. According to the stereotype content model, both PDs and
older adults are usually perceived as uncompetitive and dependent, which leads to them being treated
in a condescending and over-protective manner (Fiske et al., 2002; Nario-Redmond et al., 2019). In this
regard, Branco et al. (2019) add that, like PD, older adults are more vulnerable to social isolation and
face prejudices related to the perception of the body, autonomy, and the justification of their disability
with biological explanations. Various studies indicate that both groups are at greater risk of functional
dependence (Escobar et al., 2012; Stuck et al., 1999; Vargas-Acevedo et al., 2017) which could be
reflected in their tendency to respond more in agreement with in-group prejudices, related to their
capabilities and potentials. Therefore, to promote the autonomy of PDs in adulthood, it is necessary to
have an accepting environment that allows them to continue acquiring new skills (Ruggieri & Cuesta,
2018).

In the present study, significant differences were also found in the prejudices of PDs, depending
on their sociodemographic level. These differences are observed both on the general scale and in in-
group prejudices, being more pronounced among those belonging to low sociodemographic strata. This
supports what was stated by authors such as Alvarez-Aguado et al. (2021) and Rodriguez (2006), who
consider that socioeconomic status plays a crucial role in the self-determination of PDs. From the
perspective of the social model of disability, the relationship between disability and factors such as
poverty, low educational levels, difficulties in finding a job and limited access to health services, seems
to influence the perception of prejudice of PD (Pinilla -Roncancio, 2015), especially in the assessment of
their capabilities (ingroup prejudices). In close relation to the above, the influence of the locality’s HDI
was explored. In this context, significant differences were observed only between the groups with very
high and low HDI, indicating that those residing in areas with a low HDI exhibit higher levels of
prejudice. This pattern, similar to that found in low socioeconomic strata, highlights the relationship
between the socioeconomic environment and the perception of prejudice.

Pinilla-Roncancio (2015) explains these differences by arguing that, to cover the needs of a PD,
a greater investment of economic resources is necessary. However, when considering the degree of
marginalization of the community in which they live, it is possible to deduce that the ease of access to
education, health and employment opportunities also translates into greater opportunities for social
inclusion for the DP, which would explain why PDs who live in localities with a high HDI show less
prejudice. The above supports the hypothesis that the perception of prejudice is lower among PDs with
higher levels of education and who live in sectors with more developed health systems (Alvarez-Galvez
& Salvador-Carulla, 2013; Harder et al., 2019). Finally, the results indicate that PDs who live in small
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towns show greater ingroup prejudices. The above may be related to the absence of education and
employment opportunities for people with disabilities in small towns (for example in a rural context),
which does not allow them to develop their capabilities, skills and abilities that ultimately translate into
a more autonomous life.

Limitations and future lines of research

It is considered a limitation of this study that it was not possible to differentiate the responses
of the participants based on the type of disability they present, which is a variable of great interest. In
addition to the above, the ENADIS 2017 proposal is based on classic and explicit prejudices, so future
lines of research could include the measurement of implicit and modern prejudices about disability,
associated with paternalism, pity or envy towards the PDs. Likewise, it is essential to differentiate the
experience of PD based on gender, and how gender roles influence the prejudices faced by women with
disabilities. Future research should focus on shedding light on what factors determine the perception of
PD prejudice in adulthood. Finally, it is of great interest to study why the prejudices expressed by PD
decrease as their level of education and the quality of available health services increase.
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